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Date issued:

February 19, 2007
Closing Date:

April 22, 2007

Closing Time: 

10:00 AM (Cairo Local Time)

  

SUBJECT:
Request for Proposal (RFP) No. 263-07-003

Girls’ Improved Learning Outcomes (GILO)

Dear Sir/Madam:

The United States Government, represented by the United States Agency for International Development Mission in Cairo, Egypt (USAID/CAIRO), is seeking proposals to provide the services described in the Request for Proposal.  Any type of responsible commercial, not-for-profit or educational institution may submit an offer for this contract, with or without a fee. However, a fee will not be paid if an advance payment method is approved for a not-for-profit or educational institution. The total estimated amount for this project is around US$35 to $38 million.
You are invited to submit a proposal in accordance with the requirements of the following Request for Proposal.  Proposals must be received by the Government no later than 10:00 a.m., local Cairo, Egypt, time on April 22, 2007.  If your organization decides to submit a proposal in response to this solicitation, it must be submitted in accordance with Section L of the RFP electronically at the internet e-mail address GILO@usaid.gov and via regular mail or hand delivered at the designated place indicated below.

Proposals and modifications thereof, should be submitted with the name, street address, telephone number, internet email address of a point-of-contact who is an authorized agent of the offeror and Request for Proposal Number inscribed thereon, must be addressed to: 

The following is the address for hand-carried and mail:  

	For hand-Carried Address:


	For mailing Address:



	Abeer Rizk
Office of Procurement

U.S. Agency for International  Development USAID/EGYPT

1/A Ahmed Kamel Street

Off El-Laselki St. - New Maadi, Cairo, Egypt  11435


	Abeer Rizk 
Office of Procurement

U.S. Agency for International Development USAID

UNIT 64902

APO AE  09839-4902

Tel: (20-2) 522-7000



The Offerors must ensure that the mailed proposal is received prior to the date and time set for closing.

Questions should be submitted, in writing by e-mail, no later than March 19, 2007 to:

Internet e-mail for electronic submission: GILO@usaid.gov
If substantive questions are received which affect the response to the solicitation, or if changes are made to the closing date and time, as well as other aspects of the RFP, this solicitation will be amended.  Any amendments to this solicitation will be issued and posted on the Federal Business Opportunities website.  Offerors are encouraged to check this website (http://www.fedbizopps.gov) periodically.

Offerors are encouraged to carefully read the entire solicitation by scrolling downward.  The solicitation includes all pertinent technical sections embedded in the document as well as the terms, conditions and instructions required for submitting a proposal.  

It is the responsibility of the offeror to ensure that it has been received from the internet in its entirety and USAID bears no responsibility for data errors resulting from transmission or conversion processes.

This RFP in no way obligates USAID to award a contract nor does it commit USAID to pay any cost incurred in the preparation and submission of a proposal. 

Sincerely,

Jonathan Palmer

Contracting Officer
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PART I - THE SCHEDULE


SECTION B - SUPPLIES OR SERVICES AND PRICE/COSTS

  B.1  PURPOSE

   The purpose of this contract is to improve learning outcomes in K-9 in at least 300 schools in seven governorates of Aswan, Beni Suef, Qena, Minya, Fayoum, Alexandria and Cairo by expanding coverage of girls’ education, improving the quality of teaching and learning, and strengthening the management and governance of education at the school level in targeted communities.
  B.2  CONTRACT TYPE

   This is a Cost-Plus-Fixed-Fee (CPFF) completion contract.  For the consideration set forth below, the Contractor shall provide the results, deliverables or outputs described in Section C and F in accordance with the performance standards specified in Section C.

 B.3  ESTIMATED COST, FIXED FEE, AND OBLIGATED AMOUNT

   (a) The estimated cost for the performance of the work required hereunder, exclusive of fixed fee, if any, is TBD. The fixed fee, if any, is TBD.  The estimated cost plus fixed fee, if any, is TBD.

   (b) Within the estimated cost plus fixed fee (if any) specified in paragraph (a) above, the amount currently obligated and available for reimbursement of allowable costs incurred by the Contractor (and payment of fee, if any) for performance hereunder is TBD. The Contractor shall not exceed the aforesaid obligated amount.

   (c) Funds obligated hereunder are anticipated to be sufficient through TBD.
  B.4  PRICE SCHEDULE

CLIN 001:  Expanding Equitable Access  to Education for Girls  

CLIN 002:  Improving Educational Quality
CLIN 003:  Strengthened Management and Governance 

CLIN 004:  Strengthened Organizational and Institutional Capacity of GAEB 

  B.5  INDIRECT COSTS (DEC 1997):
   For the Prime Contractor:

   Pending establishment of revised provisional or final indirect cost rates, allowable indirect costs shall be reimbursed on the basis of the following negotiated provisional or predetermined rates and the appropriate bases:

 Description               Rate         Base     Type    Period

                                   1/

1/
1/

1/Base of Application:

Type of Rate: Predetermined

Period:

For Major Subcontractor(s):

Pending establishment of revised provisional or final indirect cost rates, allowable indirect costs shall be reimbursed on the basis of the following negotiated provisional or predetermined rates and the appropriate bases:

 Description               Rate         Base     Type    Period

                                   1/

1/
1/

1/Base of Application:

Type of Rate: Predetermined

Period:

   B.6   CEILING ON INDIRECT COSTS 
For the Prime Contractor:

(1) Reimbursement for indirect costs shall be at the lower of the negotiated final predetermined rates or the following ceiling rates:

 Description               Rate         Base     Type    Period

                                   1/

1/
1/

1/Base of Application:

Type of Rate: Predetermined

Period:

(2) The Government will not be obligated to pay any additional amount should the final indirect cost rates exceed the negotiated ceiling rates.  If the final indirect cost rates are less than the negotiated ceiling rates, the negotiated rates will be reduced to conform with the lower rates.

(3) This understanding shall not change any monetary ceiling, obligation, or specific cost allowance or disallowance.  Any changes in classifying or allocating indirect costs requires the prior written approval of the Contracting Officer.

                     .

 For the Major Subcontractor(s):
(4) Reimbursement for indirect costs shall be at the lower of the negotiated final predetermined rates or the following ceiling rates:

 Description               Rate         Base     Type    Period

                                   1/

1/
1/

1/Base of Application:

Type of Rate: Predetermined

Period:

(5) The Government will not be obligated to pay any additional amount should the final indirect cost rates exceed the negotiated ceiling rates.  If the final indirect cost rates are less than the negotiated ceiling rates, the negotiated rates will be reduced to conform with the lower rates.

(6) This understanding shall not change any monetary ceiling, obligation, or specific cost allowance or disallowance.  Any changes in classifying or allocating indirect costs requires the prior written approval of the Contracting Officer.

  B.7  COST REIMBURSABLE

   The U.S. dollar costs allowable shall be limited to reasonable, allocable and necessary costs determined in accordance with FAR 52.216-7, Allowable Cost and Payment, FAR 52.216-8, Fixed Fee, if applicable, and AIDAR 752.7003, Documentation for Payment.

            SECTION C - DESCRIPTION/SPECIFICATIONS/STATEMENT OF WORK

1. INTRODUCTION:

The Girls’ Improved Learning Outcomes (GILO) Program aims to improve the quality of education and learning achievements among girls in K-9 in at least 300 schools in USAID’s seven focus governorates of Aswan, Beni Suef, Qena, Minya, Fayoum, Alexandria, and Cairo by expanding coverage of girls’ education, improving the quality of teaching and learning, and strengthening the management and governance of education at the school level in targeted communities.  

2. BACKGROUND:

The program of Girls Improved Learning Outcomes (GILO) will build upon the successes and lessons learned from USAID’s New School Program (NSP).  The NSP, which began in 2000, laid the ground work for GILO and, with the newer Education Reform Program (ERP), offers experiences and results to build upon.  NSP’s primary goals were to improve the coverage, quality, management and governance of primary schools for girls in Minya, Beni Suef and Fayoum.  Accomplishments of the NSP included: collaborating with the Ministry of Education (MOE) to select participating communities and secure land for school construction; constructing 70 primary schools and establishing 185 multi-grade schools; training teachers and facilitators for the new schools in active learning and student-centered methodologies, classroom management and monitoring and evaluation; working with Vodafone to equip and establish Information and Communication Technology (ICT) centers; and, building the capacity of  the Boards of Trustees (BOTs) to work with communities and establish democratic processes in schools.  Mid term and end of Phase I evaluation reports are attached (Attachments 5 and 6). 

This program - GILO - will provide access for girls to quality education in seven governorates; Alexandria, Cairo, Fayoum, Beni Suef, Minya, Qena and Aswan.  The program will be a joint effort between the Government of Egypt (GOE) and USAID whereby the GOE constructs primary and preparatory schools, and USAID provides the non-construction components.  The contractor shall improve and sustain girls’ learning outcomes by adopting a comprehensive and integrated school improvement approach (known as school-based reform
) that was introduced through the Alexandria Education Reform Pilot, and recently adopted by the Ministry of Education as an important means for achieving education reform. [The evaluation report of the Education Reform Pilot in Alexandria is attached (Attachment 7).] This approach will help (1) raise the instructional quality and strengthen student assessment; (2) improve school management and administration; (3) broaden community participation in education to ensure accountability and maintain viable schools; and (4) sustain quality improvements at school level.  The program will also lead to sustained efficiencies in school construction and maintenance by maximizing the use of scarce resources allocated for these purposes.

 Based on experience through other projects, four principles have proven critical to ensuring a sustainable, girl-friendly activity. They are: (1) that the communities are mobilized to actively support girls’ education and are involved up front in making all related decisions; (2) that the education provided is responsive to the social, economic, cognitive and developmental needs of girls; (3) that MOE priorities, such as the implementation of school-based reform and school accreditation
, are applied and integrated; and, (4) that women are engaged as catalysts for positive change in attitudes towards girls’ education.  The contractor shall comply with  these four operating principles in implementing GILO.

Problem:  Egypt has made substantial progress in addressing gender disparity in basic education for girls.  However, significant gaps remain and are exacerbated by inadequate access to schooling, particularly in rural and disadvantaged areas; ineffective instructional practices; and insufficient community involvement.  GOE statistics place the gross enrollment ratio (GER) at the primary level for females at 94%, compared with 100% for males. Completion rates at the primary school level, based on independent household survey data, are more realistic measures and are much lower.  Moreover, the GER at the national level masks disparities at the sub-national, local and governorate levels where the gender gap in enrollment in some instances reaches 15% or more.  In remote and poor communities, many girls either have no access to schooling or, if they enroll in a school, drop out before attaining basic literacy and numeracy skills.  

More schools in remote and poor communities are needed to eliminate the gender gap and achieve 100% enrollment at the elementary stage.  Due to limited resources, inefficient utilization as well as competing demands and priorities, the Government of Egypt’s (GOE) allocation to infrastructure investments in pre-university education has been declining, thus compounding the problem of a scarcity of school buildings.  The Minister of Education has recently announced that the number of classrooms needed to be constructed by school year 2011/2012 is 243,885.  Furthermore, several recent studies by the World Bank, the Ministry of Education (MOE), and the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) have all identified significant inefficiencies in public investments in school construction in Egypt.  Furthermore, government allocations to school maintenance are too low to protect investments in school construction and major rehabilitation.  Maintenance allocations in local departments constitute less than 1% of other current expenses and less than 3% of the MOE budget.

Ineffective instructional methods and other dimensions of school quality also limit the capacity of the school system to prepare students, particularly girls, with basic skills needed for a modernizing society.  Low school quality also decreases the likelihood that rural parents will send their daughters to school and keep them there through completion of the primary cycle.  School construction alone does not attract students who would otherwise not attend.  Without sufficient emphasis on raising the quality of instruction and the environment for learning, school construction will not lead to the desired outcome of sustained improvements in learning. 

Finally, the lack of community involvement in schooling limits the accountability of the parties involved, and the opportunities to acquire needed resources to improve education.  Establishing the links between schools, communities and parents through Boards of Trustees (BOT) and Parent Associations (PA) reinforces democratic practices and strengthens the school’s ability to strategically plan for and meet its needs.  Moreover, it has been proven through various reform activities that community involvement strengthens the management of the school and is critical for improving its efficiency and quality.  The remaining constraints to further narrowing and eliminating gender disparity in basic education in Egypt call for a targeted response.

3. SCOPE OF WORK: 
Through USAID-GOE joint efforts, the contractor shall sustain improvements in learning outcomes for girls in the seven focus governorates.  At the end of this activity, there will be improved learning outcomes of students enrolled in the targeted schools, as measured by the Critical Thinking and Problem Solving Tests (CAPS) (Attachment 9), by 3% annually.

This objective will be achieved through the following intermediate outcomes:
1. Expand equitable access to and coverage of K-9 education for children, especially girls, in remote and deprived areas in seven governorates: Alexandria, Cairo, Fayoum, Beni Suef, Minya, Qena and Aswan. 

2. Improve the quality of teaching and learning in the targeted schools and districts.

3. Strengthen the management and governance of education in the targeted schools and districts through increased parental, community and civil society participation in supporting education.

4. Strengthen the organizational and institutional capacity of the relevant GOE authorities - General Authority for Educational Buildings (GAEB) and the Public-Private Partnership (PPP) Unit of the Ministry of Finance (MOF) - to adopt innovative approaches for increasing the efficiency of school construction and maintenance.   

USAID and the Ministry of Education (MOE), through the governorate-level MOE Directorate (Muderriah), the District-level Departments of Education (Idara), and GAEB, and the MOF’s PPP Unit will jointly fund and implement the program components of GILO.  The Government of Egypt (GOE), either through MOE or PPP, will fund the construction of 300 primary and preparatory schools, while USAID funding will be used to provide all non construction components as described in “Section 5”.  The contribution of USAID to the implementation of GILO is estimated from US$35 to 38 million.  
Life of Activity:  Thirty-eight months, from approximately August 1st, 2007 through September 30th, 2010.  

4. APPLICABLE DOCUMENTS: All documents are available in section J.
1. NSP Mid-Term Evaluation report – Attachment 5

2. NSP Evaluation Report by the Ministry of International Cooperation - Attachment 6

3. Evaluation report of the Education Reform Pilot in Alexandria - Attachment 7

4. Standards-based Classroom Observation Protocol for Egypt (SCOPE) - Attachment 8

5. Critical Thinking and Problem Solving (CAPS) results - Attachment 9

6. Management Assessment Protocol (MAP) - Attachement 10

5. TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS:

The contractor shall provide technical assistance in the work areas listed below in accordance with the approved work schedule.  The relative emphasis of the interventions will be tailored to the needs of communities in the targeted areas

5.1. Expanding Equitable Access to Education for Girls 
(a) School Design, Maintenance and Furnishing

GILO will increase access to primary and preparatory education through school construction.  The GOE has committed to independently finance and construct 300 primary and preparatory schools in the seven targeted governorates.  The contractor shall provide non-construction components, such as classroom furniture, lab equipment and computers, to the 300 schools.  In addition, the contractor shall provide other components such as the capacity building of educators and BOTs, which will be described in detail in the next sections.  The average number of classrooms in the 300 targeted schools will range from 8-24 in primary and 6-12 in preparatory schools.  The total number of classrooms is estimated at 2,700 to 3,000 classrooms (approx.), of which approximately 60% will be primary and 40% preparatory stage, in addition to science labs, computer rooms, school libraries and activity rooms.  The contractor shall work with local governmental and non-governmental organizations to select the communities which will be targeted by GILO based on the number and percentage of out of school girls.  Upon finalizing the selection of targeted communities, the contractor shall conduct analysis to establish the baseline for girls’ enrollment and completion in primary and preparatory education in each of the selected communities.  During the project period, the contractor shall measure girls’ enrollment and completion rates on an annual basis, and  report progress to USAID.  The contractor shall work with the MOE and local communities to determine the exact number of classrooms and school levels (primary, preparatory or both levels) in each of the 300 targeted communities according to the community’s current and future needs based on the current and projected number of school age children, mainly girls, expected to be enrolled in these schools in the next ten years. The contractor shall also introduce and sustain locally affordable approaches for standard-based school maintenance system, which may include (1) providing technical support to schools and MOE at local level to establish sustainable school-based maintenance fund/endowment and (2) providing funding to schools to match communities’ contributions to such funds/endowments. If endowments are established, they will need to be audited on a regular basis.

The contractor will coordinate with GAEB, the PPP Unit, the respective communities, and relevant governmental and non governmental organizations, for the selection of construction sites and school models conducive to girls’ developmental needs.  In addition, the contractor will support the MOE/GAEB to improve school designs to match a broader array of community needs.  Where possible, school designs will include improvements that enhance student-centered learning and meet the special needs of girls.  School furniture and equipment should facilitate active learning and student-centered learning activities.  

Expected results/Deliverables:
· Increased percentage of girls’ net enrollment rates in primary and preparatory education in targeted communities by a minimum of 7%.

· Increased percentage of girls’ net completion rates in targeted communities by a minimum of 5%.

· 300 primary and preparatory schools furnished and equipped.

Performance Standards:
· Increase in girls’ net enrollment rates in primary and preparatory education in targeted communities

· Increase in girls’ net completion rates in targeted communities.
· Number of primary and preparatory schools furnished and equipped in targeted areas.

5.2.   Improving the Quality of Teaching and Learning  

The purpose of this component is to support the implementation of a standards-based model for quality education in targeted schools and communities.  New instructional patterns will be reinforced and the environment for learning in the targeted schools and communities will be enriched through a focus on the following key factors: 1) active and meaningful student learning and assessment; (2) responsiveness to learning and developmental needs of girls through introducing girl friendly educational materials and pedagogical practices, (3) accurate and timely feedback to educators, parents and BOTs to improve students learning outcomes; (4) training and professional development for educators; and (5) a safe and non-threatening environment for girls’ education.  

(a) Teacher Training

The contractor shall provide training and professional development for teachers, supervisors, trainers and school administrators in modern pedagogical practices, teaching methodologies, student assessment, clinical supervision and educational leadership.   Student-centered principles, upon which active learning strategies are based, will be reflective, cognitive and challenging.  The contractor shall learn from and build on the experience of ongoing USAID activities (Equip 1, the New School Program, and the Information Technology in Schools), Canadian International Development Agency’s STEPs II program, as well as the new teacher training interventions of the Information Technology companies in this area such as Intel’s Teach for the Future and Microsoft’s similar teacher training program. The contractor shall train schools and teachers to use cumulative/authentic assessment to measure student achievement in a meaningful way, and use results to inform teacher training and improve student learning outcomes.  

(b) Basic Information Technology Equipment for Educational Outcomes

The contractor shall provide basic information technology (IT) equipment to the 300 schools, along with teacher training on how to use and integrate IT in teaching, learning and classroom activities. The contractor shall ensure that the established IT Centers will be made available to the one-classroom and multi-grade schools’ students in the targeted communities. Choices for computers, software, connections and peripherals will be made according to the following criteria: quality, simplicity, and cost-effectiveness for sustainability and replicability.  Through USAID support, the contractor shall provide the following:
· Purchasing and installing computers in the 300 schools to be used as a shared resource by students, teachers, school administrators and community members.  

· Providing filtered Internet connectivity to the schools’ libraries and computer labs.  

· Providing English and Arabic software and basic technical assistance, as needed.

The contractor shall provide each of the targeted schools, with 9 classrooms or less (approximately 400 students), with a package of educational hardware and software such as the following:

· 15 computers per school, and at least one laptop.

· Educational software, both English and Arabic, as agreed upon with the Cognizant Technical Officer (CTO) for this activity.

· 2 laser printers, 1 scanner and 1 data-show per school

· Independent portable removable storage such as Thumb Drives
· Internet connectivity in, at least, 50% of the targeted 300 schools.
Larger schools shall get proportionately larger IT packages.  The contractor may recommend different packages to better realize program objectives for CO/CTO’s review and approval.  In accordance with ADS, USAID will seek IRM approval prior to the purchase of IT equipment and software by the contractor.
In addition to providing basic information technology (IT) equipment to each school, the contractor shall provide teacher training on how to use and integrate IT in teaching and classroom activities with the clear intent of sustaining improvements in learning outcomes.  The contractor shall provide technical assistance and capacity building at the school level to enable students and teacher using IT to meet their needs.  For example: 

· Students will use computers and common software applications to incorporate IT in their learning; and enhance their communication, problem solving and research skills, among others;

· Teachers will use IT to support their lesson planning, teaching, and their own continuous learning and professional development, 

This component will ensure the sustainability of the emerging perceptions and attitudinal changes on the part of teachers, supervisors, principal, parents and communities towards girls’ education, modern teaching and learning practices and societal responsibility towards educational support and enhancement. In addition, the contractor shall collaborate and coordinate his efforts with those of other USAID partners, especially the Education Reform Program and the New School Program, to institutionalize and mainstream the sustainability of quality improvements at the school and classroom level.

Expected results/Deliverables:

· At least 7,500 teachers will practice effective student-centered, active learning methodologies and cumulative/authentic assessment approaches in the classrooms and activities, as measured by the SCOPE instrument (Attachment 8).

· At least 10% annual increase in Student Classroom Observation Performance Evaluation (SCOPE) which measures the quality of teacher and student classroom behavior (Attachment 8).
Performance Standards:

· Improvement in teacher and student classroom behavior as measured by SCOPE (Attachment 8)
5.3.  Strengthened School Management and Governance
An important premise in the current GOE education reform efforts emphasizes that the school should be an important locus of decision-making especially in terms of providing the appropriate incentives to educators and increasing accountability.  This component of Strengthened School Management and Governance will support decentralization by the GOE of decision making authorities to the school level.  It also aims to increase community participation in making the necessary decisions for directing resources towards meeting the school’s educational priorities and maintenance needs.  Moreover, it will support local communities and authorities to establish sustainable, locally affordable maintenance systems to maintain school buildings and equipment. 

(a) Training for School Administrators

The contractor shall work with the principals, administrators, community and parents in each of the 300 schools to strengthen the management and governance of these schools in three ways.  First, the contractor shall provide education management and leadership training to school principals and supervisory staff.  Suggested topics to be covered include, among others, strategic planning, and resource management as it relates to finances, personnel and physical assets with a special focus on performance-based approaches, mentoring and career counseling, communications, and the use of technology for educational purposes as well as informed decision-making based on data.  The contractor shall collaborate with IT firms to the extent that they are providing relevant/ similar training (e.g. educational leadership, change management, etc.) under the Egypt Education Initiative (EEI).

The GOE is working to enhance the professionalism of the teaching profession in Egypt as reflected in the new Teachers’ Cadre law being submitted to the People’s Assembly for review and approval.   ERP/Equip 2 is working with the Ministry of Education to make the elements of this cadre operational and reflective of international standards.  To this end, the contractor shall work with the leadership of the targeted school to ensure that clear roles and responsibilities, job descriptions and evaluation system for personnel are in place to increase school effectiveness and support the implementation of the teacher’s cadre. 

Also, as the school accreditation movement takes root in Egypt, the contractor shall strengthen and support the leadership of the targeted schools to initiate a process of self assessment and continuous improvements based on national education standards in order to receive accreditation.  For that purpose, the contractor will support the 300 schools in assessing their performance gaps, developing and implementing school improvement plans, realizing continued improvements and allowing other neighboring schools using a cluster school model to benefit from their experience.

(b) School Management Information Systems

Second, the contractor will provide basic IT, technical assistance and training to school administrators to enhance school management and to track basic data related to school performance and student learning to inform decision-making. The contractor will provide support to schools to establish school-based information system and to produce school report cards to support decision making at the school level.  Several education management information systems are currently being developed at different levels of the system by the Ministry, IT firms and USAID.   USAID is working with the Ministry of Education as well as the Ministry of Communications and Information Technology (MCIT) to ensure that an affordable and relevant system is adopted.  The contractor will use the standard MIS system that will be adopted by the MOE.  Additionally, ERP/Equip 2 has developed a school report card in collaboration with Development Associates under the School Team Excellence Awards Program (STEAP).  The contractor will use the data collection instrument and school report card format developed collaboratively by these two entities.     

(c) Parental and Community Involvement

Under the new educational paradigm in Egypt, the community plays an important role in strategic planning for their school, showing its financial soundness, and holding the school team accountable for results.  An aspect of GILO will be strengthening the role of community leaders and civil society in introducing innovative, sustainable, locally affordable models to increase girls’ enrollment, retention and completion rates in basic education, particularly poor and disadvantaged girls.

The third area of contractor assistance will aim to increase parental involvement and community participation in order to strengthen the management and governance of these 300 schools.  The contractor will support and train these communities in the formation of Boards of Trustees (BOTs) through free and democratic elections, and democratically managed regular meetings. The contractor shall provide technical assistance and capacity building, so that the newly established BOTs will play an active role to support schools through planning, resource generation, implementation of school improvement in preparation for school accreditation, and oversight to improve the accountability and transparency of school operations.   Given the currently diffused nature of the BOT decree which attributes a wide range of functions to the BOTs and test the absorptive capacity of this new entity, the contractor shall explore other opportunities for increasing parental involvement to improve student learning outcomes and to strengthen school-community relationships.  
The instrument for measuring progress under this outcome is The Management Assessment Protocol (MAP) which is based on four of the Egyptian national standards, including School Effectiveness and Educational Leadership.  This instrument will be the tool for measuring improvements in the strengthening of management and governance in these 300 schools.

Expected results/Deliverables:

· At least 900 school administrators, principals and deputies trained in educational management and leadership skills.

· 300 schools prepared for accreditation.

· A basic MIS system functional in 300 schools and data is being used for decision-making. 

· Boards of Trustees for 300 schools are democratically elected, managed, and engaged in relevant school-level decision-making.  

· A minimum of 1,200 school-based trainers, 900 administrators and 2,000 supervisors will be using and demonstrating effective educational leadership, as measured by the Management Assessment Protocol (MAP), (Attachment 10).

· A minimum of 3 % annual increase in MAP index.  
Performance Standards:

· Increase in number of schools prepared for accreditation in targeted areas.

· Increase in number of democratically elected Boards of Trustees in targeted schools.  

· Increase in school administrators demonstrating effective educational leadership, as measured by the Management Assessment Protocol (MAP), (Attachment 10).
5.4. Strengthened Organizational and Institutional Capacity of School Construction:
Through GILO, the contractor shall provide technical support to GAEB, the MOE, the Public-Private Partnership Unit in the Ministry of Finance, and other relevant ministries and agencies to assist them adopting the most efficient and effective system for delivering school construction and maintenance.  This might include supporting the organizational development of the General Authority for Educational Buildings (GAEB) to decentralize school construction functions, increase its efficiency and effectiveness, redefine its role and responsibilities centrally and locally in light of the new PPP approach to a managerial one for school construction and maintenance, and institutionalize best practices related to school construction and maintenance.  On the other hand, it might involve providing technical assistance to the PPP Unit to deliver and evaluate school construction and maintenance that will be implemented through the PPP approach.

 As mentioned earlier, the GOE will be responsible for the construction of the 300 schools, either through GAEB, the PPP Unit, or both.  The contractor shall work with those entities, GAEB and the PPP Unit, which are poised to construct and deliver the schools in a timely, cost-efficient, and participative manner.  In the next few months, USAID will be providing technical assistance to the PPP Unit to operationalize its mandate.  Examples of support which will be provided by the contractor include training, technical assistance and capacity building of GAEB and/or the PPP Unit. The contractor may recommend other types of support for this objective.  The contractor shall provide assistance to these entities based on their willingness to provide more cost-effective and efficient school construction and maintenance.  Also, the contractor shall assist the PPP Unit in improving its school construction and maintenance approach by providing an independent evaluation of the PPP model used.  The contractor shall prepare the evaluation Terms of Reference and timing for USAID and PPP Unit’s concurrence.
Either scenario, working with GAEB or PPP, calls for strong community choice and participation up front in:  1) the demand analysis, 2) site selection, 3) school designs incorporating low cost models and innovations, and 4) the maintenance of the school to provide an environment conducive to girls’ education.  This approach will strengthen community’s ownership and continued support to the school.  This is a new way for GAEB or the PPP Unit to operate.   For that purpose, the contractor shall work with GAEB or the PPP Unit, local government authorities (mainly governorate municipalities and the MOE) and NGOs to enable them, through capacity building and institutional development, to use different approaches for increasing community participation, mainly in site selection and school maintenance work.

Expected results/Deliverables:

· Number and types of school construction and maintenance functions decentralized to the governorate-level.

· At least 50% of the 300 schools built through GAEB and/or PPP shall be using low cost models.

· All 300 schools established affordable, sustainable and cost-effective system for school maintenance.

· New roles, organizational structure and job descriptions for GAEB, at central and governorate-levels, are developed.

Performance Standards:

· Number of school construction and maintenance functions decentralized to the governorate-level.

· Number of schools constructed using low cost models.

· Number of targeted schools established sustainable school maintenance system.

Monitoring and Evaluation:

The monitoring and evaluation of this activity will be guided by and contribute to, the overall performance monitoring plan of Strategic Objective 22.  Attachment 4 in section J is the overall performance monitoring plan for Strategic Objective 22 (Education).  The contractor shall establish a baseline reflecting girls’ access to education, enrollment and completion rates.   It will also establish a baseline for learning achievement of those who are in school, in the selected communities in seven governorates.  The established baseline data will be used as part of a monitoring and evaluation system, and a Performance Monitoring Plan (PMP), with appropriate measures and instruments to track performance on the measures cited above. A School Management System (SMS) shall be established by the contractor at the school level to track enrollment, student performance and completion rates for students.  The contractor shall ensure that the established SMS is compatible with the MOE Information System.  The contractor shall disaggregate data by gender.  The contractor shall use the Critical Thinking and Problem Solving (CAPS) tests, developed under the ERP, once a year to measure student learning outcomes. The Standards-based Classroom Observation Protocol for Egypt (SCOPE) instrument, a tool for carrying out a longitudinal study to measure teacher use of reform-based teaching methods in the ERP, shall also be used by the contractor to measure the annual progress in using active learning and student-centered methodologies at the classroom level.  The contractor shall use the newly developed Management Assessment Protocol (MAP) to measure the increase in decision making of local communities and authorities.  The overall school improvement shall be measured by the contractor through assessing the progress the school makes towards meeting the national standards in preparation for school accreditation.  

Finally, a monitoring and evaluation approach which describes how the Offeror will measure project impact and track progress towards achievement of results.  This should include an illustrative Performance Monitoring Plan with proposed indicators and targets where possible
 Expected results/Deliverables:
· All 300 schools established user-friendly SMS.

· SMS established in the 300 schools are compatible with the MOE Information System.

Performance Standards:

· Number of schools established user-friendly SMS in targeted communities.

                     SECTION D - PACKAGING AND MARKING

  D.1  AIDAR 752.7009  MARKING (JAN 1993)

   (a) It is USAID policy that USAID-financed commodities and shipping containers, and project construction sites and other project locations be suitably marked with the USAID emblem. Shipping containers are also to be marked with the last five digits of the USAID financing document number. As a general rule, marking is not required for raw materials shipped in bulk (such as coal, grain, etc.), or for semi finished products which are not packaged.

   (b) Specific guidance on marking requirements should be obtained prior to procurement of commodities to be shipped, and as early as possible for project construction sites and other project locations. This guidance will be provided through the cognizant technical office indicated on the cover page of this contract, or by the Mission Director in the Cooperating Country to which commodities are being shipped, or in which the project site is located.

   (c) Authority to waive marking requirements is vested with the Regional Assistant Administrators, and with Mission Directors.

   (d) A copy of any specific marking instructions or waivers from marking requirements is to be sent to the Contracting Officer; the original should be retained by the Contractor.

D.2  BRANDING POLICY

 

            Markings under this contract shall comply with the policies found at Automated Directives System (ADS) Chapter 320 (version from January 8, 2007), or any successor branding policy.
                   SECTION E - INSPECTION AND ACCEPTANCE

  E.1  NOTICE LISTING CONTRACT CLAUSES INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

       The following contract clauses pertinent to this section are hereby incorporated by reference (by Citation Number, Title, and Date) in accordance with the clause at FAR "52.252-2  CLAUSES INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE" in Section I of this contract.  See FAR 52.252-2 for an internet address (if specified) for electronic access to the full text of a clause.


NUMBER
TITLE
DATE


FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION (48 CFR Chapter 1)


52.246-5
INSPECTION OF
APR 1984


SERVICES--COST-REIMBURSEMENT

  E.2  INSPECTION AND ACCEPTANCE

   USAID inspection and acceptance of services, reports and other required deliverables or outputs shall take place at:

U.S. Agency for International Development 

USAID/EGYPT

1/A Ahmed Kamel Street

Off El-Laselki St. - New Maadi, 
Cairo, Egypt  11435

 or at any other location where the services are performed and reports and deliverables or outputs are produced or submitted. The CTO listed in Section G has been delegated authority to inspect and accept all services, reports and required deliverables or outputs.

                   SECTION F - DELIVERIES OR PERFORMANCE

  F.1  NOTICE LISTING CONTRACT CLAUSES INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

       The following contract clauses pertinent to this section are hereby incorporated by reference (by Citation Number, Title, and Date) in accordance with the clause at FAR "52.252-2  CLAUSES INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE" in Section I of this contract.  See FAR 52.252-2 for an internet address (if specified) for electronic access to the full text of a clause.


NUMBER
TITLE
DATE


FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION (48 CFR Chapter 1)


52.242-15
STOP-WORK ORDER
AUG 1989


ALTERNATE I (APR 1984)

          52.247-34
          F.O.B. DESTINATION 




         NOV 1991
          524-247-48
          F.O.B. DESTINATION--EVIDENCE OF 

                                                 SHIPMENT




                       FEB 1999
  F.2  PERIOD OF PERFORMANCE

   The period of performance for this contract is the effective date on the cover page of the contract through September 30, 2010.
  F.3  PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

   Evaluation of the Contractor's overall performance in accordance with the performance standards set forth in Section C, Expected Results and Deliverables, will be conducted jointly by the CTO and the Contracting Officer, and shall form the basis of the Contractor's permanent performance record with regard to this contract.

  F.4  REPORTS AND DELIVERABLES OR OUTPUTS

   In addition to the requirements set forth for submission of reports in Sections I and J and CIB 98-21, Periodic Progress Reports, the Contractor shall submit the deliverables or outputs specified below to the CTO in Section G.
The contractor shall submit the following reports:

1. Final Work Plan shall be submitted within 60 days after contract award.

2. Performance Monitoring Plan with appropriate measures and instruments for tracking results.

3. Annual Work Plan with clear objectives, activities, timeline and benchmarks.  

4. Quarterly Reports: are due within 30 days after the close of the quarter.  They will include:
- Financial Reporting:  The report shall list program components and main activities and amount expended for each main activity, as well as personnel, travel and operating expenses.  

- Program Reporting:  The report shall clearly explain quantitative and qualitative progress made to-date in relation to the Performance Measures listed above, problems encountered, and major activities accomplished during the reporting period.
5.   Annual Reports: the report shall contain progress made as measured by the measurement tools indicated in the Monitoring and Evaluation Section (SCOPE, MAT, etc.).

6.
Final completion report: 

The Contractor will be responsible for the final Project Activity Completion Report that clearly and in detail describes the Project activities, inputs, process indicators, impact indicators, recommendations and lessons learned.  The format and table of contents must be agreed upon by the Contractor and USAID/Egypt CTO at least six months prior to the end of the Contract.  The Contractor will provide the completion report to USAID 30 days prior to the end of the Contract period.

  F.5  KEY PERSONNEL

   A.  The key personnel who the Contractor shall furnish for the performance of this contract are as follows:

  Title

  Chief of Party  

TBD

   B.  The personnel specified above are considered to be essential to the work being performed hereunder.  Prior to replacing any of the specified individuals, the Contractor shall immediately notify both the Contracting Officer and USAID Cognizant Technical Officer reasonably in advance and shall submit written justification (including proposed substitutions) in sufficient detail to permit evaluation of the impact on the program.  No replacement of personnel shall be made by the Contractor without the written consent of the Contracting Officer.

  F.6  SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT EXPERIENCE DOCUMENTS (JAN 2004)

(a) Contract Reports and Information/Intellectual Products. (1) The Contractor shall submit to USAID’s Development Experience Clearinghouse (DEC) copies of reports and information

products which describe, communicate or organize program/project development assistance activities, methods, technologies, management, research, results and experience as outlined in the Agency's ADS Chapter 540. Information may be obtained from the Cognizant Technical Officer (CTO). These reports include: assessments, evaluations, studies, development experience documents, technical reports and annual reports. The Contractor shall also submit to copies of information products including training materials, publications, databases, computer software programs, videos and other intellectual deliverable materials required under the Contract Schedule. Time-sensitive materials such as newsletters, brochures, bulletins or periodic reports covering periods of less than a year are not to be submitted. (2) Upon contract completion, the contractor shall submit to DEC an index of all reports and information/intellectual products referenced in paragraph (a)(1) of this clause. 
 (b) Submission requirements.  (1) Distribution. (i) At the same time submission is made to the CTO, the contractor shall submit, one copy each, of 3 contract reports and information/intellectual products (referenced in paragraph (a)(1) of this clause) in either electronic (preferred) or paper form to one of the following: (A) Via E-mail: docsubmit@dec.cdie.org ; (B) Via U.S. Postal Service: Development Experience Clearinghouse, 8403 Colesville Road, Suite 210, Silver Spring, MD 20910, USA; (C) Via Fax: (301) 588-7787; or (D) Online: http://www.dec.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=docSubmit.home.

(ii) The contractor shall submit the reports index referenced in paragraph (a)(2) of this clause and any reports referenced in paragraph (a)(1) of this clause that have not been previously submitted to DEC, within 30 days after completion of the contract to one of the address cited in paragraph (b)(1)(i) of this clause.  (2) Format. (i) Descriptive information is required for all Contractor products submitted. The title page of all reports and information products shall include the contract number(s), contractor name(s), name of the USAID cognizant technical office, the publication or issuance date of the document, document title, author name(s), and strategic objective or activity title and

associated number. In addition, all materials submitted in accordance with this clause shall have attached on a separate cover sheet the name, organization, address, telephone number, fax

number, and Internet address of the submitting party. (ii) The report in paper form shall be prepared

using non-glossy paper (preferably recycled and white or off-white) using black ink. Elaborate art work, multicolor printing and expensive bindings are not to be used. Whenever possible, pages

shall be printed on both sides.  (iii) The electronic document submitted shall consist of only one electronic file which comprises the complete and final equivalent of the paper copy.  (iv) Acceptable software formats for electronic documents include WordPerfect, Microsoft Word, and Portable Document Format (PDF). Submission in PDF is encouraged. (v) The electronic document submission shall include the following descriptive information: (A) Name and version of the application software used to create the file, e.g., WordPerfect Version 9.0 or Acrobat Version 5.0.  (B) The format for any graphic and/or image file submitted, e.g., TIFF-compatible. (C) Any other necessary information, e.g. special backup or data compression routines, software used for storing/retrieving submitted data, or program installation instructions.
                  SECTION G - CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION DATA

  G.1  AIDAR 752.7003  DOCUMENTATION FOR PAYMENT (NOV 1998)

   (a) Claims for reimbursement or payment under this contract must be submitted to the Paying Office indicated in the schedule of this contract. The cognizant technical officer (CTO) is the authorized representative of the Government to approve vouchers under this contract. The Contractor must submit either paper or fax versions of the SF-1034--Public Voucher for Purchases and Services Other Than Personal. Each voucher shall be identified by the appropriate USAID contract number, in the amount of dollar expenditures made during the period covered.

     (1) The SF 1034 provides space to report by line item for products or services provided. The form provides for the information to be reported with the following elements:

                                 Total Expenditures

                     [Document Number: XXX-X-XX-XXXX-XX]

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

 Line      Description                         

Amt vouchered  
Amt vouchered

 Item No.                                           

to-date         

this period

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

 001       Product/Service Desc. for Line Item 001  $XXXX.XX          $ XXXX.XX

 002       Product/Service Desc. for Line Item 002   XXXX.XX            XXXX.XX

 Total                                               

   XXXX.XX            XXXX.XX

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

     (2) The fiscal report shall include the following certification signed by an authorized representative of the Contractor:

     The undersigned hereby certifies to the best of my knowledge and belief that the fiscal report and any attachments have been prepared from the books and records of the Contractor in accordance with the terms of this contract and are correct: the sum claimed under this contract is proper and due, and all the costs of contract performance (except as herewith reported in writing) have been paid, or to the extent allowed under the applicable payment clause, will be paid currently by the Contractor when due in the ordinary course of business; the work reflected by these costs has been performed, and the quantities and amounts involved are consistent with the requirements of this Contract; all required Contracting Officer approvals have been obtained; and appropriate refund to USAID will be made promptly upon request in the event of disallowance of costs not reimbursable under the terms of this contract.

   BY:     ______________________________________________________

   TITLE:  ______________________________________________________

   DATE:   ______________________________________________________

   (b) Local currency payment. The Contractor is fully responsible for the proper expenditure and control of local currency, if any, provided under this contract. Local currency will be provided to the Contractor in accordance with written instructions provided by the Mission Director. The written instructions will also include accounting, vouchering, and reporting procedures. A copy of the instructions shall be provided to the Contractor's Chief of Party and to the Contracting Officer. The costs of bonding personnel responsible for local currency are reimbursable under this contract.

   (c) Upon compliance by the Contractor with all the provisions of this contract, acceptance by the Government of the work and final report, and a satisfactory accounting by the Contractor of all Government-owned property for which the Contractor had custodial responsibility, the Government shall promptly pay to the Contractor any moneys (dollars or local currency) due under the completion voucher. The Government will make suitable reduction for any disallowance or indebtedness by the Contractor by applying the proceeds of the voucher first to such deductions and next to any unliquidated balance of advance remaining under this contract.

   (d) The Contractor agrees that all approvals of the Mission Director and the Contracting Officer which are required by the provisions of this contract shall be preserved and made available as part of the Contractor's records which are required to be presented and made available by the clause of this contract entitled "Audit and Records--Negotiation".

  G.2  ADMINISTRATIVE CONTRACTING OFFICE

   The Administrative Contracting Office is:

Office of Procurement
USAID/Egypt
1A Ahmed Kamel St.

Off El-laselki St.

New Maadi

Cairo, Egypt

  G.3  COGNIZANT TECHNICAL OFFICER (CTO)

    The Cognizant Technical Officer shall be designated by a separate Administrative letter issued by the Contracting Officer.

  G.4  TECHNICAL DIRECTIONS/RELATIONSHIP WITH USAID

   (a) Technical Directions is defined to include:

     (1) Written directions to the Contractor which fill in details, suggest possible lines of inquiry, or otherwise facilitate completion of work;

     (2) Provision of written information to the Contractor which assists in the interpretation of drawings, specifications, or technical portions of the work statement;

     (3) Review and, where required, provide written approval of technical reports, drawings, specifications, or technical information to be delivered.  Technical directions must be in writing, and must be within the scope of the work as detailed in Section C.

   (b) The CTO is authorized by designation to take any or all action with respect to the following which could lawfully be taken by the Contracting Officer, except any action specifically prohibited by the terms of this Contract:

     (1) Assure that the Contractor performs the technical requirements of the contract in accordance with the contract terms, conditions, and specifications.

     (2) Perform or cause to be performed, inspections necessary in connection with a) above and require the Contractor to correct all deficiencies; perform acceptance for the Government.

     (3) Maintain all liaison and direct communications with the Contractor.  Written communications with the Contractor and documents shall be signed as "Cognizant Technical Officer" with a copy furnished to the Contracting Officer.

     (4) Issue written interpretations of technical requirements of Government drawings, designs, and specifications.

     (5) Monitor the Contractor's production or performance progress and notify the Contractor in writing of deficiencies observed during surveillance, and direct appropriate action to effect correction. Record and report to the Contracting Officer incidents of faulty or nonconforming work, delays or problems.

     (6) Obtain necessary security clearance and appropriate identification if access to Government facilities is required.  If to be provided, ensure that Government furnished property is available when required.

      LIMITATIONS:  The CTO is not empowered to award, agree to, or sign any contract (including delivery or purchase orders) or modifications thereto, or in any way to obligate the payment of money by the Government. The CTO may not take any action which may impact on the contract schedule, funds, scope or rate of utilization of LOE.  All contractual agreements, commitments, or modifications which involve prices, quantities, quality, schedules shall be made only by the Contracting Officer.

   (c) The CTO is required to meet quarterly/semi-annually/annually with the Contractor and the Contracting Officer concerning performance of items delivered under this contract and any other administration or technical issues.  Telephonic reports may be made if no problems are being experienced.  Problem areas should be brought to the immediate attention of the Contracting Officer.

   (d) In the absence of the designated CTO, the CO may designate someone to serve as CTO in their place.  However, such action to direct an individual to act in the CTO's stead shall immediately be communicated to the Contractor.
   (e) Contractual Problems - Contractual problems, of any nature, that may arise during the life of the contract must be handled in conformance with specific public laws and regulations (i.e. Federal Acquisition Regulation and Agency for International Development Acquisition Regulation).  The Contractor and the CTO shall bring all contracting problems to the immediate attention of the Contracting Officer.  Only the Contracting Officer is authorized to formally resolve such problems.  The Contracting Officer will be responsible for resolving legal issues, determining contract scope and interpreting contract terms and conditions.  The Contracting Officer is the sole authority authorized to approve changes in any of the requirements under this contract.  Notwithstanding any clause contained elsewhere in this contract, the said authority remains solely with the Contracting Officer. These changes include, but will not be limited to the following areas: scope of work, price, quantity, technical specifications, delivery schedules, and contract terms and conditions.  In the event the Contractor effects any changes at the direction of any other person other than the Contracting Officer, the change will be considered to have been made without authority.

   (f) Failure by the Contractor to report to the Administrative Contracting Office, any action by the Government considered to a change, within the specified number of days contained in FAR 52.243-7 (Notification of Changes), waives the Contractor's right to any claims for equitable adjustments.

  G.5  PAYING OFFICE

    The paying office for this contract is:

 Financial Management Office
U.S. Agency for International  Development 

USAID/EGYPT

1/A Ahmed Kamel Street

Off El-Laselki St. - New Maadi, 
Cairo, Egypt  11435

  G.6  ACCOUNTING AND APPROPRIATION DATA

     Budget Fiscal: TBD
     Strategic Objective: SO22
     Team/Division: Education
     Benefiting Geo Area: 263
     Amount Obligated: TBD
                 SECTION H - SPECIAL CONTRACT REQUIREMENTS

    H.1  NOTICE LISTING CONTRACT CLAUSES INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

       The following contract clauses pertinent to this section are hereby incorporated by reference (by Citation Number, Title, and Date) in accordance with the clause at FAR "52.252-2  CLAUSES INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE" in Section I of this contract.  See FAR 52.252-2 for an internet address (if specified) for electronic access to the full text of a clause.


NUMBER
TITLE
DATE


FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION (48 CFR Chapter 1)

 


         AIDAR 48 CFR Chapter 7


752.7027
PERSONNEL
DEC 1990

  H.2  AIDAR 752.7004  EMERGENCY LOCATOR INFORMATION (JUL 1997)

   The Contractor agrees to provide the following information to the Mission Administrative Officer on or before the arrival in the host country of every contract employee or dependent:

     (1) The individual's full name, home address, and telephone number.

     (2) The name and number of the contract, and whether the individual is an employee or dependent.

     (3) The contractor's name, home office address, and telephone number, including any after-hours emergency number(s), and the name of the contractor's home office staff member having administrative responsibility for the contract.

     (4) The name, address, and telephone number(s) of each individual's next of kin.

     (5) Any special instructions pertaining to emergency situations such as power of attorney designees or alternate contact persons.

H.3 AIDAR 752.225.70 SOURCE, ORIGIN AND NATIONALITY REQUIREMENTS (FEB 1997)

(a) Except as may be specifically approved by the Contracting Officer, all commodities (e.g., equipment, materials, vehicles, supplies) and services (including commodity transportation services) which will be financed under this contract with U.S. dollars shall be procured in accordance with the requirements in 22 CFR part 228, "Rules on Source, Origin and Nationality for Commodities and Services Financed by USAID." The authorized source for procurement is Geographic Code 000 unless otherwise specified in the schedule of this contract. Guidance on eligibility of specific goods or services may be obtained from the Contracting Officer.

(b) Ineligible goods and services. The Contractor shall not procure any of the following goods or services under this contract:

     (1) Military equipment,

     (2) Surveillance equipment,

     (3) Commodities and services for support of police and other law enforcement activities,

     (4) Abortion equipment and services,

     (5) Luxury goods and gambling equipment, or

     (6) Weather modification equipment.

(c) Restricted goods. The Contractor shall not procure any of the following goods or services without the prior written approval of the Contracting Officer:

     (1) Agricultural commodities,

     (2) Motor vehicles,

     (3) Pharmaceuticals and contraceptive items,

     (4) Pesticides,

     (5) Fertilizer,

     (6) Used equipment, or

     (7) U.S. government-owned excess property.

If USAID determines that the Contractor has procured any of these specific restricted goods under this contract without the prior written authorization of the Contracting Officer, and has received payment for such purposes, the Contracting Officer may require the Contractor to refund the entire amount of the purchase.

  H.4  INSURANCE AND SERVICES

   (a) Pursuant to AIDAR 752.228-3 Worker's Compensation Insurance (Defense Base Act); USAID's DBA insurance carrier is:

     Rutherfoord International, Inc.

     5500 Cherokee Avenue, Suite 300

     Alexandria, VA 22312

     Points of Contact:

     Sue Summers or Diane Proctor

     (703) 813-6503
 Hours of Operation are: 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. (EST)

 Telefax: (703) 354-0370

E-Mail: www.rutherfoord.com
   (b) AIDAR 752.228-70 Medical Evacuation (MEDEVAC) Services:

 
(Pursuant to class deviation OAA-DEV-2006-1c)

(a) Contractor must provide MEDEVAC service coverage to all U.S. citizen, U.S. resident alien, and Third Country National employees and their authorized dependents (hereinafter “individual”) while overseas under a USAID-financed direct contract. USAID will reimburse reasonable, allowable, and allocable costs for MEDEVAC service coverage

incurred under the contract. The Contracting Officer will determine the reasonableness, allowability, and allocability of the costs based on the applicable cost principles and in accordance with cost accounting standards.

(b)Exceptions.

(i) The Contractor is not required to provide MEDEVAC insurance to eligible employees and their dependents with a health program that includes sufficient MEDEVAC coverage as approved by the Contracting Officer.

(ii) The Mission Director may make a written determination to waive the requirement for such coverage. The determination must be based on findings that the quality of local medical services or other circumstances obviate the need for such coverage for eligible employees and their dependents located at post.

(c) Contractor must insert a clause similar to this clause in all subcontracts that require performance by contractor employees overseas.

  H.5  AUTHORIZED GEOGRAPHIC CODE

   The authorized geographic code for procurement of goods and services under this contract is 000 .

  H.6  NONEXPENDABLE PROPERTY PURCHASES AND INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGY RESOURCES

   The Contractor is hereby authorized to purchase the following equipment and/or resources:

 TBD
H.7 752.7007 PERSONNEL COMPENSATION (April 2006)
(pursuant to class deviation No. OAA-DEV-2006-02c, AAPD 06-03)

(a) Direct compensation of the Contractor’s personnel will be in accordance with the Contractor’s established policies, procedures, and practices, and the cost principles applicable to this contract.

(b) Reimbursement of the employee’s base annual salary plus overseas recruitment incentive, if any, which exceed the USAID Contractor Salary Threshold (USAID CST) stated in USAID Automated Directives System (ADS) Chapter 302 
USAID Direct Contracting, must be approved in writing by the Contracting Officer, as prescribed in 731.205-6(d) or 731.371(b), as applicable.
H.8 ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR PERSONNEL COMPENSATION

(a) Limitations:

(1) Salaries and wages may not exceed the Contractor's established policy and practice, including the Contractor's established pay scale for equivalent classifications of employees, which shall be certified to by the Contractor. Nor may any individual salary or wage, without approval of the Cognizant Contracting Officer, exceed the employee's current salary or wage, or the highest rate of annual salary or wage received during any full year of the immediately preceding three (3) years.

(2) In addition, there is a ceiling on the reimbursable base salary or wage paid to personnel under the Contract equivalent to the maximum annual salary rate specified in section H.13 above unless an advance written waiver is granted by the USAID Procurement Executive prior to contract award.

(b) Salaries During Travel

Salaries and wages paid while in travel status will not be

reimbursed for a travel period greater than the time required for

travel by the most direct and expeditious air route.

(c) Return of Overseas Employees

Salaries and wages paid to an employee serving overseas who is discharged by the Contractor for misconduct, inexcusable nonperformance, or security reasons will in no event be reimbursed for a period which extends beyond the time required to return him promptly to his point of origin by the most direct and expeditious air route.

(d)  Annual Salary Increases

One annual salary increase (includes promotional increase) of not more than ___ percent may be granted after the employee's completion of each twelve month period of satisfactory services under the contract.  Annual salary increases of any kind exceeding these limitations or exceeding the maximum salary in Section H.13 may be granted only with the advance written approval of the Contracting Officer.

(e) Definitions

As used herein, the terms "Salaries," "Wages," and "Compensation" mean the periodic remuneration received for professional or technical services rendered, exclusive of any of the differentials or allowances defined in the clause of this contract entitled "Differentials and Allowances" (AIDAR 752.7028), unless otherwise stated.  The term "compensation" includes payments for personal services (including fees and honoraria). It excludes earnings from sources other than the individual's professional or technical work, overhead, or other charges.

  H.9  LOGISTIC SUPPORT

   The Contractor shall be responsible for furnishing all logistic support in the United States and overseas.

   H.10  LANGUAGE REQUIREMENTS

   Fluent English is required for contractor's long- and short-term expatriate professionals; proficiency in English and Arabic is required for local professional and key administrative personnel.
  H.11  SUBCONTRACTING PLAN AND THE SF 294 - SUBCONTRACTING
REPORT FOR INDIVIDUAL CONTRACTS AND SF 295 - SUMMARY
CONTRACTING REPORT

   The Contractor's subcontracting plan dated TBD is hereby incorporated as a material part of this contract.

   In accordance with FAR 52.219-9, SF 294 and SF 295 should be forwarded to the following address:

     U.S. Agency for International Development

     Office of Small and Disadvantaged Business Utilization
     Room 7.08 RRB

     Washington, D.C. 20523
 H.12  EXECUTIVE ORDER ON TERRORISM FINANCING (MARCH 2002)

   The Contractor/Recipient is reminded that U.S. Executive Orders and U.S. law prohibits transactions with, and the provision of resources and support to, individuals and organizations associated with terrorism.  It is the responsibility of the contractor/recipient to ensure compliance with these Executive Orders and laws.  This provision must be included in all subcontracts/subawards issued under this contract/agreement.

 H.13  REPORTING OF FOREIGN TAXES

(a) The Contractor must annually submit a report by April 16 of the next year.
  (b)  Contents of Report.  The report must contain: (i)   Contractor name. (ii)  Contact name with phone, fax and email. (iii) Agreement number(s). (iv)  Amount of foreign taxes assessed by a foreign government [each foreign government must be listed separately] on commodity purchase transactions valued at $500 or more financed with U.S. foreign assistance funds under this agreement during the prior U.S. fiscal year.  (v) Only foreign taxes assessed by the foreign government in the country receiving U.S. assistance is to be reported.  Foreign taxes by a third party foreign government are not to be reported. For example, if an assistance program for Lesotho involves the purchase of commodities in South Africa using foreign assistance funds, any taxes imposed by South Africa would not be reported in the report for Lesotho (or South Africa). (vi) Any reimbursements received by the Contractor during the period in (iv) regardless of when the foreign tax was assessed and any reimbursements on the taxes reported in (iv) received by the Contractor through March 31. (vii) Reports are required even if the contractor/recipient did not pay any taxes during the report period. (viii) Cumulative reports may be provided if the contractor/recipient is implementing more than one program in a foreign country.

   (c) Definitions.  For purposes of this clause: (i) "Agreement" includes USAID direct and country contracts, grants, cooperative agreements and interagency agreements. (ii) "Commodity" means any material, article, supply, goods, or equipment. (iii) "Foreign government" includes any foreign governmental entity. (iv) "Foreign taxes" means value-added taxes and custom duties assessed by a foreign government on a commodity.  It does not include foreign sales taxes.

  (d)  Where.  Submit the reports to:  Controller, USAID/Cairo with one copy to the Contracting Officer and another copy to the CTO.


  (e) Subagreements.  The Contractor must include this reporting requirement in all applicable subcontracts, subgrants and other subagreements. 
(f)  For further information see http://www.state.gov/m/rm/c10443.htm .

H.14 USAID DISABILITY POLICY - ACQUISITION (DECEMBER 2004)

(a) The objectives of the USAID Disability Policy are (1) to enhance the attainment of United States foreign assistance program goals by promoting the participation and equalization of opportunities of individuals with disabilities in USAID policy, country and sector strategies, activity designs and implementation; (2) to increase awareness of issues of people with disabilities both within USAID programs and in host countries; (3) to engage other U.S. government agencies, host country counterparts, governments, implementing organizations and other donors in fostering a climate of nondiscrimination against people with disabilities; and (4) to support international advocacy for people with disabilities. The full text of the policy paper can be found at the following website:

http://www.usaid.gov/about/disability/DISABPOL.FIN.html.

(b) USAID therefore requires that the contractor not discriminate against people with disabilities in the implementation of USAID programs and that it make every effort to comply with the objectives of the USAID Disability Policy in performing this contract. To that end and within the scope of the contract, the contractor’s actions must demonstrate a comprehensive and consistent approach for including men, women and children with disabilities.
H.15 HOMELAND SECURITY PRESIDENTIAL DIRECTIVE-12 (HSPD-12) (September 2006)

In response to the general threat of unauthorized access to federal facilities and information systems, the President issued Homeland Security Presidential Directive-12. HSPD-12 requires all Federal agencies to use a common Personal Identity Verification (PIV) standard when identifying and issuing access rights to users of Federally-controlled facilities and/or Federal Information Systems. USAID will begin issuing HSPD-12 “smart card” IDs to applicable contracts, using a phased approach. Effective October 27, 2006, USAID will begin issuing new “smart card” IDs to new contractors (and new contractor employees) requiring routine access to USAID controlled facilities

and/or access to USAID’s information systems. USAID will begin issuance of the new smart card IDs to existing contractors (and existing contractor employees) on October 27, 2007. (Exceptions would include those situations where an existing contractor (or contractor employee) loses or damages his/her existing ID and would need a replacement ID prior to Oct 27, 2007. In those situations, the existing contractor (or contractor employee) would need to follow the PIV processes described below, and be issued one of the new smart cards.)
Accordingly, before a contractor (including a PSC* or a contractor employee) may obtain a USAID ID (new or replacement) authorizing him/her routine access to USAID facilities, or logical access to USAID’s information systems, the individual must provide two forms of identity source documents in original form and a passport size photo. One identity source document must be a valid Federal or state government-issued picture ID. (Overseas foreign nationals must comply with the requirements of the Regional Security Office.) USAID/W contractors must contact the USAID Security Office to obtain the list of acceptable forms of documentation, and contractors working in overseas Missions must obtain the acceptable documentation list from the Regional Security Officer. Submission of these documents, and related background checks, are mandatory in order for the contractor to receive a building access ID, and before access will be granted to any of USAID’s information systems. All contractors must physically present these two source documents for identity proofing at their USAID/W or Mission Security Briefing. The contractor or his/her Facilities Security Officer must return any issued building access ID and remote authentication token to USAID custody upon termination of the individual’s employment with the contractor or completion of the contract, whichever occurs first.
The contractor must comply with all applicable HSPD-12 and PIV procedures, as described above, and any subsequent USAID or government-wide HSPD-12 and PIV procedures/policies, including any subsequent related USAID General Notices, Office of Security Directives and/or Automated Directives System (ADS) policy directives and required procedures. This includes HSPD-12 procedures established in USAID/Washington and those procedures established by the overseas Regional Security Office.
In the event of inconsistencies between this clause and later issued Agency or government-wide HSPD-12 guidance, the most recent issued guidance should take precedence, unless otherwise instructed by the Contracting Officer.

The contractor is required to include this clause in any subcontracts that require the subcontractor or subcontractor employee to have routine physical access to USAID space 
or logical access to USAID’s information systems.

  
PART II  - CONTRACT CLAUSES


SECTION I  -  CONTRACT CLAUSES

I.1  NOTICE LISTING CONTRACT CLAUSES INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

The following contract clauses pertinent to this section are hereby incorporated by reference (by Citation Number, Title, and Date) in accordance with the clause at FAR "52.252-2  CLAUSES INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE" in Section I of this contract.  See FAR 52.252-2 for an internet address (if specified) for electronic access to the full text of a clause.


52.202-1
DEFINITIONS
JUL 2004


52.203-3
GRATUITIES
APR 1984


52.203-5
COVENANT AGAINST CONTINGENT FEES
APR 1984


52.203-6 
RESTRICTIONS ON SUBCONTRACTOR SALES TO
 SEP 2006



THE GOVERNMENT


52.203-7
ANTI-KICKBACK PROCEDURES
JUL 1995


52.203-8
CANCELLATION, RESCISSION, AND RECOVERY
JAN 1997


OF FUNDS FOR ILLEGAL OR IMPROPER


ACTIVITY


52.203-10
PRICE OR FEE ADJUSTMENT FOR ILLEGAL OR
JAN 1997


IMPROPER ACTIVITY


52.203-12
LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS TO INFLUENCE
SEP 2005


CERTAIN FEDERAL TRANSACTIONS


52.204-4
PRINTED OR COPIED DOUBLE-SIDED
AUG 2000


ON RECYCLED PAPER


52.204-7
CENTRAL CONTRACTOR REGISTRATION (JULY
JULY 2006

2006)


52.209-6
PROTECTING THE GOVERNMENT'S INTEREST
SEP 2006

WHEN SUBCONTRACTING WITH CONTRACTORS


DEBARRED, SUSPENDED, OR PROPOSED FOR


DEBARMENT


52.215-2
AUDIT AND RECORDS--NEGOTIATION
JUN 1999


52.215-8
ORDER OF PRECEDENCE--UNIFORM CONTRACT
OCT 1997


FORMAT


52.215-14
INTEGRITY OF UNIT PRICES
OCT 1997


52.215-15
PENSION ADJUSTMENTS AND ASSET REVERSIONS
OCT 2004


(JAN 2004)


52.215-18
REVERSION OR ADJUSTMENT OF PLANS FOR
JUL 2005


POSTRETIREMENT BENEFITS OTHER THAN


PENSIONS (PRB)


52.215-19
NOTIFICATION OF OWNERSHIP CHANGES
OCT 1997


52.216-7
ALLOWABLE COST AND PAYMENT
DEC 2002


52.216-8
FIXED-FEE
MAR 1997


52.217-2
CANCELLATION UNDER MULTIYEAR CONTRACTS
OCT 1997


52.219-8
UTILIZATION OF SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS
MAY 2004


52.219-9
SMALL BUSINESS SUBCONTRACTING PLAN
SEPT 2006

ALTERNATE II (OCT 2001)


52.219-16
LIQUIDATED DAMAGES-SMALL BUSINESS
JAN 1999


SUBCONTRACTING PLAN


52.222-19
CHILD LABOR - COOPERATION WITH
JAN 2006


AUTHORITIES AND REMEDIES


52.222-50
COMBATING TRAFFICKING IN PERSONS
APR 2006


52.225-1
BUY AMERICAN ACT--SUPPLIES
JUN 2003


52.225-13
RESTRICTIONS ON CERTAIN FOREIGN
FEB 2006


PURCHASES


52.227-2
NOTICE AND ASSISTANCE REGARDING PATENT
AUG 1996


AND COPYRIGHT INFRINGEMENT


52.227-14
RIGHTS IN DATA--GENERAL
JUN 1987


52.227-19
COMMERCIAL COMPUTER SOFTWARE--RESTRICTED
JUN 1987


RIGHTS


52.228-7
INSURANCE--LIABILITY TO THIRD PERSONS
MAR 1996


52.230-2
COST ACCOUNTING STANDARDS
APR 1998


52.230-6
ADMINISTRATION OF COST ACCOUNTING
APR 2005


STANDARDS


52.232-17
INTEREST
JUN 1996


52.232-22
LIMITATION OF FUNDS
APR 1984


52.232-23
ASSIGNMENT OF CLAIMS
JAN 1986


52.233-3
PROTEST AFTER AWARD
AUG 1996


ALTERNATE I (JUN 1985)


52.233-4
APPLICABLE LAW FOR BREACH OF
OCT 2004


CONTRACT CLAIM


52.237-8
RESTRICTION ON SEVERANCE PAYMENTS TO
AUG 2003


FOREIGN NATIONALS


52.237-9
WAIVER OF LIMITATION ON SEVERANCE
AUG 2003


PAYMENTS TO FOREIGN NATIONALS


52.242-1
NOTICE OF INTENT TO DISALLOW COSTS
APR 1984


52.242-3
PENALTIES FOR UNALLOWABLE COSTS
MAY 2001


52.242-13
BANKRUPTCY
JUL 1995


52.243-2
CHANGES--COST REIMBURSEMENT
AUG 1987


ALTERNATE I (APR 1984)


52.244-2A
SUBCONTRACTS
JAN 2006


ALTERNATE I (JAN 2006)


52.244-5
COMPETITION IN SUBCONTRACTING
DEC 1996


52.244-6
SUBCONTRACTS FOR COMMERCIAL ITEMS
SEP 2006


52.246-23
LIMITATION OF LIABILITY
FEB 1997


52.246-25
LIMITATION OF LIABILITY--SERVICES
FEB 1997


52.247-64
PREFERENCE FOR PRIVATELY OWNED U.S.-FLAG
FEB 2006


COMMERCIAL VESSELS


52.249-6
TERMINATION (COST-REIMBURSEMENT)
MAY 2004


(MAY 2004)


52.249-14
EXCUSABLE DELAYS
APR 1984


52.253-1
COMPUTER GENERATED FORMS
JAN 1991


752.202-1
DEFINITIONS



752.219-8
UTILIZATION OF SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS



AND SMALL DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS


CONCERNS


752.211-70
LANGUAGE AND MEASUREMENT
JUN 1992


752.228-7
INSURANCE-LIABILITY TO THIRD PERSONS



752.228-70
MEDICAL EVACUATI See CIB 98-21

 
752.245-70
         GOVERNMENT PROPERTY-USAID



REPORTING  REQUIREMENTS


752.7001
BIOGRAPHICAL DATA
JUL 1997


752.7002
TRAVEL AND TRANSPORTATION
JAN 1990


752.7006
NOTICES
APR 1984


752.7007
PERSONNEL COMPENSATION
APR 2006

752.7008
USE OF GOVERNMENT FACILITIES OR
APR 1984


PERSONNEL


752.7010
CONVERSION OF U.S. DOLLARS TO LOCAL
APR 1984


CURRENCY


752.7011
ORIENTATION AND LANGUAGE TRAINING
APR 1984


752.7013
CONTRACTOR-MISSION RELATIONSHIPS
OCT 1989


752.7014
NOTICE OF CHANGES IN TRAVEL REGULATIONS
JAN 1990


752.7015
USE OF POUCH FACILITIES
JUL 1997


752.7018
HEALTH AND ACCIDENT COVERAGE FOR
JAN 1999


USAID PARTICIPANT TRAINEES


752.7019
PARTICIPANT TRAINING
JAN 1999


752.7023
REQUIRED VISA FORM FOR USAID
APR 1984


PARTICIPANTS


752.7025
APPROVALS
APR 1984


752.7028
DIFFERENTIALS AND ALLOWANCES
JUL 1996


752.7029
POST PRIVILEGES
JUL 1993


752.7031
LEAVE AND HOLIDAYS
OCT 1989


752.7033
PHYSICAL FITNESS
JUL 1997


752.7034
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AND DISCLAIMER
DEC 1991

I.2 52.217-8  Option to Extend Services (Nov 1999) 
The Government may require continued performance of any services within the limits and at the rates specified in the contract. These rates may be adjusted only as a result of revisions to prevailing labor rates provided by the Secretary of Labor. The option provision may be exercised more than once, but the total extension of performance hereunder shall not exceed 6 months. The Contracting Officer may exercise the option by written notice to the Contractor within 60 days from the completion date of the contract.

I.3 52.222-39  Notification of Employee Rights Concerning Payment of Union Dues or Fees (DEC 2004) 

 (a) Definition. As used in this clause— 

“United States” means the 50 States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Northern Mariana Islands, American Samoa, Guam, the U.S. Virgin Islands, and Wake Island. 

(b) Except as provided in paragraph (e) of this clause, during the term of this contract, the Contractor shall post a notice, in the form of a poster, informing employees of their rights concerning union membership and payment of union dues and fees, in conspicuous places in and about all its plants and offices, including all places where notices to employees are customarily posted. The notice shall include the following information (except that the information pertaining to National Labor Relations Board shall not be included in notices posted in the plants or offices of carriers subject to the Railway Labor Act, as amended (45 U.S.C. 151-188)). 

Notice to Employees 

Under Federal law, employees cannot be required to join a union or maintain membership in a union in order to retain their jobs. Under certain conditions, the law permits a union and an employer to enter into a union-security agreement requiring employees to pay uniform periodic dues and initiation fees. However, employees who are not union members can object to the use of their payments for certain purposes and can only be required to pay their share of union costs relating to collective bargaining, contract administration, and grievance adjustment. 

If you do not want to pay that portion of dues or fees used to support activities not related to collective bargaining, contract administration, or grievance adjustment, you are entitled to an appropriate reduction in your payment. If you believe that you have been required to pay dues or fees used in part to support activities not related to collective bargaining, contract administration, or grievance adjustment, you may be entitled to a refund and to an appropriate reduction in future payments. 

For further information concerning your rights, you may wish to contact the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) either at one of its Regional offices or at the following address or toll free number: 

National Labor Relations Board
Division of Information
1099 14th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20570
1-866-667-6572
1-866-316-6572 (TTY) 

To locate the nearest NLRB office, see NLRB's website at http://www.nlrb.gov. 

(c) The Contractor shall comply with all provisions of Executive Order 13201 of February 17, 2001, and related implementing regulations at 29 CFR Part 470, and orders of the Secretary of Labor. 

(d) In the event that the Contractor does not comply with any of the requirements set forth in paragraphs (b), (c), or (g), the Secretary may direct that this contract be cancelled, terminated, or suspended in whole or in part, and declare the Contractor ineligible for further Government contracts in accordance with procedures at 29 CFR Part 470, Subpart B—Compliance Evaluations, Complaint Investigations and Enforcement Procedures. Such other sanctions or remedies may be imposed as are provided by 29 CFR Part 470, which implements Executive Order 13201, or as are otherwise provided by law. 

(e) The requirement to post the employee notice in paragraph (b) does not apply to— 

(1) Contractors and subcontractors that employ fewer than 15 persons; 

(2) Contractor establishments or construction work sites where no union has been formally recognized by the Contractor or certified as the exclusive bargaining representative of the Contractor’s employees; 

(3) Contractor establishments or construction work sites located in a jurisdiction named in the definition of the United States in which the law of that jurisdiction forbids enforcement of union-security agreements; 

(4) Contractor facilities where upon the written request of the Contractor, the Department of Labor Deputy Assistant Secretary for Labor-Management Programs has waived the posting requirements with respect to any of the Contractor’s facilities if the Deputy Assistant Secretary finds that the Contractor has demonstrated that— 

(i) The facility is in all respects separate and distinct from activities of the Contractor related to the performance of a contract; and 

(ii) Such a waiver will not interfere with or impede the effectuation of the Executive order; or 

(5) Work outside the United States that does not involve the recruitment or employment of workers within the United States. 

(f) The Department of Labor publishes the official employee notice in two variations; one for contractors covered by the Railway Labor Act and a second for all other contractors. The Contractor shall— 

(1) Obtain the required employee notice poster from the Division of Interpretations and Standards, Office of Labor-Management Standards, U.S. Department of Labor, 200 Constitution Avenue, NW, Room N-5605, Washington, DC 20210, or from any field office of the Department’s Office of Labor-Management Standards or Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs; 

(2) Download a copy of the poster from the Office of Labor-Management Standards website at http://www.olms.dol.gov; or 

(3) Reproduce and use exact duplicate copies of the Department of Labor’s official poster. 

(g) The Contractor shall include the substance of this clause in every subcontract or purchase order that exceeds the simplified acquisition threshold, entered into in connection with this contract, unless exempted by the Department of Labor Deputy Assistant Secretary for Labor-Management Programs on account of special circumstances in the national interest under authority of 29 CFR 470.3(c). For indefinite quantity subcontracts, the Contractor shall include the substance of this clause if the value of orders in any calendar year of the subcontract is expected to exceed the simplified acquisition threshold. Pursuant to 29 CFR Part 470, Subpart B—Compliance Evaluations, Complaint Investigations and Enforcement Procedures, the Secretary of Labor may direct the Contractor to take such action in the enforcement of these regulations, including the imposition of sanctions for noncompliance with respect to any such subcontract or purchase order. If the Contractor becomes involved in litigation with a subcontractor or vendor, or is threatened with such involvement, as a result of such direction, the Contractor may request the United States, through the Secretary of Labor, to enter into such litigation to protect the interests of the United States. 

I.4 FAR 52.222-50 COMBATING TRAFFICKING IN PERSONS (APR 2006)

(a) Definitions. As used in this clause— 

“Coercion” means— 

(1) Threats of serious harm to or physical restraint against any person; 

(2) Any scheme, plan, or pattern intended to cause a person to believe that failure to perform an act would result in serious harm to or physical restraint against any person; or 

(3) The abuse or threatened abuse of the legal process. 

“Commercial sex act” means any sex act on account of which anything of value is given to or received by any person. 

“Debt bondage” means the status or condition of a debtor arising from a pledge by the debtor of his or her personal services or of those of a person under his or her control as a security for debt, if the value of those services as reasonably assessed is not applied toward the liquidation of the debt or the length and nature of those services are not respectively limited and defined. 

“Employee” means an employee of a Contractor directly engaged in the performance of work under a Government contract, including all direct cost employees and any other Contractor employee who has other than a minimal impact or involvement in contract performance. 

“Individual” means a Contractor that has no more than one employee including the Contractor. 

“Involuntary servitude” includes a condition of servitude induced by means of— 

(1) Any scheme, plan, or pattern intended to cause a person to believe that, if the person did not enter into or continue in such conditions, that person or another person would suffer serious harm or physical restraint; or 

(2) The abuse or threatened abuse of the legal process. 

“Severe forms of trafficking in persons” means— 

(1) Sex trafficking in which a commercial sex act is induced by force, fraud, or coercion, or in which the person induced to perform such act has not attained 18 years of age; or 

(2) The recruitment, harboring, transportation, provision, or obtaining of a person for labor or services, through the use of force, fraud, or coercion for the purpose of subjection to involuntary servitude, peonage, debt bondage, or slavery. 

“Sex trafficking” means the recruitment, harboring, transportation, provision, or obtaining of a person for the purpose of a commercial sex act. 

(b) Policy. The United States Government has adopted a zero tolerance policy regarding Contractors and Contractor employees that engage in or support severe forms of trafficking in persons, procurement of commercial sex acts, or use of forced labor. During the performance of this contract, the Contractor shall ensure that its employees do not violate this policy. 

(c) Contractor requirements. The Contractor, if other than an individual, shall establish policies and procedures for ensuring that its employees do not engage in or support severe forms of trafficking in persons, procure commercial sex acts, or use forced labor in the performance of this contract. At a minimum, the Contractor shall— 

(1) Publish a statement notifying its employees of the United States Government's zero tolerance policy described in paragraph (b) of this clause and specifying the actions that will be taken against employees for violations of this policy. Such actions may include, but are not limited to, removal from the contract, reduction in benefits, or termination of employment; 

(2) Establish an awareness program to inform employees about— 

(i) The Contractor's policy of ensuring that employees do not engage in severe forms of trafficking in persons, procure commercial sex acts, or use forced labor; 

(ii) The actions that will be taken against employees for violation of such policy; 

(iii) Regulations applying to conduct if performance of the contract is outside the U.S., including— 

(A) All host country Government laws and regulations relating to severe forms of trafficking in persons, procurement of commercial sex acts, and use of forced labor; and 

(B) All United States laws and regulations on severe forms of trafficking in persons, procurement of commercial sex acts, and use of forced labor which may apply to its employees' conduct in the host nation, including those laws for which jurisdiction is established by the Military Extraterritorial Jurisdiction Act of 2000 (18 U.S.C. 3261-3267), and 18 U.S.C 3271, Trafficking in Persons Offenses Committed by Persons Employed by or Accompanying the Federal Government Outside the United States; 

(3) Provide all employees directly engaged in performance of the contract with a copy of the statement required by paragraph (c)(1) of this clause and obtain written agreement from the employee that the employee shall abide by the terms of the statement; and 

(4) Take appropriate action, up to and including termination, against employees or subcontractors that violate the policy in paragraph (b) of this clause. 

(d) Notification. The Contractor shall inform the contracting officer immediately of— 

(1) Any information it receives from any source (including host country law enforcement) that alleges a contract employee has engaged in conduct that violates this policy; and 

(2) Any actions taken against employees pursuant to this clause. 

(e) Remedies. In addition to other remedies available to the Government, the Contractor's failure to comply with the requirements of paragraphs (c) or (d) of this clause may render the Contractor subject to— 

(1) Required removal of a Contractor employee or employees from the performance of the contract; 

(2) Required subcontractor termination; 

(3) Suspension of contract payments; 

(4) Loss of award fee for the performance period in which the Government determined Contractor non-compliance; 

(5) Termination of the contract for default, in accordance with the termination clause of this contract; or 

(6) Suspension or debarment. 

(f) Subcontracts. The Contractor shall include the substance of this clause, including this paragraph (f), in all subcontracts for the acquisition of services. 

  I.5  52.227-23  RIGHTS TO PROPOSAL DATA (TECHNICAL)  (JUN 1987)

   Except for data contained on pages , it is agreed that as a condition of award of this contract, and notwithstanding the conditions of any notice appearing thereon, the Government shall have unlimited rights (as defined in the "Rights in Data--General" clause contained in this contract) in and to the technical data contained in the proposal dated  upon which this contract is based.

  I.6  52.232-25  PROMPT PAYMENT  (OCT 2003)

   Notwithstanding any other payment clause in this contract, the Government will make invoice payments under the terms and conditions specified in this clause. The Government considers payment as being made on the day a check is dated or the date of an electronic funds transfer (EFT). Definitions of pertinent terms are set forth in sections 2.101, 32.001, and 32.902 of the Federal Acquisition Regulation. All days referred to in this clause are calendar days, unless otherwise specified. (However, see paragraph (a)(4) of this clause concerning payments due on Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays.)

   (a) Invoice payments--

     (1) Due date.

       (i) Except as indicated in paragraphs (a)(2) and (c) of this clause, the due date for making invoice payments by the designated payment office is the later of the following two events:

         (A) The 30th day after the designated billing office receives a proper invoice from the Contractor (except as provided in paragraph (a)(1)(ii) of this clause).

         (B) The 30th day after Government acceptance of supplies delivered or services performed. For a final invoice, when the payment amount is subject to contract settlement actions, acceptance is deemed to occur on the effective date of the contract settlement.

       (ii) If the designated billing office fails to annotate the invoice with the actual date of receipt at the time of receipt, the invoice payment due date is the 30th day after the date of the Contractor's invoice, provided the designated billing office receives a proper invoice and there is no disagreement over quantity, quality, or Contractor compliance with contract requirements.

     (2) Certain food products and other payments.

       (i) Due dates on Contractor invoices for meat, meat food products , or fish; perishable agricultural commodities; and dairy products, edible fats or oils, and food products prepared from edible fats or oils are--

         (A) For meat or meat food products, as defined in section 2(a)(3) of the Packers and Stockyard Act of 1921 (7 U.S.C. 182(3)), and as further defined in Pub. L. 98-181, including any edible fresh or frozen poultry meat, any perishable poultry meat food product, fresh eggs, and any perishable egg product, as close as possible to, but not later than, the 7th day after product delivery.

         (B) For fresh or frozen fish, as defined in section 204(3) of the Fish and Seafood Promotion Act of 1986 (16 U.S.C. 4003(3)), as close as possible to, but not later than, the 7th day after product delivery.

         (C) For perishable agricultural commodities, as defined in section 1(4) of the Perishable Agricultural Commodities Act of 1930 (7 U.S.C. 499a(4)), as close as possible to, but not later than, the 10th day after product delivery, unless another date is specified in the contract.

         (D) For dairy products, as defined in section 111(e) of the Dairy Production Stabilization Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 4502(e)), edible fats or oils, and food products prepared from edible fats or oils, as close as possible to, but not later than, the 10th day after the date on which a proper invoice has been received. Liquid milk, cheese, certain processed cheese products, butter, yogurt, ice cream, mayonnaise, salad dressings, and other similar products, fall within this classification. Nothing in the Act limits this classification to refrigerated products. When questions arise regarding the proper classification of a specific product, prevailing industry practices will be followed in specifying a contract payment due date. The burden of proof that a classification of a specific product is, in fact, prevailing industry practice is upon the Contractor making the representation.

       (ii) If the contract does not require submission of an invoice for payment (e.g., periodic lease payments), the due date will be as specified in the contract.

     (3) Contractor's invoice. The Contractor shall prepare and submit invoices to the designated billing office specified in the contract. A proper invoice must include the items listed in paragraphs (a)(3)(i) through (a)(3)(x) of this clause. If the invoice does not comply with these requirements, the designated billing office will return it within 7 days after receipt (3 days for meat, meat food products, or fish; 5 days for perishable agricultural commodities, dairy products, edible fats or oils, and food products prepared from edible fats or oils), with the reasons why it is not a proper invoice. The Government will take into account untimely notification when computing any interest penalty owed the Contractor.

       (i) Name and address of the Contractor.

       (ii) Invoice date and invoice number. (The Contractor should date invoices as close as possible to the date of the mailing or transmission.)

       (iii) Contract number or other authorization for supplies delivered or services performed (including order number and contract line item number).

       (iv) Description, quantity, unit of measure, unit price, and extended price of supplies delivered or services performed.

       (v) Shipping and payment terms (e.g., shipment number and date of shipment, discount for prompt payment terms). Bill of lading number and weight of shipment will be shown for shipments on Government bills of lading.

       (vi) Name and address of Contractor official to whom payment is to be sent (must be the same as that in the contract or in a proper notice of assignment).

       (vii) Name (where practicable), title, phone number, and mailing address of person to notify in the event of a defective invoice.

       (viii) Taxpayer Identification Number (TIN). The Contractor shall include its TIN on the invoice only if required elsewhere in this contract.

       (ix) Electronic funds transfer (EFT) banking information.

         (A) The Contractor shall include EFT banking information on the invoice only if required elsewhere in this contract.

         (B) If EFT banking information is not required to be on the invoice, in order for the invoice to be a proper invoice, the Contractor shall have submitted correct EFT banking information in accordance with the applicable solicitation provision (e.g., 52.232- 38, Submission of Electronic Funds Transfer Information with Offer), contract clause (e.g., 52.232-33, Payment by Electronic Funds Transfer--Central Contractor Registration, or 52.232-34, Payment by Electronic Funds Transfer--Other Than Central Contractor Registration), or applicable agency procedures.

         (C) EFT banking information is not required if the Government waived the requirement to pay by EFT.

       (x) Any other information or documentation required by the contract (e.g., evidence of shipment).

     (4) Interest penalty. The designated payment office will pay an interest penalty automatically, without request from the Contractor, if payment is not made by the due date and the conditions listed in paragraphs (a)(4)(i) through (a)(4)(iii) of this clause are met, if applicable. However, when the due date falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or legal holiday, the designated payment office may make payment on the following working day without incurring a late payment interest penalty.

       (i) The designated billing office received a proper invoice.

       (ii) The Government processed a receiving report or other Government documentation authorizing payment, and there was no disagreement over quantity, quality, or Contractor compliance with any contract term or condition.

       (iii) In the case of a final invoice for any balance of funds due the Contractor for supplies delivered or services performed, the amount was not subject to further contract settlement actions between the Government and the Contractor.

     (5) Computing penalty amount. The Government will compute the interest penalty in accordance with the Office of Management and Budget prompt payment regulations at 5 CFR part 1315.

       (i) For the sole purpose of computing an interest penalty that might be due the Contractor, Government acceptance is deemed to occur constructively on the 7th day (unless otherwise specified in this contract) after the Contractor delivers the supplies or performs the services in accordance with the terms and conditions of the contract, unless there is a disagreement over quantity, quality, or Contractor compliance with a contract provision. If actual acceptance occurs within the constructive acceptance period, the Government will base the determination of an interest penalty on the actual date of acceptance. The constructive acceptance requirement does not, however, compel Government officials to accept supplies or services, perform contract administration functions, or make payment prior to fulfilling their responsibilities.

       (ii) The prompt payment regulations at 5 CFR 1315.10(c) do not require the Government to pay interest penalties if payment delays are due to disagreement between the Government and the Contractor over the payment amount or other issues involving contract compliance, or on amounts temporarily withheld or retained in accordance with the terms of the contract. The Government and the Contractor shall resolve claims involving disputes and any interest that may be payable in accordance with the clause at FAR 52.233-1, Disputes.

     (6) Discounts for prompt payment. The designated payment office will pay an interest penalty automatically, without request from the Contractor, if the Government takes a discount for prompt payment improperly. The Government will calculate the interest penalty in accordance with the prompt payment regulations at 5 CFR part 1315.

     (7) Additional interest penalty.

       (i) The designated payment office will pay a penalty amount, calculated in accordance with the prompt payment regulations at 5 CFR part 1315 in addition to the interest penalty amount only if--

         (A) The Government owes an interest penalty of $1 or more;

         (B) The designated payment office does not pay the interest penalty within 10 days after the date the invoice amount is paid; and

         (C) The Contractor makes a written demand to the designated payment office for additional penalty payment, in accordance with paragraph (a)(7)(ii) of this clause, postmarked not later than 40 days after the invoice amount is paid.

       (ii)(A) The Contractor shall support written demands for additional penalty payments with the following data. The Government will not request any additional data. The Contractor shall--

           (1) Specifically assert that late payment interest is due under a specific invoice, and request payment of all overdue late payment interest penalty and such additional penalty as may be required;

           (2) Attach a copy of the invoice on which the unpaid late payment interest is due; and

           (3) State that payment of the principal has been received, including the date of receipt.

         (B) If there is no postmark or the postmark is illegible--

           (1) The designated payment office that receives the demand will annotate it with the date of receipt, provided the demand is received on or before the 40th day after payment was made; or

           (2) If the designated payment office fails to make the required annotation, the Government will determine the demand's validity based on the date the Contractor has placed on the demand, provided such date is no later than the 40th day after payment was made.

       (iii) The additional penalty does not apply to payments regulated by other Government regulations (e.g., payments under utility contracts subject to tariffs and regulation).

   (b) Contract financing payment. If this contract provides for contract financing, the Government will make contract financing payments in accordance with the applicable contract financing clause.

   (c) Fast payment procedure due dates. If this contract contains the clause at 52.213-1, Fast Payment Procedure, payments will be made within 15 days after the date of receipt of the invoice.

   (d) Overpayments. If the Contractor becomes aware of a duplicate contract financing or invoice payment or that the Government has otherwise overpaid on a contract financing or invoice payment, the Contractor shall immediately notify the Contracting Officer and request instructions for disposition of the overpayment.

  I.7  52.247-67  SUBMISSION OF TRANSPORTATION DOCUMENTS
FOR AUDIT  (FEB 2006)

    (a) The Contractor shall submit to the address identified below, for prepayment audit, transportation documents on which the United States will assume freight charges that were paid--

        (1) By the Contractor under a cost-reimbursement contract; and

        (2) By a first-tier subcontractor under a cost-reimbursement subcontract thereunder.

    (b) Cost-reimbursement Contractors shall only submit for audit those bills of lading with freight shipment charges exceeding $100.  Bills under $100 shall be retained on-site by the Contractor and made available for on-site audits.  This exception only applies to freight shipment bills and is not intended to apply to bills and invoices for any other transportation services.

    (c) Contractors shall submit the above referenced transportation documents to--

 
Designated CTO, USAID, Egypt
  I.8  52.252-2  CLAUSES INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE  (FEB 1998)

   This contract incorporates one or more clauses by reference, with the same force and effect as if they were given in full text. Upon request, the Contracting Officer will make their full text available. Also, the full text of a clause may be accessed electronically at this/these address(es):

   http://arnet.gov/far/

  I.9  AIDAR 752.7032  INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL APPROVAL AND
NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS (JAN 1990)

   Prior written approval by the Contracting Officer is required for all international travel directly and identifiably funded by USAID under this contract. The Contractor shall therefore present to the Contracting Officer an itinerary for each planned international trip, showing the name of the traveler, purpose of the trip, origin/destination (and intervening stops), and dates of travel, as far in advanced of the proposed travel as possible, but in no event less than three weeks before travel is planned to commence. The Contracting Officer's prior written approval may be in the form of a letter or telegram or similar device or may be specifically incorporated into the schedule of the contract. At least one week prior to commencement of approved international travel, the Contractor shall notify the cognizant Mission, with a copy to the Contracting Officer, of planned travel, identifying the travelers and the dates and times of arrival.
         PART III - LIST OF DOCUMENTS, EXHIBITS AND OTHER ATTACHMENTS

                        SECTION J - LIST OF ATTACHMENTS


ATTACHMENT
NO.


NUMBER
TITLE
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PAGES

 ATTACHMENT 1 - IDENTIFICATION OF PRINCIPAL GEOGRAPHIC CODE NUMBERS

   ATTACHMENT 2 - USAID FORM 1420-17 - CONTRACTOR BIOGRAPHICAL DATA SHEET

   A hard copy is attached at the end of this document;however, for an electronic version, please locate the form at http://www.USAID.GOV/procurement_bus_opp/procurement/forms/

   ATTACHMENT 3 - SF LLL - DISCLOSURE OF LOBBYING ACTIVITIES

   A hard copy is attached at the end of this document;however, for an electronic version, please locate the form at http://www.USAID.GOV/procurement_bus_opp/procurement/forms/

ATTACHMENT 4 –

[image: image1.emf]OLD-NEW  FRAMEWORK 09-06.xls


 ATTACHMENT 5 - NSP Mid-Term Evaluation report
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ATTACHMENT 6 -  NSP Evaluation Report by the Ministry of International Cooperation
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ATTACHMENT 7 -  Evaluation report of the Education Reform Pilot in Alexandria
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ATTACHMENT 8 -  Standards-based Classroom Observation Protocol for Egypt (SCOPE)
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ATTACHMENT 9 - Critical Thinking and Problem Solving (CAPS) results
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ATTACHMENT 10 - Management Assessment Protocol (MAP) 
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ATTACHMENT 11 – Summary Sheet for Cost Proposal and Definitions of Budget Items
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PART IV  -  REPRESENTATIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS


SECTION K  - REPRESENTATIONS, CERTIFICATIONS AND

 OTHER STATEMENTS OF OFFERORS

K.1 NOTICE LISTING SOLICITATION PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

The following solicitation provisions pertinent to this section are hereby incorporated by reference (by Citation Number, Title, and Date) in accordance with the FAR provision at FAR "52.252-1 SOLICITATION PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE" in Section L of this solicitation. See FAR 52.252-1 for an internet address (if specified) for electronic access to the full text of a provision.


NUMBER
TITLE                             DATE

                FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION (48 CFR Chapter 1)


52.237-8    RESTRICTION ON SEVERANCE PAYMENTS TO  (AUG 2003)



           FOREIGN NATIONALS

K.2 52.204-8 ANNUAL REPRESENTATIONS AND CERTIFICATIONS (JAN 2006)

(a)
(1) The North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) code for this acquisition is __________________ [insert NAICS code]. 

(2) The small business size standard is _____________ [insert size standard]. 

(3) The small business size standard for a concern which submits an offer in its own name, other than on a construction or service contract, but which proposes to furnish a product which it did not itself manufacture, is 500 employees. 

(b)
(1) If the clause at 52.204-7, Central Contractor Registration, is included in this solicitation, paragraph (c) of this provision applies. 

(2) If the clause at 52.204-7 is not included in this solicitation, and the offeror is currently registered in CCR, and has completed the ORCA electronically, the offeror may choose to use paragraph (c) of this provision instead of completing the corresponding individual representations and certifications in the solicitation. The offeror shall indicate which option applies by checking one of the following boxes: 

[  ] (i) Paragraph (c) applies. 

[  ] (ii) Paragraph (c) does not apply and the offeror has completed the individual representations and certifications in the solicitation. 

(c) The offeror has completed the annual representations and certifications electronically via the Online Representations and Certifications Application (ORCA) website at http://orca.bpn.gov.  After reviewing the ORCA database information, the offeror verifies by submission of the offer that the representations and certifications currently posted electronically have been entered or updated within the last 12 months, are current, accurate, complete, and applicable to this solicitation (including the business size standard applicable to the NAICS code referenced for this solicitation), as of the date of this offer and are incorporated in this offer by reference (see FAR 4.1201); except for the changes identified below [offeror to insert changes, identifying change by clause number, title, date]. These amended representation(s) and/or certification(s) are also incorporated in this offer and are current, accurate, and complete as of the date of this offer.

	FAR Clause #            Title            Date      Change 

	      ____________        _________       _____      _______ 


Any changes provided by the offeror are applicable to this solicitation only, and do not result in an update to the representations and certifications posted on ORCA. 

K.3 52.230-1 COST ACCOUNTING STANDARDS NOTICES AND CERTIFICATION (JUNE 2000)

NOTE:  This notice does not apply to small businesses or foreign governments.  This notice is in three parts, identified by Roman numerals I through III.

Offerors shall examine each part and provide the requested information in order to determine Cost Accounting Standards (CAS) requirements applicable to any resultant contract.

If the offeror is an educational institution, Part II does not apply unless the contemplated contract will be subject to full or modified CAS coverage pursuant to 48 CFR 9903.201-2(c)(5) or 9903.201-2(c)(6), respectively.

I. DISCLOSURE STATEMENT-COST ACCOUNTING PRACTICES AND CERTIFICATION

(a) Any contract in excess of $500,000 resulting from this 

solicitation will be subject to the requirements of the Cost Accounting Standards Board (48 CFR Chapter 99), except for those

contracts which are exempt as specified in 48 CFR 9903.201-1.

(b) Any offeror submitting a proposal which, if accepted, will result in a contract subject to the requirements of 48 CFR, Chapter 99 must, as a condition of contracting, submit a Disclosure Statement as required by 48 CFR 9903.202. When required, the Disclosure Statement must be submitted as a part of the offeror's proposal under this solicitation unless the offeror has already submitted a Disclosure Statement disclosing the practices used in connection with the pricing of this proposal. If an applicable Disclosure Statement has already been submitted, the offeror may satisfy the requirement for submission by providing the information requested in paragraph (c) of Part I of this provision.

CAUTION: In the absence of specific regulations or agreement, a practice disclosed in a Disclosure Statement shall not, by virtue of such disclosure, be deemed to be a proper, approved, or agreed-to practice for pricing proposals or accumulating and reporting contract performance cost data.

(c)
Check the appropriate box below:

[ ](1) Certificate of Concurrent Submission of Disclosure statement.  The offeror hereby certifies that, as a part of the offer, copies of the Disclosure Statement have been submitted as follows: (i) original and one copy to the cognizant Administrative contracting Officer (ACO) or cognizant Federal agency official authorized to act in that capacity (Federal official), as applicable, and (ii) one copy to the cognizant Federal auditor.

(Disclosure must be on Form No. CASB DS-1 or CASB DS-2, as applicable. Forms may be obtained from the cognizant ACO or Federal official and/or from the loose-leaf version of the Federal Acquisition Regulation.)

Date of Disclosure Statement:


Name and Address of Cognizant ACO or Federal Official Where Filed:

The offeror further certifies that: the practices used in estimating costs in pricing this proposal are consistent with the cost accounting practices disclosed in the Disclosure Statement.

[ ](2) Certificate of Previously Submitted Disclosure Statement.

  The offeror hereby certifies that the required Disclosure Statement was filed as follows:

Date of Disclosure Statement:

Name and Address of Cognizant ACO or Federal Official Where Filed:

The offeror further certifies that the practices used in estimating costs in pricing this proposal are consistent with the cost accounting practices disclosed in the applicable Disclosure Statement.

[ ](3) Certificate of Monetary Exemption. 

The offeror hereby certifies that the offeror, together with all divisions, subsidiaries, and affiliates under common control, did not receive net awards of negotiated prime contracts and subcontracts subject to CAS totaling $50 million or more in the cost accounting period immediately preceding the period in which this proposal was submitted. The offeror further certifies that if such status changes before an award resulting from this proposal, the offeror will advise the Contracting Officer immediately.

[ ](4) Certificate of interim Exemption. 

The offeror hereby certifies that (i) the offeror first exceeded the monetary exemption disclosure, as defined in (3) of this subsection, in the cost accounting period immediately preceding the period in which this offer was submitted and (ii) in accordance with 48 CFR 9903.202-1, the offeror is not yet required to submit a Disclosure Statement.  The offeror further certifies that if an award resulting from this proposal has not been made within 90 days after the end of that period, the offeror will immediately submit a revised certificate to the Contracting officer, in the form specified under subparagraphs (c)(1) or (c)(2) of Part I of this provision, as appropriate, to verify submission of a completed Disclosure Statement.

CAUTION: Offerors currently required to disclose because they were awarded a CAS-covered prime contract or subcontract of $50 million or more in the current cost accounting period may not claim this exemption (4). Further, the exemption applies only in connection with proposals submitted before expiration of the 90 day period following the cost accounting period in which the monetary exemption was exceeded.

II. COST ACCOUNTING STANDARDS--ELIGIBILITY FOR MODIFIED CONTRACT

COVERAGE

  If the offeror is eligible to use the modified provisions of 48 CFR subpart 9903.201-2(b) and elects to do so, the offeror shall indicate by checking the box below. Checking the box below shall mean that the resultant contract is subject to the Disclosure and Consistency of Cost Accounting Practices clause in lieu of the Cost Accounting Standards clause.

[ ] The offeror hereby claims an exemption from the Cost Accounting Standards clause under the provisions of 48 CFR 9903.201-2(b) and certifies that the offeror is eligible for use of the Disclosure and Consistency of Cost Accounting Practices clause because during the cost accounting period immediately preceding the period in which this proposal was submitted, the offeror received less than $50 million in awards of CAS-covered prime contracts and subcontracts. The offeror further certifies that if such status changes before an award resulting from this proposal, the offeror will advise the Contracting Officer immediately.

CAUTION: An offeror may not claim the above eligibility for modified contract coverage if this proposal is expected to result in the award of a CAS-covered contract of $50 million or more or if, during its current cost accounting period, the offeror has been awarded a single CAS-covered prime contract or subcontract of $50 million or more.

III. ADDITIONAL COST ACCOUNTING STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO EXISTING CONTRACTS
The offeror shall indicate below whether award of the contemplated contract would, in accordance with subparagraph (a)(3) of the Cost Accounting Standards clause, require a change in established cost accounting practices affecting existing contracts and subcontracts.


[ ] YES 
[ ] NO

K.4 52.230-7 PROPOSAL DISCLOSURE--COST ACCOUNTING PRACTICE CHANGES (APR 2005)

The offeror shall check "yes'' below if the contract award will result in a required or unilateral change in cost accounting practice, including  unilateral changes requested to be desirable changes.

[ ] Yes 
[ ] No

If the offeror checked “Yes'' above, the offeror shall—

(1) Prepare the price proposal in response to the solicitation using the changed practice for the period of performance for which the practice will be used; and 

(2) Submit a description of the changed cost accounting practice to the Contracting Officer and the Cognizant Federal Agency Official as pricing support for the proposal.

K.5 INSURANCE - IMMUNITY FROM TORT LIABILITY

The offeror represents that it [ ] is, [ ] is not a State agency or charitable institution, and that it [ ] is not immune, [ ] is partially immune, [ ] is totally immune from tort liability to third persons.

K.6 SIGNATURE

By signature hereon, or on an offer incorporating these Representations, Certifications, and Other Statements of Offerors, the offeror certifies that they are accurate, current, and complete, and that the offeror is aware of the penalty prescribed in 18 U.S.C. 1001 for making false statements in offers. 

Solicitation No._________________________________

Offer/Proposal No._______________________________

Date of Offer____________________________________

Name of Offeror__________________________________

Typed Name and Title_____________________________

Signature _________________________  
Date________


SECTION L - INSTRUCTIONS, CONDITIONS, AND NOTICES TO OFFERORS

  L.1  NOTICE LISTING SOLICITATION PROVISIONS INCORPORATED
BY REFERENCE

       The following solicitation provisions pertinent to this section are hereby incorporated by reference (by Citation Number, Title, and Date) in accordance with the FAR provision at FAR "52.252-1  SOLICITATION PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE" in Section L of this solicitation. See FAR 52.252-1 for an internet address (if specified) for electronic access to the full text of a provision.


NUMBER
TITLE
DATE


FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION (48 CFR Chapter 1)

52.204-6

DATA UNIVERSAL NUMBERING SYSTEM




(DUNS) NUMBER




OCT 2003





52.222-24 

PREAWARD ON-SITE EQUAL OPPORTUNITY
FEB 1999

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION


52.237-10
   IDENTIFICATION OF UNCOMPENSATED 

OCT 1997



OVERTIME

 L.2  52.215-1  INSTRUCTIONS TO OFFERORS--COMPETITIVE
ACQUISITION (JAN 2004)

   (a) Definitions. As used in this provision--

     Discussions are negotiations that occur after establishment of the competitive range that may, at the Contracting Officer's discretion, result in the offeror being allowed to revise its proposal.

     In writing, writing, or written means any worded or numbered expression that can be read, reproduced, and later communicated, and includes electronically transmitted and stored information.

     Proposal modification is a change made to a proposal before the solicitation's closing date and time, or made in response to an amendment, or made to correct a mistake at any time before award.

     Proposal revision is a change to a proposal made after the solicitation closing date, at the request of or as allowed by a Contracting Officer as the result of negotiations.

     Time, if stated as a number of days, is calculated using calendar days, unless otherwise specified, and will include Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays. However, if the last day falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or legal holiday, then the period shall include the next working day.

   (b) Amendments to solicitations. If this solicitation is amended, all terms and conditions that are not amended remain unchanged. Offerors shall acknowledge receipt of any amendment to this solicitation by the date and time specified in the amendment(s).

   (c) Submission, modification, revision, and withdrawal of proposals.

     (1) Unless other methods (e.g., electronic commerce or facsimile) are permitted in the solicitation, proposals and modifications to proposals shall be submitted in paper media in sealed envelopes or packages (i) addressed to the office specified in the solicitation, and (ii) showing the time and date specified for receipt, the solicitation number, and the name and address of the offeror. Offerors using commercial carriers should ensure that the proposal is marked on the outermost wrapper with the information in paragraphs (c)(1)(i) and (c)(1)(ii) of this provision.

     (2) The first page of the proposal must show--

       (i) The solicitation number;

       (ii) The name, address, and telephone and facsimile numbers of the offeror (and electronic address if available);

       (iii) A statement specifying the extent of agreement with all terms, conditions, and provisions included in the solicitation and agreement to furnish any or all items upon which prices are offered at the price set opposite each item;

       (iv) Names, titles, and telephone and facsimile numbers (and electronic addresses if available) of persons authorized to negotiate on the offeror's behalf with the Government in connection with this solicitation; and

       (v) Name, title, and signature of person authorized to sign the proposal. Proposals signed by an agent shall be accompanied by evidence of that agent's authority, unless that evidence has been previously furnished to the issuing office.

     (3) Submission, modification, revision, and withdrawal of proposals.

        (i) Offerors are responsible for submitting proposals, and any modifications or revisions so as to reach the Government office designated in the solicitation by the time specified in the solicitation. If no time is specified in the solicitation, the time for receipt is 4:30 p.m., local time, for the designated Government office on the date that proposal or revision is due.

       (ii)(A) Any proposal, modification or revision received at the Government office designated in the solicitation after the exact time specified for receipt of offers is ``late'' and will not be considered unless it is received before award is made, the Contracting Officer determines that accepting the late offer would not unduly delay the acquisition; and--

           (1) If it was transmitted through an electronic commerce method authorized by the solicitation, it was received at the initial point of entry to the Government infrastructure not later than 5:00 p.m. one working day prior to the date specified for receipt of proposals; or

           (2) There is acceptable evidence to establish that it was received at the Government installation designated for receipt of offers and was under the Government's control prior to the time set for receipt of offers; or

           (3) It is the only proposal received.

         (B) However, a late modification of an otherwise successful proposal that makes its terms more favorable to the Government, will be considered at any time it is received and may be accepted.

       (iii) Acceptable evidence to establish the time of receipt at the Government installation includes the time/date stamp of that installation on the proposal wrapper, other documentary evidence of receipt maintained by the installation, or oral testimony or statements of Government personnel.

       (iv) If an emergency or unanticipated event interrupts normal Government processes so that proposals cannot be received at the office designated for receipt of proposals by the exact time specified in the solicitation, and urgent Government requirements preclude amendment of the solicitation, the time specified for receipt of proposals will be deemed to be extended to the same time of day specified in the solicitation on the first work day on which normal Government processes resume.

       (v) Proposals may be withdrawn by written notice received at any time before award. Oral proposals in response to oral solicitations may be withdrawn orally. If the solicitation authorizes facsimile proposals, proposals may be withdrawn via facsimile received at any time before award, subject to the conditions specified in the provision at 52.215-5, Facsimile Proposals. Proposals may be withdrawn in person by an offeror or an authorized representative, if the identity of the person requesting withdrawal is established and the person signs a receipt for the proposal before award.

       (vi) Notwithstanding paragraph (c)(3)(i) of this provision, a late modification or revision of an otherwise successful proposal that makes its terms more favorable to the Government will be considered at any time it is received and may be accepted.

       (vii) Proposals may be withdrawn by written notice or telegram (including mailgram) received at any time before award. If the solicitation authorizes facsimile proposals, proposals may be withdrawn via facsimile received at any time before award, subject to the conditions specified in the provision entitled "Facsimile Proposals." Proposals may be withdrawn in person by an offeror or an authorized representative, if the representative's identity is made known and the representative signs a receipt for the proposal before award.

       (viii) If an emergency or unanticipated event interrupts normal Government processes so that proposals cannot be received at the office designated for receipt of proposals by the exact time specified in the solicitation, and urgent Government requirements preclude amendment of the solicitation or other notice of an extension of the closing date, the time specified for receipt of proposals will be deemed to be extended to the same time of day specified in the solicitation on the first work day on which normal Government processes resume. If no time is specified in the solicitation, the time for receipt is 4:30 p.m., local time, for the designated Government office.

     (4) Unless otherwise specified in the solicitation, the offeror may propose to provide any item or combination of items.

     (5) Offerors shall submit proposals in response to this solicitation in English, unless otherwise permitted by the solicitation, and in U.S. dollars, unless the provision at FAR 52.225-17, Evaluation of Foreign Currency Offers, is included in the solicitation.

     (6) Offerors may submit modifications to their proposals at any time before the solicitation closing date and time, and may submit modifications in response to an amendment, or to correct a mistake at any time before award.

     (7) Offerors may submit revised proposals only if requested or allowed by the Contracting Officer.

     (8) Proposals may be withdrawn at any time before award. Withdrawals are effective upon receipt of notice by the Contracting Officer.

   (d) Offer expiration date. Proposals in response to this solicitation will be valid for the number of days specified on the solicitation cover sheet (unless a different period is proposed by the offeror).

   (e) Restriction on disclosure and use of data. Offerors that include in their proposals data that they do not want disclosed to the public for any purpose, or used by the Government except for evaluation purposes, shall--

     (1) Mark the title page with the following legend: This proposal includes data that shall not be disclosed outside the Government and shall not be duplicated, used, or disclosed--in whole or in part-- for any purpose other than to evaluate this proposal. If, however, a contract is awarded to this offeror as a result of--or in connection with-- the submission of this data, the Government shall have the right to duplicate, use, or disclose the data to the extent provided in the resulting contract. This restriction does not limit the Government's right to use information contained in this data if it is obtained from another source without restriction. The data subject to this restriction are contained in sheets [insert numbers or other identification of sheets]; and

     (2) Mark each sheet of data it wishes to restrict with the following legend: Use or disclosure of data contained on this sheet is subject to the restriction on the title page of this proposal.

   (f) Contract award. (1) The Government intends to award a contract or contracts resulting from this solicitation to the responsible offeror(s) whose proposal(s) represents the best value after evaluation in accordance with the factors and subfactors in the solicitation.

     (2) The Government may reject any or all proposals if such action is in the Government's interest.

     (3) The Government may waive informalities and minor irregularities in proposals received.

     (4) The Government intends to evaluate proposals and award a contract without discussions with offerors (except clarifications as described in FAR 15.306(a)). Therefore, the offeror's initial proposal should contain the offeror's best terms from a cost or price and technical standpoint. The Government reserves the right to conduct discussions if the Contracting Officer later determines them to be necessary. If the Contracting Officer determines that the number of proposals that would otherwise be in the competitive range exceeds the number at which an efficient competition can be conducted, the Contracting Officer may limit the number of proposals in the competitive range to the greatest number that will permit an efficient competition among the most highly rated proposals.
     (5) The Government reserves the right to make an award on any item for a quantity less than the quantity offered, at the unit cost or prices offered, unless the offeror specifies otherwise in the proposal.

     (6) The Government reserves the right to make multiple awards if, after considering the additional administrative costs, it is in the Government's best interest to do so.
     (7) Exchanges with offerors after receipt of a proposal do not constitute a rejection or counteroffer by the Government.

     (8) The Government may determine that a proposal is unacceptable if the prices proposed are materially unbalanced between line items or subline items. Unbalanced pricing exists when, despite an acceptable total evaluated price, the price of one or more contract line items is significantly overstated or understated as indicated by the application of cost or price analysis techniques. A proposal may be rejected if the Contracting Officer determines that the lack of balance poses an unacceptable risk to the Government.

     (9) If a cost realism analysis is performed, cost realism may be considered by the source selection authority in evaluating performance or schedule risk.

     (10) A written award or acceptance of proposal mailed or otherwise furnished to the successful offeror within the time specified in the proposal shall result in a binding contract without further action by either party.

     (11) If a post-award debriefing is given to requesting offerors, the Government shall disclose the following information, if applicable:

       (i) The agency's evaluation of the significant weak or deficient factors in the debriefed offeror's offer.

       (ii) The overall evaluated cost or price and technical rating of the successful and the debriefed offeror and past performance information on the debriefed offeror.

       (iii) The overall ranking of all offerors, when any ranking was developed by the agency during source selection.

       (iv) A summary of the rationale for award.

       (v) For acquisitions of commercial items, the make and model of the item to be delivered by the successful offeror.

       (vi) Reasonable responses to relevant questions posed by the debriefed offeror as to whether source-selection procedures set forth in the solicitation, applicable regulations, and other applicable authorities were followed by the agency.

  L.3  52.216-1  TYPE OF CONTRACT  (APR 1984)

   The Government contemplates award of a Cost Plus Fixed Fee Completion type contract resulting from this solicitation.

L.4 52.233-2 SERVICE OF PROTEST (SEP 2006)

(a) Protests, as defined in section 33.101 of the Federal Acquisition  Regulation, that are filed directly with an agency, and copies of any protests that are filed with the Government Accountability Office (GAO), shall be served on the Contracting Officer (addressed as follows) by obtaining written and dated acknowledgment of receipt from: 
Hand-Carried Address:

Mailing Address:

 USAID/Egypt


USAID/Egypt
Office of Procurement

Office of Procurement

1A Ahmed Kamel St.

1A Ahmed Kamel St.

Off El-laselki St.

Off El-laselki St.

New Maadi


New Maadi

Cairo, Egypt


Cairo, Egypt
(b) The copy of any protest shall be received in the office designated above within one day of filing a protest with the GAO. 

  L.5  52.252-1  SOLICITATION PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY
REFERENCE  (FEB 1998)

   This solicitation incorporates one or more solicitation provisions by reference, with the same force and effect as if they were given in full text. Upon request, the Contracting Officer will make their full text available. The offeror is cautioned that the listed provisions may include blocks that must be completed by the offeror and submitted with its quotation or offer. In lieu of submitting the full text of those provisions, the offeror may identify the provision by paragraph identifier and provide the appropriate information with its quotation or offer. Also, the full text of a solicitation provision may be accessed electronically at this/these address(es):

   http://arnet.gov/far/

  L.6  GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS TO OFFERORS

   (a) The offeror must submit the proposal:
     (i) electronically - internet email with attachments (2MB limit) per email compatible with MS WORD, Excel, adobe acrobat in a MS Windows environment.  The internet e-mail address is GILO@usaid.gov.  There has been a problem with the receipt of *.zip files due to anti-virus software.  Therefore, Offerors are discouraged from sending files in this format as we can not guarantee their acceptance by the internet server. (Facsimile of the entire proposal is not authorized); and
     (ii)a. via regular mail or courier- sending  one original and 1 paper copy of a technical proposal and one original and  1 copy of a cost proposal, however the issuing office receives regular international mail only once a week. All mail is subject to US Embassy electronic imagery scanning methods, physical inspection, and is not date and time stamped prior to receipt by USAID and the Contracting Officer; or

     (ii)b. hand delivery (including commercial courier) of  one original and 1 paper copy of a technical proposal and one original and 1 copy of a cost proposal to the issuing office at the address stated below:
For items (ii)a and (ii)b the address is as follows:

	For hand-Carried Address:


	For Mailing Address:



	Abeer Rizk
Office of Procurement

U.S. Agency for International Development     USAID/EGYPT

1/A Ahmed Kamel Street

Off El-Laselki St. - New Maadi, Cairo, Egypt  11435


	Abeer Rizk 

Office of Procurement

U.S.Agency for International Development      USAID/Egypt
UNIT 64902

APO AE  09839-4902

Tel: (20-2) 522-7000



The Offerors must ensure that the mailed proposal is received prior to the date and time set for closing.
     (iii) Regardless of the method used the Technical Proposal and Cost Proposal must be kept separate from each other.  Technical Proposals must not make reference to pricing data in order that the technical evaluation may be made strictly on the basis of technical merit.
(b) Submission of Alternate Proposals

All offerors shall submit a proposal directly responsive to the terms and conditions of this RFP. If an Offeror chooses to submit an alternative proposal, they must, at the same time, submit a proposal directly responsive hereto for any alternate to even be considered.

 (c) Government Obligation

   The US Government is not obligated to make an award or to pay for any costs incurred by the offeror in preparation of a proposal in response hereto.

  L.7 INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE TECHNICAL PROPOSAL

   (a) The Technical Proposal in response to this solicitation should address how the offeror intends to carry out the Statement of Work contained in Section C.  It should also contain a clear understanding of the work to be undertaken and the responsibilities of all parties involved.  The technical proposal should be organized by the technical evaluation criteria listed in Section M.

   (b) The past performance references required by this section shall be included as an annex or attachment of the technical proposal.

    (c) Detailed information should be presented only when required by specific RFP instructions.  Proposals are limited to 30 pages and shall be written in English.  OVER 30 PAGES WILL NOT BE EVALUATED, and shall be typed on standard 8 1/2" x 11" paper (216mm by 297mm paper), single spaced, 10 characters per inch with each page numbered consecutively.  Graphics may be in a form and format of the offeror's choice with each page numbered consecutively.  Items such as graphs, charts, cover pages, dividers, table of contents, and attachments (i.e. key personnel resumes, table summarizing qualifications of proposed personnel, past performance summary table and past performance report forms) are not included in the 30-page limitation.

d) The technical proposal may be submitted in a *.PDF format, to ensure that pagination and formatting are preserved; however, we also require that it be sent as a word processing document as well.  In the event that both a PDF and a word-processing document are sent, please indicate which one you would prefer to have us use as the definitive one, in case there are any conflicts or differences between the two.  

 (e) The technical proposal should, at a minimum, include the following:

1.  Technical Approach and Methodology:  (See section M.2)

The Offeror’s technical approach should, at a minimum, include the following requirements:  

· A description of the Offeror’s approach to accomplishing expected results, including proposed activities, critical assumptions, strategies for delivery of technical assistance activities, linkages among various program components, coordination among various USAID partners and the GOE, and issues of sustainability.   This section should also include any proposed additional or modified results, to be achieved by the end of the Contract.  

· A monitoring and evaluation approach which describes how the Offeror will measure project impact and track progress towards achievement of results.  This should include an illustrative Performance Monitoring Plan with proposed indicators and targets where possible. 

The Statement of Work (SOW) identifies the Program objectives and expected results as well as key areas in which expertise will be required.  The technical approach shall be a precise, succinct statement of how the Offeror intends to implement the scope of work with practical and proven approaches and measurable results to the extent practical.  It shall reflect an understanding of the identified goal and results and the substance and sequence of needed interventions in the areas indicated in the SOW.  Offerors shall describe how each of their proposed activities contributes to the achievement of the program goals and results.  .A clear connection between the Offeror’s proposed approach and the proposed level of effort and staffing plan must be demonstrated.  
The actions described in the scope of work represent illustrative ways to achieve the desired results, but by no means are they definitive. The Offeror should avoid rewriting or reworking the scope of work or any supplemental documents and submit them as the Offeror’s proposal. USAID is looking for the best technical approach on how to achieve meaningful positive results vis-a-vis the program framework

The technical proposal shall include a section about the education system in Egypt.  The Offeror must demonstrate clear understanding of the education system in Egypt including a description of the constraints and obstacles related to increasing access, especially for girls, to quality education, opportunities, strengths and relevant efforts undertaken during the past five years to improve access and quality of basic education.  The Offeror should explain how GILO will be building on current achievements and opportunities, and demonstrate a sense of the linkages that exist among the technical areas covered in the scope of work, and viable approaches to resolving the problems and issues identified.  The Offeror must demonstrate the ability to build and maintain relationships with host country counterparts and its ability to collaborate with USAID and other donors.  Also, the Offeror will suggest approaches for coordination and cooperation with other non-USAID funded activities and programs.
In summary, proposals shall be evaluated on: (1) Sound, integrated and innovative approaches toward achieving the stated objectives, results, and requirements, (2) Viable approaches for realizing institutional and technical sustainability, (3) Clear understanding of the education system in Egypt, and (4) Demonstrated ability to establish and maintain professional relationship with host country counterparts, other USAID-funded projects and donors. 
 

2. Management Capability:  (See section M.2)

The Offeror must include an illustrative Work Plan, as a separate Section, that should be clear, appropriate and sound.  The Work Plan must not exceed 5 pages in length.  A results framework and monitoring and evaluation plan should be included with clear and well defined benchmarks, suggested performance indicators and targets that help measure progress toward the Program objectives and expected results described in the SOW.  Proposed indicators shall meet USAID data quality standards for validity, integrity, precision, reliability and timeliness described in ADS 203.3.5.1 http://www.usaid.gov/policy/ads/200/
.

A plan for collecting baseline and follow on data will have to be included.  The Offeror must detail: the institutional management structure, mobilization plan for quick project start-up, logistics management, monitoring and reporting plans, management of subcontracts (if any) and the extent of Home Office support and financial management systems.  The plan shall include a strategy, initial interventions and activities for setting up in-country operations, results to be achieved during the period, staff recruitment, commodity procurement requirements, a travel plan, estimated expenditure information/budget requirements.  Also, it must include an implementation plan, explaining how the activities described in SOW will be implemented, including sequence and timeline.  A final Work Plan, based on initial in-country experience, will be required within 60 days of contract award. 

 3.  Staffing Plan and Staff Qualifications:  (See section M.2)

In terms of Personnel, this section shall define who will be employed under the contract, for what purposes, and the schedule of their deployment.  The Offeror shall propose a staffing plan that enables achievement of the program objectives and expected results, and that demonstrates an appropriate balance of skills, accountability and efficiency.  The staffing pattern shall reflect the minimum number and optimum use of highly experienced technical staff sufficient to meet program needs and achieve its objectives.  Offerors should seek to maximize the use of available and qualified local technical expertise.  The staffing plan should include an explanation for the proposed composition and structure.  Offerors shall propose what positions under the contract are key to the achievement of the Program’s goal and results. Employment information should include supervisory contact details.

The Staffing Plan shall include the following:

· An organizational chart illustrating the proposed staffing pattern,

· A table which shows the level of effort or number of person months for each position proposed (both in-country and home office staff).  

· A description of the positions for Key Personnel. 

· A description of how the Offeror’s intends to maximize the use of Egypt-based personnel. 

· A description of Home Office support to field implementation (if any).

· A brief (1 page) resume or CV for each of the Key Personnel.   The resume should at least include relevant work experience in similar projects in developing countries, technical and academic qualifications, reference contacts and language capabilities. 

Offerors must include five (5) key personnel positions.  Of the five key personnel positions, three must be the following:  Chief of Party (COP), Deputy Chief of Party, and Monitoring and Evaluation Specialist.  The remaining two key personnel positions are at the discretion of the Offeror.  

 

The Offerors will furnish the names and resumes of key personnel.  The USAID Contracting Officer and the Cognizant Technical Officer (CTO) will approve the Key Personnel proposed.   Any changes to key staffing will require a prior approval from the USAID Contracting Officer and CTO. 

The COP will be responsible for the activities and results under the Contract.  The Contractor shall give the COP considerable authority for all decision making. Project success, therefore, depends on a strong and skilled COP who has the requisite leadership, management and technical skills to make decisions in the field. He/she will be required to establish relationships, and coordinate effectively with numerous entities, including several sectors within the MOE, targeted governorates and a number of USAID Contractors/Cooperating Agencies.  Considerable collaborative skills will be necessary to ensure coordination with other USAID and Donor-funded Projects. Outstanding interpersonal, cross-cultural and negotiation skills are important.  Arabic language skills are desirable.  

 

The work of the long-term personnel may need to be supplemented with short-term technical assistance.  Long-term field staff will be responsible for identifying short-term needs.  Whenever possible the Offeror should identify Egyptian experts to serve as local consultants. 

 

All full-time personnel, other than secretarial and support staff, are subjected to prior approval by the USAID CTO.  Hiring for those positions, designated as Key Personnel, require USAID Contacting Officer approval.  Short-term consultants must be approved in advance by the USAID CTO.  

 

The home office will provide support in contract administration, financial management, fielding expatriate short-term technical personnel and subcontract development, when necessary, and administrative and managerial tasks

 

The contract proposed by this solicitation includes a key personnel clause, and the quality of key personnel proposed will be an evaluation factor.  USAID/Egypt reserves the right to request those Offerors determined to be in the competitive range for contract award to make their proposed key personnel candidates and other representatives available for interviews and oral discussions in Cairo, Egypt.

4.  Contractor Performance Information:  (See section M.2)

a) The Offeror must provide past performance information for itself and each major subcontractor (one whose proposed cost exceeds 10% of the offeror’s total proposed cost in accordance with the following:, 
1. List in an annex to the technical proposal up to 5 of the most recent and relevant contracts for efforts similar to work in the subject proposal.  The most relevant indicators of performance are contracts of similar magnitude and complexity to this requirement.  The Offeror must also have record of past performance and demonstrated experience in undertaking and successfully managing performance-based contracts.  The Offeror must clearly demonstrate understanding and knowledge and have past experience with Public-Private Partnership (PPP) models and approaches, preferably in school construction and maintenance, in developing countries similar to Egypt, including past performance in designing, implementing, financing successful PPP in education.  Also, the Offeror must demonstrate experience and knowledge of best practices in the development of education projects especially girls’ education.

2. Provide for each of the contracts listed above a list of contact names, job titles, mailing addresses, phone numbers, e-mail addresses and a description of the performance to include:

· Scope of work or complexity/diversity of tasks,

· Primary location(s) of work,

· Term of performance,

· Skills/expertise required,

· Dollar value, and

· Contract type, i.e., fixed price, cost reimbursement, etc.

(USAID recommends that you alert the contacts that their names have been submitted and that they are authorized to provide performance information concerning the listed contracts if and when USAID requests it.)

b) If extraordinary problems impacted any of the referenced contracts, provide a short explanation and the corrective action taken (Required by FAR 15.305(a)(2).

c) Describe any quality awards or certifications that indicate exceptional capacity to provide the technical assistance described in the statement of work.  This information is not included in the page limitation.

d) Performance in using Small Business (SB) Concerns (as defined in FAR 19.001). 

· This section (d) is not applicable to offers from Small business concerns.

· As part of the evaluation of performance in Section M.2(e)4 of this solicitation, USAID will evaluate the extent you used and promoted the use of small business concerns under current and prior contracts.  The evaluation will assess the extent small business concerns participated in these contracts relative to the size/value of the contracts, the complexity and variety of the work small business concerns performed, and compliance with your SB subcontracting plan or other similar small business incentive programs set out in your contract(s)

·  In order for USAID to fully and fairly evaluate performance in this area, all offerors who are not small business concerns must do the following:
i. Provide a narrative summary of your organization's use of small business concerns over the past three years. Describe how you actually use small businesses--as subcontractors, as joint venture partners, through other teaming arrangements, etc. Explain the nature of the work small businesses performed--substantive technical professional services, administrative support, logistics support, etc. Describe the extent of your compliance with your SB subcontracting plan(s) or other similar SB incentive programs set out in your contract(s) and explain any mitigating circumstances if goals were not achieved.
ii. To supplement the narrative summary in (A), provide with your summary a copy of the most recent SF 294 “Subcontracting Report for Individual Contracts" for each contract against which you were required to report for the past 5 years.   

iii. Provide the names and addresses of three SB concerns for us to contact for their assessment of your performance in using SB concerns.  Provide a brief summary of the type of work each SB concern provided to your organization, and the name of a contact person, his/her title, phone number, and e-mail address for each.
  L.8  INSTRUCTIONS REGARDING KEY PERSONNEL

   The contract proposed by this solicitation includes a key personnel clause, and the quality of key personnel proposed will be an evaluation factor.  The offeror must include as part of its proposal a statement signed by each person proposed as key personnel confirming their present intention to serve in the stated position and their present availability to serve for the term of the proposed contract.

  L.9  INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE COST PROPOSAL

Offerors must provide the budgets in an Excel worksheet.  We have included an illustrative format for budget items and their definitions that should constitute the cost proposal, in Section J, Attachment 11, which must be completed for the entire project.  Indirect cost rates and their basis should be provided for the prime and major subcontractors.  If possible, we request that the Offeror’s detailed worksheets in support of this summary be provided in one large spreadsheet with linkages to the summary worksheet, to ease analysis.  

No page limit has been established for the Cost Proposal.

Additionally, the Cost Proposal should include the items listed below:

A line-item narrative is requested for each of the budget line items included in the sample provided in section J.  Please note that line items for Participant training will be treated as pass-through funds i.e. no indirect costs, profit, or any other fee will be applied to them.  Participant training costs are costs of training, allowances, travel, insurance and supplemental activities. 
· If the Offeror is a joint venture or partnership, the business management proposal must include a copy of the agreement between the parties to the joint venture/partnership.
· Signed representations and certifications, as set forth in Section K of this solicitation for the prime and subcontractors.

· Audited balance sheets and profit and loss statements or if not available, returns as submitted to Federal tax  authorities for the Offeror’s last two complete fiscal years and for the current fiscal year as of 30 days prior to proposal submission and latest approved NICRA,

· Personnel policies,

· Travel policies,

· Procurement policies,

· Biographical data sheets (AID 1420-17), in Section J, Attachment 2,

· List of proposed nonexpendable property and 

· A completed and signed SF 33 and acknowledgment of any amendments to the RFP.

The total estimated cost of this contract is between US$35 to US$38 million.  Revealing the cost range for the contract does not mean that Offerors should necessarily strive to meet the maximum amount.  Cost proposals shall be evaluated as a part of a Best Value determination for contract award.  Each Offeror should also allocate resources by CLIN as follows: (any fee should be included in each CLIN):

CLIN 001:  Expanding Equitable Access  to Education for Girls  

CLIN 002:  Improving Educational Quality
CLIN 003:  Strengthened Management and Governance 

CLIN 004:  Strengthened Organizational and Institutional Capacity of GAEB 
L.10 INSTRUCIONS FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE BRANDING AND MARKING PLANS: 

In ADS 320, Branding and Marking, offeror(s) are requested to prepare a Branding Implementation Plan (BIP) and Marking Plan (MP).  Offeror(s) should submit a preliminary BIP and MP as a separate annex to the cost proposal.  The BIP and MP combined should not exceed 2 pages.  The BIP and MP will not be a part of the technical evaluation.  

Offeror(s) will be required to submit formal and detailed Branding and Marking plans for final review before award or in the competitive range.

As part of USAID’s branding initiative and to insure that our implementing partners communicate that the assistance is from the American People, the New Marking and Branding Policy Requirements for USAID direct acquisitions were issued on January 08, 2007 per the revised ADS 320 – Branding and Marking that can be found at: http://www.usaid.gov/branding/ADS 320.pdf
The Branding Strategy (BS) concepts will support USAID’s and State’s strategic goals appropriate for this activity and are found at:  http://www.state.gov/s/d/rm/rls/dosstrat/2004
Branding Implementation Plan (BIP):

The BIP, developed by the offeror(s), describes how the program will be communicated to the beneficiaries and promoted to host-country citizens.  It outlines the events and materials the contractor will use to deliver the message that the assistance is from the American people.  

The BIP should specifically address the following:

· How to incorporate the message, “This assistance is from the American people,” in communications and materials directed to beneficiaries, or provide an explanation if this message is not appropriate or possible.

· How to publicize the program, project, or activity in the host-country and a description of the communications tools to be used.  Such tools may include the following:

· Press releases, 

· Press conferences, 

· Media interviews,

· Site visits, 

· VIP visits,

· Success stories, 

· Beneficiary testimonials,

· Professional photography, 

· PSAs, 

· Videos, and

· Webcasts, e-invitations, or other e-mails sent to group lists, such as participants for a training session blast e-mails or other Internet activities, etc. 

· The key milestones or opportunities anticipated to generate awareness that the program, project, or activity is from the American people, or an explanation if this is not appropriate or possible.  Such milestones may be linked to specific points in time, such as the beginning or end of a program, or to an opportunity to showcase publications or other materials, research findings, or program success.  These include, but are not limited to, the following:

· Launching the program,

· Announcing research findings,

· Publishing reports or studies,

· Spotlighting trends, 

· Highlighting success stories, 

· Featuring beneficiaries as spokespeople,

· Showcasing before-and-after photographs,

· Marketing agricultural products or locally-produced crafts or goods, 

· Securing endorsements from ministry or local organizations, 

· Promoting final or interim reports, and 

· Communicating program impact/overall results. 

Marking Plan (MP):
The MP is developed to enumerate the public communications, commodities, and program materials and other items that visibly bear or will be marked with the USAID Identity.  USAID’s policy is that programs, projects, activities, public communications, or commodities implemented or delivered under contracts and subcontracts exclusively funded by USAID are marked exclusively with the USAID Identity.  Where applicable, a host-country symbol or ministry logo, or another U.S. Government logo may be added. 

Except for the manufacturer’s trademark on a commercial item, the corporate identities or logos of contractors or subcontractors are not permitted on USAID-funded program materials and communications.  Please refer to section 320.3.2.4 that describes what the Marking Plan must address.

Note that marking is not required for Contractors’ offices, vehicles, and non-deliverable items, such as office supplies used primarily for administration of the USAID funded 


SECTION M - EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

  M.1  NOTICE LISTING SOLICITATION PROVISIONS INCORPORATED
BY REFERENCE

       The following solicitation provisions pertinent to this section are hereby incorporated by reference (by Citation Number, Title, and Date) in accordance with the FAR provision at FAR "52.252-1  SOLICITATION PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE" in Section L of this solicitation. See FAR 52.252-1 for an internet address (if specified) for electronic access to the full text of a provision.


NUMBER
TITLE
DATE


FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION (48 CFR Chapter 1)

  M.2  EVALUATION CRITERIA
GENERAL INFORMATION   

(a)
The Government may award a contract without discussions with offerors in accordance with FAR 52.252-1.

(b)
The Government intends to evaluate offerors in accordance with Section M of this RFP and make contract awards to the responsible Offeror whose proposal represents the best value to the U.S. Government.

(c)
The submitted technical information will be scored by a Technical Evaluation Committee (TEC) using the factors described in this section.  The TEC may include industry experts who are not employees of the Federal Government.  When evaluating the competing offerors, the Government will consider the written qualifications/capability information provided by the Offerors, and any other information obtained by the Government through its own research.
(d) 
For overall evaluation purposes, technical factors, when combined, are considered significantly more important than cost/price factors.

 (e)
Technical, cost and other factors will be evaluated relative to each other, as described herein.

   - The technical proposal will be scored by a technical evaluation committee using the criteria shown in this Section.

   - The cost proposal will be scored by the method described in this Section.

   - The criteria below are presented by major category, with relative order of importance, so that offerors will know which areas require emphasis in the preparation of proposals. The criteria below reflect the requirements of this particular solicitation.

   Offerors should note that these criteria:  (1) serve as the standard against which all proposals will be evaluated, and (2) serve to identify the significant matters which offerors should address in their proposals.  Sub-criteria will be weighed equally.
1. Technical Approach and Methodology (See section L.7): 
(30) 
a. Sound, integrated and innovative approaches toward achieving the stated objectives, results, and requirements, 
b. Viable approaches for realizing institutional and technical sustainability, 

c. Clear understanding of the education system in Egypt, 

d. Demonstrated ability to establish and maintain professional relationship with host country counterparts, other USAID-funded projects and donors 

2. Management Capability (See section L.7):
(28)

a. Well-defined Work Plan with clear targets and benchmarks
b. A monitoring and evaluation plan with clear performance indicators, 
c. Effective use of Home Office Support

d. Clear and effective approach for program management

3. Staffing Plan and Qualifications of Key Personnel (See section L.7):
(21)

a. Demonstrated understanding of the Statement of Work as evidenced by the Staffing Plan, including the organizational chart and level-of-effort chart and its appropriateness to achieve the results of this Project

b. Demonstrated capability, experience, education and qualifications (including demonstrated management, leadership and interpersonal skills) of the Offerer’s key personnel (both expatriate and Egyptian) for the activities listed in Section C

c. Recent experience of Chief of Party, and other expatriates, in directing, managing and working, in developing countries, with large and complex projects.

d. Optimized use of expatriates and local key personnel to complete the work under this scope of work 

4. Contractor Performance Information (See section L.7):

(18)
a- Performance information will be used for both the responsibility determination and best value decision. USAID may use performance information obtained from other than the sources identified by the offeror/subcontractor. USAID will utilize existing databases of contractor performance information and solicit additional information from the references provided in Section L. XXX of this RFP and from other sources if and when the Contracting Officer finds the existing databases to be insufficient for evaluating an offeror’s performance.
b-  If the performance information contains negative information on which the offeror has not previously been given an opportunity to comment, USAID will provide the offeror an opportunity to comment on it prior to its consideration in the evaluation, and any offeror comment will be considered with the negative performance information.
c- USAID will initially determine the relevance of similar performance information as a predictor of probable performance under the subject requirement. USAID may give more weight to performance information that is considered more relevant and/or more current.
d- The contractor performance information determined to be relevant will be evaluated in accordance with the elements below:
i. Quality of service, including consistency in meeting goals and targets,_
ii. Cost control, including forecasting costs as well as accuracy in financial reporting,_
iii. Timeliness of performance, including adherence to contract schedules and other time-sensitive project conditions, and effectiveness of home and field office management to make prompt decisions and ensure efficient completion of tasks, 
iv.  Business relations, addressing the history of professional behavior and overall business-like concern for the interests of the customer, including coordination among subcontractors and developing country partners, cooperative attitude in remedying problems, and timely completion of all administrative requirements, _
v.  Customer satisfaction with performance, including end user or beneficiary wherever possible,_
vi.  Effectiveness of key personnel, including appropriateness of personnel for the job and prompt and satisfactory changes in personnel when problems with clients where identified, _
vii.  Prime offerors who are not small business concerns will be evaluated on their performance in using small business concerns as subcontractors, joint venturers, and in other teaming arrangements, 
Total Weight for Performance Evaluation

18_
e- In cases where 1. an offeror lacks relevant performance history, 2. information on performance is not available, or 3. an offeror is a member of a class of offerors where there is provision not to rate the class against a sub factor, then the offeror will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on performance. The "neutral" rating assigned to any offeror lacking relevant performance history is a score commensurate with the percentage of points received vs. possible points. (For example, a small business prime offeror will not be evaluated on its performance in using small business concerns. If this sub factor is worth a possible 10 points out of a total possible point value of 100 for the technical proposal, then the small business prime offeror’s technical proposal will have a  maximum of 90 possible points. If it was assigned a score of 80 points out of the 90 maximum possible points, its technical score for evaluation against the other offerors would be 88.89 (i.e., 80/90). USAID understands that there may be minor arithmetic differences in percentage terms as a result; however, it considers these differences to be minor and that they will not impact any best value decision made under this solicitation).  An exception to this neutral rating provision: the non-small businesses prime with no history of subcontracting with small business concerns. Prior to assigning a "neutral" past performance rating, the contracting officer may take into account a broad range of information related to an offeror's performance.

B     Cost Proposal 

The contractor should have a structure that will allow it to provide the best value, greatest results at the lowest cost.  Each offeror’s cost proposal of the contract period shall be evaluated in terms of reasonableness and realism to determine the appropriate cost for the work, the offeror’s understanding of the work, and the offeror’s ability to perform the work.

Price has not been assigned a numerical weight.  Offerors are reminded that the U.S. Government is not obligated to award a negotiated contract on the basis of the lowest proposed cost (see FAR 15.101-1) or to the offerors with the highest technical evaluation score.  After the final evaluation of the proposals, the Contracting Officer will make the award to the offeror whose proposal offers the best value to the Government, considering both technical and cost factors.  It should be noted that estimate cost is an important factor and its importance as an evaluation factor will increase as the degree of equality of technical competence between proposals increases.

  M.3  DETERMINATION OF THE COMPETITVE RANGE AND CONTRACT AWARD

(a)
The competitive range of offerors with whom negotiation will be conducted (if necessary) will be determined by the Contracting Officer based on the technical and cost evaluation factors (FAR 15.306(c)) presented in this section.  A competitive range determination (if necessary) may take place at any point in the evaluation process.

(b)
Offerors are advised that, in accordance with FAR 52.215-1, if the Contracting Officer determines that the number of proposals that would otherwise be in the competitive range exceeds the number at which an efficient competition can be conducted, the Contracting Officer may limit the number of proposals in the competitive range to the greatest number that will permit an efficient competition among the most highly rated proposals.

(c)
The Government intends to award a contract resulting from this solicitation to the responsible Offeror whose proposal represents the best value after evaluation in accordance with the evaluation factors in the solicitation.

(d)
The factors in this section reflect the requirements of this particular solicitation.     Offerors should note that these factors:  (1) serve as the standard against which all proposals will be evaluated, and (2) serve to identify the significant matters that offerors should address in their proposals.
(e)
In accordance with FAR 52.215-16, and as set forth in Section L of this solicitation, award will be made by the Contracting Officer to the responsible Offeror whose proposal, conforming to the solicitation, is most advantageous and offers the best value to the Government, in terms of technical and cost factors considered in this section.  The evaluation factors below will be used by the Contracting Officer as a guide in determining which proposals will be most advantageous to the Government.
  M.4  CONTRACTING WITH SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS AND
DISADVANTAGED ENTERPRISES

   USAID encourages the participation of small business concerns and disadvantaged enterprises in this project, in accordance with FAR Part 19  (48 CFR Chapter 1), and AIDAR Part 726 (48 CFR Chapter 7). Accordingly, every reasonable effort will be made to identify and make use of such organizations.   All evaluation criteria being found equal, the participation of such organizations may become a determining factor for selection.

 M.5
COST EVALUATION

The price/business proposal will be evaluated in accordance with Section L.  Cost proposals will be evaluated for cost realism, completeness, reasonableness and competitiveness of fixed fee and indirect rates.  The cost proposal will also be evaluated for allowability, and allocability in accordance with applicable cost principles.  Cost analysis will be used to establish reasonableness of each Offeror's price.

M.6   SOURCE SELECTION 

(a)
The overall evaluation methodology set forth above will be used by the Contracting Officer as a guide in determining which proposal(s) offer the best value to the U.S. Government.  In accordance with FAR 52.215-1, and as set forth in Section L of this solicitation, award will be made by the Contracting Officer to the responsible Offeror(s) whose proposal(s) represents the best value to the U.S. Government after evaluation in accordance with all factors and sub-factors in this solicitation.  

(b)
This procurement utilizes the tradeoff process set forth in FAR 15.101-1.  If the Contracting Officer determines that competing technical proposals are essentially equal, cost/price factors may become the determining factor in source selection.  Conversely, if the Contracting Officer determines that competing cost/price proposals are essentially equal, technical factors may become the determining factor in source selection.  Further, the Contracting Officer may award to a higher priced Offeror if a determination is made that the higher technical evaluation of that Offeror merits the additional cost/price.

  ATTACHMENT 1
IDENTIFICATION OF PRINCIPAL GEOGRAPHIC CODE NUMBERS

   The USAID Geographic Code Book sets forth the official description of all geographic codes used by USAID in authorizing or implementing documents, to designate authorized source countries or areas.  The following are summaries of the principal codes:

   (a) Code 000--The United States:  The United States of America, any State(s) of the United States, the District of Columbia, and areas of U.S.-associated sovereignty, including commonwealths, territories and possessions.

   (b) Code 899--Any area or country, except the cooperating country itself and the following foreign policy restricted countries: Afghanistan, Libya, Vietnam, Cuba, Cambodia, Laos, Iraq, Iran, North Korea, Syria and People's Republic of China.

   (c) Code 935--Any area or country including the cooperating country, but excluding the foreign policy restricted countries.

   (d) Code 941--The United States and any independent country (excluding foreign policy restricted countries), except the cooperating country itself and the following:  Albania, Andorra, Angola, Armenia, Austria, Australia, Azerbaijan, Bahamas, Bahrain, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Belarus, Canada, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Gabon, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Macedonia*, Malta, Moldova, Monaco, Mongolia, Montenegro*, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russia, San Marino, Saudi Arabia, Serbia*, Singapore, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Taiwan*, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, Uzbekistan, and Vatican City.

    -----------------------------------------------------------------

 * Has the status of a "Geopolitical Entity", rather than an independent country.
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12. In compliance with the above, the undersigned agrees, if this offer is accepted within ________ calendar days (60 calendar days unless a different period is inserted by the offeror) from the date





for receipt of offers specified above, to furnish any or all items upon which prices are offered at the price set opposite each item, delivered at the designated point(s), within the time specified in the 





schedule.





13. DISCOUNT FOR PROMPT PAYMENT
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 20 CALENDAR DAYS (%)
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(See Section I, Clause No. 52-232-8)





14. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF AMENDMENTS





AMENDMENT NO.
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CONTRACTOR EMPLOYEE BIOGRAPHICAL DATA SHEET





1. Name (Last, First, Middle)





2. Contractor's Name





3. Employee's Address (include ZIP code)





4. Contract Number





5. Position Under Contract





6. Proposed Salary





7. Duration of Assignment





8. Telephone Number





9. Place of Birth





10. Citizenship (if non-U.S. citizen, give visa status)





(include area code)





11. Names, Ages, and Relationship of Dependents to Accompany Individual to Country of Assignment





12. EDUCATION (include all college or university degrees)





13. LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY





(See Instructions on Reverse)





NAME AND LOCATION OF INSTITUTE





MAJOR





DEGREE





DATE





LANGUAGE





Proficiency





Proficiency





Speaking





Reading





14. EMPLOYMENT HISTORY





1. Give last three (3) years.  List salaries separate for each year.  Continue on separate sheet of paper if required to





list all employment related to duties of proposed assignment.





2. Salary definition - basic pariodic payment for services rendered.  Exclude bonuses, profit-sharing arrangements,





or dependent education allowances.





POSITION TITLE





EMPLOYER'S NAME AND ADDRESS





Dates of Employment (M/D/Y)





Annual Salary





POINT OF CONTACT & TELEPHONE #





From





To





Dollars





15. SPECIFIC CONSULTANT SERVICES (give last three (3) years)





SERVICES PERFORMED





EMPLOYER'S NAME AND ADDRESS





POINT OF CONTACT & TELEPHONE #





Dates of Employment (M/D/Y)





From





To





Days





Daily Rate





at





in





Rate





Dollars





16. CERTIFICATION: To the best of my knowledge, the above facts as stated are true and correct.





Signature of Employee





Date





17. CONTRACTOR'S CERTIFICATION (To be signed by responsible representative of Contractor)





Contractor certifies in submitting this form that it has taken reasonable steps (in accordance with sound business practices)





to verify the information contained in this form.  Contractor understands that the USAID may rely on the accuracy of such inform-





ation in negotiating and reimbursing personnel under this contract.  The making of certifications that are false, fictitious,





or fradulent, or that are based on inadequately verified information, may result in appropriate remedial action by USAID,





taking into consideration all of the pertinent facts and circumstances, ranging from refund claims to criminal prosecution.





Signature of Contractor's Representative





Date





INSTRUCTION





PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT INFORMATION





PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT NOTICE





Indicate your language proficiency in block 13 using the following numeric Interagency Language Roundtable





levels (Foreign Service Institute Levels).  Also, the following provides brief descriptions of proficiency





levels 2, 3, 4, and 5.  'S' indicates speaking ability and 'R' indicates reading ability.  For more indepth





description of the levels refer to USAID Handbook 28.





2.





Limited working proficiency





S  Able to satisfy routine special demands and limited work requirements





R  Sufficient comprehension to read simple, authentic written material in a form equivalent to usual





printing or typescript on familiar subjects.





3.





General professional proficiency





S  Able to speak the Language with sufficient structural accuracy and vocabulary to participate





effectively in most formal and informal conversations.





R  Able to read within a normal range of speed and with almost complete comprehension.





4.





Advanced professional proficiency





S  Able to use the language fluently and accurately on all levels.





R  Nearly native ability to read and understand extremely difficult or abstract prose, colloquialisms





and slang.





5.





Functional native proficiency





S  Speaking proficiency is functionally equivalent to that of a highly articulate well-educated native





speaker.





R  Reading proficiency is functionally equivalent to that of the well-educated native reader.





The information requested by this form is necessary for prudent management and administration of public funds





under USAID contracts.  The information helps USAID estimate overseas logistic support and allowances, the





educational information provides an indication of qualifications, the salary information is used as a means of





cost monitoring and to help determine reasonableness of proposed salary.





Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average thirty minutes per response,





including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the





data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of informatoin.  Send comments regarding this burden





estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this





burden, to:





United States Agency for International Development





Procurement Policy Division (M/OP/P)





Washington, DC 20523-1435,





and





Office of Management and Budget





Paperwork Reduction Project (0412-0520)





Washington, DC 20503





AID 1420-17 (4/95) Back





 





DISCLOSURE OF LOBBYING ACTIVITIES





Approved by OMB





0348-0046





Complete this form to disclose lobbying activities pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1352





(See reverse for public burden disclosure.)





1. Type of Federal Action:





2. Status of Federal Action:





3. Report Type





a.  CONTRACT





a. BID/OFFER/APPLICATION





a. INITIAL FILING





b.  GRANT





b. INITIAL AWARD





b. MATERIAL CHANGE





c.  COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT





c. POST-AWARD





FOR MATERIAL CHANGE ONLY:





d.  LOAN





YEAR





QUARTER





e.  LOAN GUARANTEE





DATE OF LAST REPORT





f.  LOAN INSURANCE





4. Name and Address of Reporting Entity:





5. If Reporting Entity in No. 4 is Subawardee, Enter Name and Address of





PRIME





SUBAWARDEE





TIER





, IF KNOWN:





Congressional District, if known:





Congressional District, if known:





6. Federal Department/Agency





7. Federal Program Name/Description:





CFDA Number, if applicable:





8. Federal Action Number if known:





9. Award Amount if known:





10a. Name and Address of Lobbying Entity





b. Individual Performing Services (including address if different from No.





(if individual, last name, first name, MI)





10A) (last name, first name, MI)





11.





Signature:





Printed Name:





Title:





Telephone No.:





Date:





Federal Use Only:





AUTHORIZED FOR LOCAL REPRODUCTION





Standard Form - LLL (Rev.7-97)





Information requested through this form is authorized by title 31 U.S.C.





section 1352.  This disclosure of lobbying activities is a material repre-





sentation of fact upon which reliance was placed by the tier above when





this transaction was made or entered into.  This disclosure is required





pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1352.  This information will be available for public





inspection.  Any person who fails to file the required disclosure shall be





subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and not more than





$100,000 for each such failure.





INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETION OF SF-LLL, DISCLOSURE OF LOBBYING ACTIVITIES





This disclosure form shall be completed by the reporting entity, whether subawardee or prime Federal recipient, at the initiation of receipt of a





covered Federal action, or a material change to a previous filing, pursuant to title 31 U.S.C. section 1352.  The filing of a form is required for each





payment or agreement to make payment to any lobbying entity for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a





Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, oran employee of a Member of Congress in connection with a covered Federal action.  





Complete all items that apply for both the initial filing and material change report.  Refer to the implementing guidance published by the 





Office of Management and Budget for additional information.





1.





Identify the type of covered Federal action for which lobbying activity is and/or has been secured to influence the outcome of a covered





Federal action.





2.





Identify the status of the covered Federal action.





3.





Identify the appropriate classification of this report.  If this is a followup report caused by a material change to the information previously





reported, enter the year and quarter in which the change occurred.  Enter the date of the last previously submitted report by this reporting





entity for this covered Federal action.





4.





Enter the full name, address, city, state and zip code of the reporting entity.  Include Congressional District, if known.  Check the appropriate





classificaton of the reporting entity that designates if it is, or expects to be, a prime or subaward recipient.  Identify the tier of the





subawardee, e.g., the first subawardee of the prime is the 1st tier.  Subawards include but are not limited to subcontracts, subgrants and





contract awards under grants.





5.





If the organization filing the report in item 4 checks "Subawardee", then enter the full name, address, city, state and zip code of the prime





Federal recipient.  Include Congressional District, if known.





6.





Enter the name of the Federal agency making the award or loan commitment.  Include at least one organizational level below agency name, if





known.  For example, Department of Transportation, United States Coast Guard.





7.





Enter the Federal program name or description for the covered Federal action (Item 1).  If known, enter the full Catalog of Federal Domestic





Assistance (CFDA) number for grants, cooperative agreements, loans, and loan commitments.





8.





Enter the most appropriate Federal identifying number available for the Federal action identified in Item 1 (e.g., Request for Proposal (RFP)





number; Invitation for Bid (IFB) number; grant announcement number; the contract, grant, or loan award number; the application/proposal





control number assigned by the Federal agency).  Include prefixes, e.g., "RFP-DE-90-001."





9.





For a covered Federal action where there has been an award or loan commitment by the Federal agency, enter the Federal amount of the





award/lona commitment for the prime entity identified in Item 4 or 5.





10.





(a)





Enter the full name, address, city, state and zip code of the lobbying registrant under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 engaged by the 





reporting entity identified in Item 4 to influence the covered Federal action.





(b)





Enter the full names of the individual(s) performing services, and include full address if different from 10 (a).  Enter last





Name, First Name, and Middle Initial (MI).





11.





The certifying official shall sign and date the form, print his/her name, title, and telephone number.





According to the Paperwork Reduction Act, as amended, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB 





Control Number.  The valid OMB control number for this information collection is OMB No. 0348-0046.  Public reporting burden for this collection of 





information is estimated to average 10 minutes per response, including time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and 





maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information.  Send comments regarding the burden estimate or any 





other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork  





Reduction Project (0348-0046), Washington, DC 20503.
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Approved by OMB





0348-0046
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Page





of





Authorized for Local Reproduction





Standard Form - LLL-A








� School-Based Reform: This approach aims to improve important aspects of schooling, including how students learn, how they are assessed, how teachers teach, how principals manage, as well as how the parents’ and community are involved in the school, are engaged in the planning, and hold the school accountable for results...


� School Accreditation: Recognition of schools that are meeting the research-based national standards that reflect the essential elements of a quality education
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Management Assessment Protocol (MAP) 


Based on the Egyptian National Education Standards

Background information on school visited

Governorate:         ( Cairo
( Alexandria
( Fayoum
( Beni Sweif
( Minia
      ( Qena
( Aswan

Idara: ……………………………………..…             School code:

Name of school: …………………………                  ( Urban       ( Rural

Address: ……………………….….....................................................
        Tel No.: …………….         Fax No.: ……………

Type of school
:  ( Boys           (Girls             ( Boys & Girls         Stage: 
( Primary    ( Prep    ( Sec.    ( Technical

Type of sch.-day
:  ( One shift    ( two shifts    ( Extended      ( Full day



Numbers of classes and students


		Level

		1

		2

		3

		4

		5

		6

		Total



		Classes

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Students

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Density

		

		

		

		

		

		

		





Numbers of staff 

		   General


  Directors

		Dept

Directors

		Stage Directors

		 Principals

		   Asst


   Principals

		Senior

Teachers

		Teachers

		Specialists

		     Lab


Assistants

		Admin

		   Janitors

		  Total



		

		

		

		

		

		

		Regular

		Casual

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		





Background information on school director/principal

Name: ……………………………….. 
Gender:   ( Male      ( Female
  Date of birth: ………………………………

Address: ………………………..……
Tel. No.: ……………….
Email Address: ……..………………………………...

Years of service as educationist: ……….…….….. 
Years of service as director/principal: …………………………….…

Date of first appointment at school: …………..…
Date of appointment as director/principal: ………………………….

Qualifying degree: ……………………………...…
Area of specialization: …………………………………………………

Year obtained: ………………………………......... 
Academic institution: ……………………………………………...…..

Highest academic degree: ………………..…...…..
Area of specialization: …..………………………………………..........

Year obtained: …………………………………..… 
Academic institution: …………………………………………..….…..

Participation in management-related professional development activities in the past 3 years 

(except ERP activities and promotion-related programs)


Number of activities: 

( None
     ( Once
( 2-3 times
( More than 3 times


Training provider (other than ERP):        ( Egyptian (MOE) …………….…..…         ( Foreign ………….……...………

Average duration: 

( 1 day

( 2 days
( 3-5 days
( More than 5 days ……………..

Participation in management-related professional development activities offered by ERP in the past 2 years


Have you participated in any ERP training courses?
( Yes
    ( No

If yes, how many? ……………….…..........................
Total number of training days: ………………………………

Content of course(s): ………………………………………………………………………………………………….….………

Participation in in-service training abroad

Have you participated in any in-service training courses abroad? 
( Yes
    ( No

If yes, how many?     ……..…………………………………………………………………………………………….…………..


Total duration of trainings: ………….. Country/countries: ……..……. Year/years: ………………………….……………..

Monitor(s) conducting visit

Name: ………………………. 
 Code: ……………….…

Name: ……………….

Code: ……………

Date of visit: ………………..
 Time started: ………... 

Time ended: ……………………………………..……

Management Assessment Protocol (MAP) 


Based on the Egyptian National Education Standards

· Please grade each of the following statements, using the 5-point scale indicated, by putting a tick in the appropriate cell.


		Domains

		SN

		Indicators of excellent management practice

		Grade



		

		

		

		5

		4

		3

		2

		1



		Institutional culture

		1

		The school administration, in collaboration with the staff and the local community, develops the school’s vision and mission statement.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		2

		The school administration manages difficulties impeding the implementation of the school’s vision and mission.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		3

		The school administration provides an organizational environment based on information utilization, dialogue and group work.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		4

		The school administration employs communication and negotiation skills in solving problems facing the school.

		

		

		

		

		



		Participation

		5

		The school administration supports the values and principles of joint consultation, collective opinion, and collaborative work.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		6

		The school administration employs databases and available information sources in the decision-making process.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		7

		The school administration activates the role of the board of trustees, parents and teachers in supporting and reforming the educational process.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		8

		The school administration utilizes the school’s resources in serving the local community.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		9

		The school administration utilizes the resources of the local community in achieving the objectives set for the school.

		

		

		

		

		



		Professionalism

		10

		The school administration has a good understanding of the laws, rules and regulations, and directives that schools have to comply with.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		11

		The school administration masters methods of strategic planning.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		12

		The school administration utilizes the results of student evaluation in improving student performance.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		13

		The school administration manages available resources effectively.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		14

		The school administration adopts a scientific approach to problems.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		15

		The school administrations masters decision-making skills.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		16

		The school administration develops plans and programs for sustainable professional development on the basis of the school’s self-evaluation of its organizational performance.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		17

		The school administration promotes individual and group activities aimed at professional development.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		18

		The school administration promotes the role of the school-based in-service training and evaluation unit.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		19

		The school administration establishes a code of the institutional culture and ethics that should prevail in the school community.

		

		

		

		

		



		Change management

		20

		The school administration provides a school environment that stimulates creativity and fosters talent.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		21

		The school administration provides a climate supportive of change, development, and acceptance of innovation.

		

		

		

		

		



		

		22

		The school administration develops school improvement plans and monitors plan implementation.
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Critical Thinking, Achievement, and Problem Solving (CAPS) test:


Overview: 


CAPS is a measure of the student’s critical thinking and problem solving skills.  The test development group – composed of a team of ERP technical consultants and subject area and measurement specialists from the National Center for Education Examinations and Evaluations (NCEEE) – began work in October 2005. They developed and administered valid and reliable standardized tests, (math, science, and Arabic language tests for grades 4, 8, and 10 in ERP 7 governorates using the Egyptian National Standards and national curriculum objectives as the foundation.  


Test Development Process:

Step one involved reviewing the current curriculum objectives and standards.  Following this review, draft test specifications were developed for each of the three subject areas in each of the target grade levels, to be used as the basis for the writing of the test items.


The next step involved a test item writing in January 2006, with the goal of training NCEEE staff in item writing and generating a set of critical thinking test items.  During the workshop participants defined the three cognitive levels to be tested:  factual knowledge; conceptual understanding; and problem solving and critical thinking with a particular emphasis on the latter. Approximately 900 items were produced, reviewed and typed. A group of MOE supervisors were invited to a subsequent workshop to review all the items against checklists whereby all developed items were edited and prepared for the pilot stage.


Test Piloting:

In March 2006, CAPS tests were piloted in order to determine validity and reliability of the individual test items. The final pilot test included 70% Multiple Choice Questions (MCQ) and 30% Constructed Response Questions (CR). Tests were administered by NCEEE staff in all seven governorates and scored. After an analysis of the validity and reliability of the test items, the team developed the final test forms to be administered in April.

Numbers of schools, classes and students to whom the tests were piloted


		Stage

		Number of Schools

		Number of Classes

		Number of Students

		Number of Tests Administered

		Governorates



		Primary

		28

		34

		1,360

		4,080

		Beny Sweif – Fayoum – El-Minia – Aswan – Alexandria – Qena - Cairo



		Preparatory

		21

		39

		1,680

		5,040

		



		Secondary

		15

		31

		1,400

		4,200

		



		Total

		64

		111

		4,440

		12,480

		





Test Administration and Observation Process: 

CAPS was administered in April 2006 in seven ERP governorates in sample of classes from ERP and Non- ERP comparison group of schools. The process was monitored using an observation form developed by the CAPS Development Team. The observers were to select, at random, the classes to be observed and were required to stay the entire test period with the selected class. 

The observation form was designed to collect observable facts focused on the sampling and the selected classes, distribution and collection of test booklets, instructions for test completion, timing of the sessions, test security and student behavior and impressions.

Sample Distribution 


Distribution of the sample by educational stages in the targeted governorates


		Stage

		Number of Schools

		Number of Classes

		Number of Students

		Number of Tests Administered

		Governorates



		Primary

		53

		101

		4,040

		12,120

		Beny Sweif – Fayoum – El-Minia – Aswan – Alexandria – Qena - Cairo



		Preparatory

		49

		98

		3,920

		11,760

		



		Secondary

		27

		89

		3,560

		10,680

		



		Total

		129

		288

		11,520

		34,560

		





Results

All 36,000 tests have been scored and the data has been entered for analysis by NCEEE staff thereby establishing a baseline set of results.  

An analysis of the test results revealed that the students had particular difficulty answering the questions related to problem solving and critical thinking.  At all three grade levels, students answered less than 40% of the mathematical and science-based test questions correctly; the same was true for the Arabic tests administered at Primary grade 4. The analysis further revealed that students in Preparatory grade 2 and Secondary grade 1 found the Arabic examinations to be less difficult, though still challenging.  In all grades and all subjects, students in ERP schools in urban areas performed significantly better than students in ERP schools in rural areas. Additionally, in Preparatory grade 2, males performed significantly better than females in mathematics and science. At the level of Secondary grade 1, however, females performed significantly better than males in science and Arabic. 


Baseline Report


NCEEE is leading the report-writing effort on the CAPS test results. The forthcoming report will present baseline data on student performance in each subject, in topics within each subject, and by cognitive levels assessed (factual knowledge, conceptual understanding, critical thinking and problem solving) for students in both ERP schools and in comparison schools. The results will also be presented by gender, school location (urban or rural), and governorate. The report will include information on the design, content, and development of the assessment instruments; a description of the sampling, data collection, and analysis procedures; and an analysis of the effectiveness of each test question.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The USAID-funded New Schools Program is an exceptional reform model that has made 
rapid progress in only 30 months in meeting its goals to expand educational access for girls, 
improve teaching and learning, and increase community participation in girls' education.  Af-
ter a month- long evaluation of this program conducted by a 5-person team of Egyptian and 
American specialists, we strongly recommend that USAID adopt the following recommenda-
tions. 
 
General Recommendation No. 1.  Extend the completion date to allow the Contractor team 
and its Egyptian counterpart institutions to leverage the achievements to date and consolidate 
the impact obtained. 
 
Explanation.  The fact that the NSP has made impressive progress in achieving impact in all 
three of its components in such a short period argues for an extension of at least two years to 
consolidate these gains and ensure their sustainability.  That the NSP will have met its output 
goals of, inter alia, 69 new schools and 742 new classrooms realized in the framework of an 
innovative project design that called for a lengthy community selection and mobilization 
process, does not lead to a conclusion that the timeframe for this activity was adequate or rea-
sonable.  The critical period is ahead, where the forces released in this activity must be sys-
tematized and sustained so that the NSP, as a catalyst, can recede from front-stage smoothly 
and be sure that counterpart institutions assume their responsibilities.  If no major additional 
funding is earmarked to increase educational access for rural girls (i.e., schools and class-
rooms), the evaluation team recommends extending the activity by two years.  Year One 
would be devoted to institutionalizing the project's successes, especially in components 2 and 
3 (improved learning and teaching and community mobilization).  Much is left to be done to 
bring existing MOE institutions on board so that the knowledge, skills and attitudes trans-
ferred through training are applied in the schools and classrooms (Level 3 of Kirkpatrick's 
evaluation hierarchy) and that learning improves (Level 4).  Concerning component 1 (build-
ing schools to increase access), maintenance issues can be resolved during this year.  The last, 
second extension year would be devoted to sustainable transition and orderly close-out.  
 
General Recommendation No. 2.  Expand the rural-based program to replicate the success-
ful model in other rural communities in the three target Governorates first, and if funding 
permits, to other Governorates 
 
Explanation.  Were significant additional funding made available, the team recommends ex-
panding the existing model to other rural communities, employing the same successful im-
plementation approaches.  With such high demand for girls' education throughout Egypt, and 
the serious equity and retention issues confronting poor, rural girls, USAID should replicate 
this program elsewhere in Egypt.  As the program expands, it will become more efficient and 
more effective in reaching its internal goals while assisting USAID in making a measurable 
impact on the Intermediate Results that guide SO22.  The team believes strongly that NSP is 
a convincing example of a well-conceived, well-managed development activity that merits 
expansion and replication.  In fact, the team hopes that this mid-term evaluation report, em-
bellished by remarkable pictures of NSP schools, teachers and students that speak volumes 
about "impact", makes its way to educational and development specialists in other countries.  
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The NSP model merits careful analysis by the World Bank, USAID, UNDP and the other 
multilateral and bilateral agencies for replication and adaptation to other countries. 
 
General Recommendation No. 3.  Carefully consider the implications on the current pro-
gram of a decision to extend the NSP, as currently implemented, to an urban-based program 
designed to achieve similar results.   
 
Explanation.  The NSP model, as currently implemented, works masterfully in its context – 
small, rural, impoverished communities in Upper Egypt.  There are huge unmet needs in rural 
Egypt for this program.  Likewise, Egypt's urban areas have similar needs for girls' education 
and programs to improve educational quality and increase retention and enrollment. The NSP 
methodology and strategies, with appropriate modifications, may very well be as effective in 
urban settings as in rural areas.. However, the evaluation team is wary of diluting or diverting 
a highly-successful program by encumbering the NSP contractor team with the responsibility 
of implementing the activity in a development context fundamentally different from rural 
Egypt.  For example, selecting and mobilizing a poor, urban "community" in Cairo or Alex-
andria would likely require techniques and approaches significantly different from entering a 
remote village in the Minya Governorate.  School construction would call for appropriate ur-
ban design and building strategies – perhaps acquisition and renovation rather than stand-
alone construction.  On the other hand, an opposing argument put forward suggests that the 
successes and strong track record of the NSP position it well to add value to any urban pro-
gram with similar goals.  Proponents of this view point to the applicability of the NSP's ac-
tive- learning methodology training for teachers and administrators in urban areas to justify 
mingling rural and urban under one roof. 
 
The team's concern  that resulted in the above recommendation springs from its discomfort in 
risking a successful activity by blurring its focus.  The team does not question an urban appli-
cation of the NSP's (and USAID's) worthy goals to increase access by urban girls to quality 
primary education.    
 


# # # 
 
What are the primary findings that have led to these three overarching recommendations, and 
the many other recommendations found in Section IV of this report?  Below is a brief sum-
mary of these findings.  After completing this Executive Summary, the reader is urged to read 
the Recommendations (and its supportive descriptions) in Section IV. 
 
The NSP is a joint effort led by the prime contractor, CARE, in collaboration with the follow-
ing sub-contractors:  Education Development Center (focusing on primary school reform), 
World Education (community mobilization of parents), EHAF Consulting Engineers (build-
ing design and construction supervision), and the Salama Moussa Foundation (training). 
 
From a statistical standpoint, the NSP accomplishments are impressive. By mid-2002, the 
project had  designed, built, and turned over to the MOE, 33 beautiful and functional new 
buildings, meeting all GAEB specifications, costing significantly less and completed in half 
the time than other MOE schools.  These schools, are located in rural areas and small towns 
in Minya, Beni Suef, and Fayoum. Twenty-six additional schools are under construction, with 
completion scheduled for the fall of 2002 or the spring of 2003.  The NSP works in 69 Upper 
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Egypt communities.  Over 18,800 students, 90% of them girls, were enrolled in NSP classes 
by the end of the 2001-2002 school year. Over 700 teachers, school supervisors, and adminis-
trators had been through NSP training, with the majority being placed in NSP class settings. 
The program is on target to have 742 New School classrooms, 160 Multi-Grade classrooms, 
and 80 Second Chance classes operating before its program completion date.   
 
This report presents the evaluators' perceptions on both quantitative milestones, which the 
NSP appears to be completing in a timely fashion,  and the qualitative judgments about the 
project.  It is our belief that the NSP, under the direction of CARE, with substantial support 
from its partners, has put together an outstanding model, not only replicable in rural Upper 
Egypt, but with genuine implications for school reform and community development in other 
parts of the world.  
 
The carefully designed process begins with the selection of communities, meeting the criteria 
of out-of-school girls, without adequate access to primary education. This is followed by ap-
plication of an intensive community development model via numerous village meetings lead-
ing to the formation of Community Education Teams (CETs). The CETs lead the community 
through the difficult and lengthy process of obtaining land, forming task forces and supervis-
ing construction.  The selected communities have raised over LE 8 million (nearly $2 mil-
lion) for land or to renovate classrooms.  Rather than delay girls' education for months while 
the new schools were being built, the NSP proposed an ingenious solution – form temporary 
classrooms in which community members lent or rented rooms so that the girls could begin 
grades one and two immediately.  Over 150 of these temporary classes, generally staffed by 
trained NSP teachers, have been functioning prior during the construction of their respective 
school.  With the new school nearing completion, Parent Teacher Councils (PTCs) are 
elected in large, enthusiastic community gatherings.  While the PTCs have long been legal 
entities in Egypt, the evaluators found them active and effective only in NSP settings.  As 
neighboring schools and communities have seen the power of community involvement, how-
ever, social workers and others are beginning to replicate PTCs elsewhere. 
 
The One Classroom School (OCR) has also existed for some time in Egypt, and the NSP has 
built on this tradition by starting 159 Multi Grade Schools (MGSs) for girls age 9-14 who are 
currently denied entrance to regular graded schools due to age restrictions.  The NSP has re-
ceived solid support from the MOE in the development of these institutions. The over 350 
"facilitators" in these schools are local young women, generally with secondary diplomas, 
who have been trained by the NSP in many of the same topics given to regular teachers.  
These schools, like most of the temporary classrooms, were often in dark, dirt floored rooms 
but were among the most vibrant, alive educational spaces found in Egypt.  The teach-
ers/facilitators were involved from almost the beginning in canvassing their villages, recruit-
ing students, and talking with parents reluctant to send their girls to such a "school." The 
close links to their community base appears to be a major factor in the success of the MGSs..   
 
To respond to the need for a parent association similar to the PTC for the "specialized" 
schools, the NSP developed a Parent Association (PA) for the MGSs and is seeking legal 
status for these important community-based groups. The students in the MGS advance rap-
idly through the grades, often completing the five primary grades in 2 to 3 years, with sum-
mer tutoring, and pass Grade 5 exam at the same or higher rate than the students in regular, 
graded schools.  In conjunction with The General Authority for Literacy and Adult Education 
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(GALAE), NSP also founded 21 Second Chance Schools for young women 14 to 19 years of 
age.  
 
To meet its goal of improving educational quality, NSP has also trained over 700 teachers, 
supervisors and administrators for the new regular, graded schools.  This coordinated ap-
proach of training both communities and teachers has been key to changing the classroom 
environment and providing teachers with support for trying new ideas.  Regrettably, not all 
trained teachers have been placed in NSP schools, and some NSP schools have had untrained 
and temporary teachers assigned.  
 
As an indication of training impact, the evaluation team could easily identify the NSP-trained 
teachers by the presence of small groups of students working together in their classrooms and 
the presence of teacher-prepared materials on the walls and hanging from the ceiling.  The 
team saw the beginnings of cooperative learning, some forms of active learning and the use 
of mathematics manipulatives in a classroom atmosphere more conducive to learning than 
that in non-NSP schools observed. Student reading and writing still appear to be limited, and 
while students sit in small groups, there is still a predominance of large group instruction.  
 
The NSP has developed a Level Finding Exercise to assist teachers in assessing their stu-
dents, and offers regular full-day follow-up workshops, along with visits to classrooms by 
trainers, to assist the teachers.  Working in close collaboration, the CCIMD and NSP have 
developed, and the MOE has published, a Supplementary Instruction Materials (SIMS) kit, 
filled with "active" learning games, a map, a music tape and other materials, which is now in 
use in the schools. It is too early for the kit to have effected any dramatic changes in teacher 
behavior, which the NSP staff realizes is a medium- to long-term prospect.  But by creating 
innovative teaching materials, the NSP has promoted a model that will continue to provide 
assistance to teachers, supervisors and administrators leading to an improved primary class-
room environment.   
 
The team was impressed with the exceptional community development and school reform 
model developed by NSP and its achievements working closely with the MOE at the national 
and governorate levels to assure sustainability.  School administrators, supervisors, school 
social workers and others from throughout the system have been involved in the NSP training 
programs.  Governors and Undersecretaries are not only aware of the program, but highly 
supportive, and even previously-suspicious local community leaders have become, in many 
cases, active supporters of CETs, PTCs, and PAs.  In order to influence future teachers, NSP 
trainers have also worked with the universities in the pre-service settings with many univer-
sity professors participating in training, and discussions have begun to develop a prototype 
for professional development schools. 
 
While there is evidence that NSP has lowered dropout rates between grades 3 and 4 by 15 
percent and has improved students’' pass rates on fifth year exams, it is too early to claim that 
a "major" reform of primary education has occurred.  Changing teacher behaviors and im-
proving instructional quality is a challenging and time-consuming task, and the NSP has 
made an excellent start by going about the process of gaining deep community involvement 
and commitment;   developing well designed, thoughtful training and follow-up with teach-
ers; and involving all school personnel in the process.   
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NSP has the real possibility of becoming a genuine, replicable model for countless other 
schools, and has already begun to have its impact felt in nearby villages and schools. It has an 
outstanding an committed staff, who work well together in their many and varied tasks.  It 
needs and deserves additional time to consolidate the exceptional work it has been doing to 
date.    
 


  
 
Anxious girls show off their counting skills 
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INTRODUCTION 
 


Scope of Work 
 
The Scope of Work for the mid-term evaluation of the New Schools Program called for the 
team to …  
 
• evaluate the effectiveness of the NSP in terms of progress made toward program objec-


tives, 


• identify any required or recommended mid-term changes to improve the program, 
• document "lessons learned" to enhance the on-going implementation of the program and 


its "planned expansion to Alexandria Governorate," 
• assess the reliability of the monitoring and reporting systems and the quality of the data 


reported to USAID, and  
• provide lessons and models that could be applied to other programs in girls' education, 


community development, school management and teacher development. 
 
The principal audience for whom the findings are intended include USAID/Cairo (its man-
agement offices and Strategic Objective Team 22 overseeing the education portfolio), the 
program's Egyptian government partners (principally the Ministry of Education (MOE) and 
its affiliated organizations such as the Facult ies of Education, the General Authority for Edu-
cational Buildings (GAEB), and the Governors and local- level authorities in the three Gover-
norates affected), and non-governmental organizations and community groups involved at the 
local level.   
 


Team Composition and Timing 
 
The research for this report was undertaken over a 4-week period in October of 2002 in Egypt 
and the writing completed in November.  The team was comprised of the following consult-
ants brought together by Aguirre International: 
 
Maha Ammar, a training specialist with USAID project management experience 
Andrew C. Gilboy, an evaluation and human resources/training specialist (Team Leader) 
Barbara Hunt, a primary education specialist with a focus on school administration, policy 
and reading 
Richard Kraft, an education scholar and recently-retired professor with extensive world-wide 
experience in primary school development and active learning  
Maha el Said, a professor of literature with extensive experience in donor-funded educational 
training programs  
 
Substantive and logistic backstopping was provided by: 
 
Roger Rasnake, evaluation specialist and project manager at Aguirre International 
Tom Judy, project management specialist at Aguirre International. 
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Report Format and Methodology 
 


In reviewing the overall objectives of the mid-term evaluation, as stated above, and the many 
questions posed in the Scope, the team decided to divide its data-gathering along the same 
lines as the program's three principal objectives: 
 
• Expand access to education for girls   


(school construction, community involvement, types of schools, enrollment) 
 
• Improve teaching and learning  


(changes occurring in the classroom, training, assessment and testing) 
 
• Increase community participation in girls' education  


(role of community organizations, gender issues) 
 
The Table of Contents was then structured along these lines to give clarity to the data search 
and presentation of findings.  To this was added a section on Program Implementation so that 
the team could expand on the contractor's approach to managing the activities to reach re-
sults.   
 
The team opted for two unconventional approaches to enhance the report's readability and 
promote creative consideration of new ideas.  First, the Recommendations section is nearly 
"stand-alone" with comprehensive explanations that accompany each idea.  In this way read-
ers with little time available can quickly browse through the proposed changes and under-
stand their rationale and context, without having to refer to the more detailed Findings sec-
tion.  The Recommendations section also is a forum where ideas from all sources – Egyptian 
counterparts, USAID and the contractor team – were included for consideration and debate.  
Second, the Executive Summary presents the report's findings and recommendations in a 
fresh way without repeating paragraphs contained in the report.  Again, the team's intent is to 
offer busy readers with alternatives so they can rapidly grasp the team's major findings and 
recommendations.   
 
The "Lessons Learned" section differs from the Recommendations by focusing on a few ele-
ments that were noticed while gathering data and analyzing results that were noteworthy. Re-
flection on these "lessons learned" led the team to its recommendations to modify the pro-
gram 
 
The team has included a number of Annexes that might be helpful in considering a broad 
range of changes to the program.  Team members offered articles they had written on related 
topics that are included, in addition to the more standard items (Documents Reviewed and  
Persons Interviewed).  In some instances, details supporting or expanding on a finding have 
been moved to the Annexes so as to avoid encumbering the body of the report. 
 
Regarding the methodology employed, the team adopted an approach that can be character-
ized as "more qualitative and anecdotal and less quantitative."  This decision was made early-
on due to the limited time available (2 weeks for all data-gathering) and the geographic 
spread, size and diversity of the target population.  A random or weighted sampling that 
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would lead to statistically-significant or representative findings was not realistic given time 
and other limitations.   
 
Instead, the team employed other techniques to ensure that the information gathered was 
comprehensive, thorough and based on respected approaches to classroom and teacher obser-
vation.  The evaluation tools used included:  
 
• review of program documents;  
• site visits to all types of NSP-funded schools that included structured field/classroom ob-


servations;  
• guided focus group discussions with community members (CETs, PAs, PTCs, and 


CDAs);   
• semi-structured group and individual interviews with NSP personnel and participants 


(NSP/MOE teachers, MGS facilitators, SC Coordinators, students, principals, and super-
visors);  


• meetings with Governors, MOE officials in Cairo and with FOE staff in the field. 
 
Interview guides for each of the field-based data sources were developed:  CETs, PTCs, PAs, 
teachers (including facilitators and coordinators) and supervisors (some of which are included 
in the Annexes).  Team members also developed interview questions to use with the Contrac-
tor team and senior education officials.   
 
The team worked closely with the Contractor to identify in the most objective way possible 
the communities in each Governorate that would be visited.  The Contractor team had already 
prepared their classification of all communities into three general categories:  Excellent, 
Good, and Weak.  The criteria used were the level of community participation as judged by 
the NSP staff most familiar with the village, and the perceived quality of teaching that was 
occurring in new school.  Based on this list, and on the logistics of covering a large area in a 
short time, the evaluation team selected its communities from the three categories randomly 
but weighted to ensure visits to all types of schools.  Also included were several visits to non-
NSP schools (MOE regular primary schools) to gather anecdotal information.  No control 
group could be organized of non-NSP schools in order to make comparisons that would stand 
up to statistical scrutiny.   
 
The team visited 34 schools of all types in three Governorates (Minya, Beni Suef and Fay-
oum) of which 18 (or 45% of the total) were SGS (15 completed and 3 under construction) 
representing the bulk of the NSP-dispersed funds.  In the process, the team observed 101 
classrooms in session of all types and interviewed scores of principals, teachers, facilitators, 
coordinators, senior educational officials and even some students (in groups).  At the com-
munity level, the team met PTCs, PAs, CETs and attended four PTC elections. 
 
The team visited Faculties of Education in the Governorates where professors were involved 
in training and classroom observation.  The team attended a number of training programs or-
ganized by the NSP for teachers and supervisors.  Finally, the team interviewed or interacted 
with nearly all of the professional- level NSP staff in the field and in Cairo, met with officials 
from other USAID partners (IELP-II, MTEP/IIE) and interviewed staff from each of the Con-
tractor team institutions (CARE, World Education, EDC, EHAF and Salama Moussa Founda-
tion).   (Additional details on the methodology are included in the Annexes.) 
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Although a statistically-significant, random sampling could not be undertaken, the team was 
able to cover all corners of this complex activity and apply time-tested professional observa-
tion techniques throughout the data-gathering phase.  Since most interviews were conducted 
in Arabic, which was spoken by only two of the five team members, any bias that emerged 
through their interpretations was managed through post- interview discussions and analysis, 
and by the fact that the Egyptian team members were education and training specialists dou-
bling as consecutive interpreters, an option the Aguirre organizers believed strongly would 
enhance the evaluation findings and recommendations.   
 
 
 
 


Proud mothers showing off the accomplishments of their daughters 
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    I.   PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 


 
A. Background and Context 
 
Although designed with fundamental differences, the New Schools Program begun in 2000 
took into account some of the lessons learned from a USAID-funded activity a decade earlier 
that constructed schools in rural areas in Egypt.  That program focused on infrastructure 
(building schools) without the critical components that distinguish the NSP today: commu-
nity participation (in the building phase), focus on increasing access for girls, improved learn-
ing in the new classrooms, and communities mobilized to ensure that all components are 
working and can be sustained.  The earlier program was seen as deficient in a number of as-
pects, among them the "turn-key" nature of the school-building effort.  Schools were de-
signed and built without appropriate linkages to Egyptian institutional systems and communi-
ties and have not been maintained adequately. 
 
The recognition that Egyptian schools needed to built according to standards emerged as a 
valuable "lesson learned" and apparently was one of the elements leading to the establishment 
of GAEB. Unlike the earlier USAID project, NSP today requires that all schools comply with 
GAEB standards prior to their being handed over to the MOE.  This and other design ele-
ments have ensured that the NSP's outputs are achieved with more linkages with, and input 
from, the Egyptian institutions charged with primary education.   
 
The NSP also built on experiences gained from other activities in Egypt, in particular those 
dealing with what this evaluation calls "specialized schools" (Multi-Grade, One-Room class-
room, literacy, etc.).   These were funded by USAID and other donors, such as the Swiss and 
UNESCO. 
 
The context within which the NSP is being implemented in Egypt is challenging.  The need 
for girls' education, especially at the primary level, is acute and the reasons for low enroll-
ment are many.  Access to education for girls is inequitable as well, making rural impover-
ished areas among the most inaccessible.  In contrast, university education has a far higher 
representation by women than is noted at other levels.  With this context in mind, USAID's 
focus on improving opportunities for rural girls at the primary level is appropriate.   
 
Were the NSP to achieve all its objectives, the level of demand for quality girls' education in 
Egypt would not be significantly abated.  The need for both increased access and improved 
teaching for girls is immense.  This does not, however, diminish the significant impact that 
would accrue from NSP reaching its objectives on the 70 communities affected and through 
replication of NSP successes through the MOE. 
 
B. Goals, Components and Outputs 
 
The goals of the NSP are: 
 
• Expand access to education for girls 
• Improve teaching and learning 
• Increase community participation in girls' education 
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The first goal is to be reached by increasing the number of schools (and classrooms) so that 
an estimated 28,000 girls from the ages of 6 to 14 who would otherwise be left out of the sys-
tem can attend schools of various types (primary, multi-grade, literacy, etc.).  The second 
goal is to be reached by a) improving the knowledge, skills and attitudes ("KSA") of teachers 
(and facilitators, coordinators and auxiliary personnel, such as supervisors) who will then ap-
ply their newly-acquired KSA in the classrooms to improve  teaching and learning, and b) im-
proving and creating "curriculum" materials to be used by the teachers.  The third goal is to 
reached by creating new community organizations, or reviving existing ones.   
 
The specific projected outputs that were originally intended to achieve these stated goals are: 
 
• Construct 75 new single-grade schools with 738 classrooms 
• Establish 160 Multi-Grade schools and 80 Second Chance Schools 
• Provide training for teachers, facilitators, administrators and community members 
• Develop new Supplementary Instructional Materials (teacher aids, wall maps, etc.)  ini-


tially for grades 1-3, then for grades 4-6 
• Mobilize communities to build local support. 
 
Following an older development approach, a contractor team could implement all the activi-
ties indicated above but achieve few of the goals.  Seventy-five schools could have been built 
on land identified by the community but might have remained empty or underused due to re-
fusal by community leaders to send their daughters to school. The girls might have attended 
the schools without learning much or, worse, might have had negative stereotypes about 
themselves reinforced in an "educational" setting.  The contractor might have trained hun-
dreds of teachers destined for the new schools only to find that despite the training, their be-
haviors in the classroom had not changed (due to many factors). Finally, even if the entire 
effort were successful in the first few years, while the USAID-funded NSP contractor team 
was active, it could wither as funding dried up.   
 
Sensitive to the challenges of implementing an ambitious "school-building, behavior-
changing and community-mobilizing" activity in a complex social and political environment, 
the evaluation team sought to determine the impact that would occur beyond the outputs 
listed above.  Questions such as "how were communities involved in school building?" "were 
teachers applying their new skills and knowledge in classrooms and if they were, what were 
the results," and "what role were community organizations playing" drove the evaluation far 
more than quantifying the inputs.   
 
C. Relationship with USAID Strategic Objectives 
 
The Office of Human Development and Democracy / Education and Training (Strategic Ob-
jective 22) is implementing a $111 million basic education assistance program, of which $27 
million is designated for the New Schools Program.  One of the cornerstones of SO22's port-
folio, the NSP addresses the primary goal of SO22: Greater percentage of primary and pre-
paratory school children, especially girls, acquire basic skills. It also responds directly to two 
Intermediate Results of the recently-revised USAID strategic framework:  Improved instruc-
tional quality and learning environment (IR 22.1) and Increased availability and accessibility 
of schooling (IR 22.2).  The NSP also addresses in a more limited way IR 22.4, "Improved 
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institutional capacity to plan, manage, assess and deliver educational services," by modeling a 
number of measures that can feed into policy reforms at the Ministry and local  level.   
 
A particular emphasis is on providing access to girls' education in impoverished communities 
(with high out-of-school rates for girls) in three rural Governorates (Minya, Beni Suef and 
Fayoum) in Upper Egypt.  Of the four activities funded by SO22 aiming at girls' education, 
the NSP represents the largest effort.   
 
D. Contractor Team 
 
The NSP is implemented by a Contractor team comprised of five organizations, each with a 
identifiable role to play within each of the three major components.  The prime contractor is 
CARE, which in addition to its responsibility in overall financial and programmatic manage-
ment of the NSP, oversees directly the school construction effort, with support from EHAF 
Consulting Engineers, and the community mobilization component.  CARE is also respons i-
ble for managing all MGS and SCE activities, with technical training support from Salama 
Moussa Foundation and CEDPA.  The Education Development Center (EDC) focuses on im-
proving learning and teaching in NSP-associated schools and classrooms through training 
(with additional training support from the Salama Moussa Foundation) and materials deve l-
opment,.   World Education provides technical guidance and staff training to NSP field im-
plementation staff, focusing on the community mobilization component.   
 
Although all NSP staff work for the program, each organization recruits and provides its em-
ployees to carry out the work under the supervision of the CARE Chief of Party.  The NSP 
currently has a staff of 109, of which 84 are employees of CARE, 20 of EDC, 4 of World 
Education and 1 of EHAF.   The project maintains four offices in Egypt.   
 
To implement such a complex program, three field offices with staff from each of the imple-
menting partners handles their respective responsibilities locally.  A field office coordinator 
manages these cross-cutting outputs and communicates with the home office and as needed, 
with other field offices.  The field-based activities are intensive, with site acquisition, con-
struction engineering, community selection and mobilization, teacher preparation and train-
ing, school supervision and follow-on all presenting significant challenges.   


 
 
NSP-funded primary school under con-
struction in village 
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II.   FINDINGS 


 
This section is organized according to the three components of the NSP (access increased, 
teaching and learning improved, and communities mobilized) with the addition of "Program 
Implementation."  Some issues cut across these divisions, such as community participation.  
In these instances, the issue is discussed in relation to the component to which it applies.  For 
example, community participation in land acquisition and school construction is notably dif-
ferent from the role played by Parent Teachers Councils in school maintenance.  Both types 
of community participation merit analysis by the evaluation team. 
 
The team recognized early-on that the NSP differed from straight-forward, donor-funded  in-
frastructure projects whose deliverables were physical facilities (university campus, research 
laboratories, primary schools, etc.) that could be evaluated against quality standards or in-
creased access to education for a particular cohort.  Instead, the NSP integrated the infra-
structure improvements into the reform elements to attempt to create synergies across activi-
ties often considered distinct (school building vs. classroom learning techniques).  Below are 
three "pitfalls" the team concluded that the NSP largely avoided: 
 
• To build "turn-key" schools to hand over to the MOE and GAEB 
 
Faced with a donor-driven timetable, many contractors neglect whatever innovative aspects 
might have existed in the project design in order to meet deadlines and "get the job done."  
This often satisfies the donor, and meets contract/cooperative agreement requirements, but 
limits positive impact the construction process might generate and reduces sustainability of 
the facility.  Although delays occurred, the NSP resisted the pressure to find short cuts that 
might have limited impact, and USAID accepted its reasoning transparently presented in 
semi-annual reports.   
 
• To deliver generic training modules to teachers 
 
Contractors can more easily make use of "time-tested" training modules that have worked 
well in other places and deliver the training quickly and cost-effectively.  This is a standard 
development approach that, in the view of the evaluation team, often results in little impact.  
It encourages "input counting" (number of teachers trained) and fails to focus on the results 
obtained from the training.  In the case of the NSP, great effort was made to tailor training 
according to the context, need and desired outcome, and to provide refresher and in-school 
follow-up activities on an ongoing basis.  Even though more time is needed to deliver non-
generic training, and to follow Best Practices for results-oriented training, the effort can lead 
to significant and measurable impact.   
 
• To rely solely on outside experts to provide standardized educational materials. 
 
Some development specialists take materials that "have worked well elsewhere," translate 
them and use them in the new environment.  This speeds up the slow and costly process of 
creating new materials.  Unfortunately, it also cuts short the learning process, ignores signifi-
cant cultural and contextual realities in which the materials will be introduced, distances 
teachers from creating their own materials and limits sustainability and replication of the en-
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tire effort.  Fortunately, even though the NSP incurred sometimes-significant delays by work-
ing closely with its Egyptian counterparts, in particular the Center for Curriculum Implemen-
tation and Material Development (CCIMD), the patience and effort produced fresh and ap-
propriate materials in Arabic to be used by NSP teachers.   
 
The discussion that follows provides further details on each of these areas that form the basis 
for the Recommendations and Lessons Learned presented in Section IV. 
 
A. Expanding Access to Education for Girls 
  
Had the goal been to "increase the number of schools for girls in rural areas," the project de-
signers would have dangerously skewed the activity and raised the alarming possibility for 
failure.  Instead, it was recognized that a combined effort needed to be made to involve com-
munities at the outset, prior to even selecting school sites, to determine whether girls were 
likely to attend the school.  This occurred long before communities were mobilized (NSP's 
third component) to formulate a PTC.  By raising the simple but critical question, "Should 
NSP build a school in this community?" the project insured against the risk that once the 
schools were built, they would be empty, or filled with boys.   
 
1. Community selection 
 
 


 
 
 
 
The community selection process used by the NSP team was carefully designed and imple-
mented to meet the three major goals of the program.  The main activities in the process were 
the following: 
 
• development of a community educational profile and establishment of community educa-


tion teams (CETs);  
• development of girls' education action plans (GEAPs);  
• formation of task forces (TFs);  


• establishment of parent teacher councils (PTCs);  


• awareness raising about improved girls' education; and,  
• construction of schools, and establishment of Multi-Grade schools and Second Chance 


classes.  
 
The initial community selection criteria used were:   
 
1) percentage and number of out-of-school girls 


2) the commitment of the communities as indicated by the number and level of enthusiasm 
of attendees at the village meetings;  


3) community willingness to support the project indicated by the number and availability 
of community volunteers, with special emphasis n women; willingness to find land, 


We were very suspicious of the process at first, but as we came to know 
and trust the NSP staff, we became enthusiastically involved and were   
delighted when our community was selected for a new school.  


Member of CET. 
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availability of land for construction of schools; willingness to find rooms to be used for 
temporary and Multi-Grade schools; and willingness to raise cash contributions; and  


4) community enthusiasm and interest in the issues around girls' education.  


 
The community profiles included a wide range of issues to be confronted including prefer-
ences for boys' education and traditions against girls' education; lack of birth certificates for 
many girls; poverty; school fees; illiterate parents; early marriage; and the need for girls to 
work at home and in the fields. The early recognition of specific problems in each community 
led the NSP team to work with each towards creative solutions in obtaining girls' birth certifi-
cates, awareness campaigns through signs on village walls, numerous meetings to get input 
on land, building design, school fees, and other issues.  Many communities had initial fears 
and even hostility, believing that the project was a foreign plot to change their basic values or 
impose an unapproved curriculum or program on them.  NSP staff were effective in allevia t-
ing these concerns in most of the initially targeted communities to such a degree that they are 
now enthusiastically received in every location visited by the team.  The Program has also 
been successful in bringing large numbers and percentages of women into all aspects of the 
process.  In the PRA (Participatory Rapid Appraisal) women even constituted a majority in 
working on some aspects of the development process.  This is a major accomplishment for 
which the NSP staff should be commended.   
 
The fact that not all communities that began the process were selected for final participation 
suggests an objective selection process with little apparent political influences. Criteria were 
carefully thought out and fairly applied throughout the three Governorates.  While similar 
designs have been used in other community mobilization activities around the world, the staff 
of NSP is to be commended for the careful and patient implementation of their plan.  The va-
lidity of the process is evidenced by the high levels of enthusiasm found in the many newly 
formed PTCs and PAs.  The persistence of the communities in obtaining donations of land 
from individuals or the government or raising local funds and then going through up to 17 
different steps, organizations and signatures for permission to build was truly extraordinary.  
The fact that 35 new schools have already been turned over to the MOE with 24 more under 
construction; 150 primary temporary classrooms have been functioning along with 159 
Multi-Grade schools; and 21 Second Chance classes; and that 16,924 girls have been en-
rolled, most for the first time in their lives, are strong indications of the success in the com-
munity selection process.  
 
Some communities where leaders at first rejected the idea of supporting a new school for 
girls subsequently changed and sought cooperation with the NSP.  There appears to be no 
lack of communities anxious to fulfill the selection criteria for the NSP.  In fact, the more 
schools built, the more previously reluctant communities want to participate.   
 
2. New school construction 
 
The school construction component alone would have been a challenge to any USAID con-
tractor specializing in development.  Building complex and innovative schools in impover-
ished villages required intensive contractor management, site inspections, dealings with local 
counterparts and strong financial accountability, transparency in tendering and attentiveness 
to schedules.   
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Below are detailed findings of the team concerning the school and classroom construction 
component: 
 


Process 
 
• Building schools with community input is challenging and innovative; 


• Community involvement included site selection, land purchase and many aspects of de-
sign and construction (selection of colors, name of school, site management, non-
technical labor, provision of some community-produced services/supplies); 


• NSP benefited from lessons learned in earlier USAID school construction project and in 
Swiss-financed school construction currently underway; 


• Although the interaction with GAEB and MOE bureaucracies was time-consuming  and 
frustrating, there may be considerable NSP impact on the GAEB regarding design fea-
tures, construction process and cost effectiveness that may influence future GAEB con-
struction of other schools; 


• Development of detailed specification documents, transparent tendering systems to assist 
bidders and pre-qualified short-lists of construction firms helped ensure quality and time-
liness, although the original completion targets could not be met; 


• That schools are built in conformity with GAEB systems reduces the classic syndrome of 
the "parallel project" outputs.  Each NSP school is handed over to the MOE after GAEB 
approval so that ownership and accountability are ensured. 


• Delays encountered in construction were carefully detailed in NSP semi-annual reports, 
solutions identified and applied and the process improved from the outset. NSP built up 
over time effective systems for site inspections, approvals, waivers and payments that 
were continually refined to meet the context.    


 
Design, quality and effectiveness 


 


• Significant time was spent on developing several architectural models with similar exteri-
ors and floor plans that would reflect the NSP philosophy of community ownership/use of 
each new school and would conform to a variety of sites and community needs; 


• The design is respectful of Egyptian traditions yet new, colorful and bold; 
• The challenge has largely been met to upgrade traditional MOE school design yet remain 


within local parameters in order to pass ownership to government; 
• Some new features of NSP schools have been noted and will be used by others (ceramic 


wall tiles in classrooms to avoid wall damage, separate girls' bathrooms, movable desks, 
reinforced, longer-lasting plumbing fixtures, etc.); 


• Despite some innovations, the school floor plans and anticipated use remain relatively 
traditional and similar to classic schools: immovable walls, few common areas for display 
of student work, angular floor plans.  It is too early to assess the effectiveness of the 
school design in terms of promoting the other objectives of NSP:  active learning, com-
munity involvement, "quality" education.  (A special assessment could be conducted that 
considered the relationship between active learning and the NSP school designs in antic i-
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pation of additional schools being built.)  The NSP made considerable efforts to introduce 
modern design modifications but ran into resistance at GAEB in some instances; 


• The building quality from a non-technical standpoint appears high:  NSP site supervision 
and approval systems are highly developed and appear to be effective in ensuring quality, 
reducing waste and theft and avoiding excessive delays.   


 
Sustainability and maintenance 


 
• By working so closely with GAEB and MOE, the NSP has increased the possibility that 


the new schools will be adequately maintained. However, given the low level of mainte-
nance of non-NSP schools, without other efforts, the NSP schools will likely follow the 
same course of disrepair and decline; 


• The NSP has undertaken supplementary activities to ensure a higher level of mainte-
nance, such as the creation of a school-based maintenance endowment/fund, involvement 
of the PTCs directly in school repair and maintenance, and inclusion of student aware-
ness-raising in training of teachers.  Maintenance of school buildings in developing na-
tions one of the most intractable problems facing school systems.  The endowment funds 
can serve a critical role in improving maintenance, but only if the PTCs, Boards of Direc-
tors or other responsible groups develop multi-year plans to maintain and upgrade facili-
ties.  Also imperative is to create pride of ownership in their school by the children, 
teachers and community, perhaps by introducing elements from the Japanese model 
where children clean and maintain the building. 


• Finding innovative ways to improve maintenance preoccupies NSP at this stage, as the 
new facilities are handed over to the MOE. 


 
Overall Finding 


 
• High-quality new schools have been completed that contained some design improvements 


to enhance educational learning and did provide access for girls from poor communities 
• The contrast between the striking NSP school set amidst impoverished villages raises is-


sues related to the best allocation of program resources given the burgeoning demand for 
girls' education.  Are there lower-cost options that GAEB and MOE would consider (that 
NSP has not already raised) that would allow for more schools serving more communi-
ties? 


• Although community involvement in school construction was unusual and positive, it is 
too early to know whether the schools become a community resource or remain govern-
ment-managed schools standing in their midst, off limits to the community due to myriad 
crippling MOE rules and regulations.  
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Villagers attending a meeting to learn about upcoming Parent Teachers Council election 
 
3. Community involvement 
 


Land and financial contributions  
 
 


 
 
 
While the team did not examine the nature of land acquisition and local financial contribu-
tions in every community, the NSP staff is to be commended for holding countless meetings 
with appropriate government officials in numerous agencies and at all levels. By June 30, 
2002, it had succeeded in obtaining full approval for 53 sites in 69 communities, with others 
brought on line since then. The complexity of this process is indicated by the large number of 
regulations on building size, land size, the use of condemned schools, shared land on existing 
school property, variable land values, controls on the use of agricultural land, access to water 
and electricity, prolonged governmental procedures, and the poor economic conditions in the 
selected communities.  
 
Interviews in every community visited spoke of the large number of official signatures 
needed before construction could begin, and all commended the NSP staff for their assistance 
and persistence in the long and arduous process.  NSP worked closely with GAEB in meeting 
all requirements on land acquisition and soil quality, with the result that, despite initial de-
lays, the NSP is back on course to finish construction of all its schools by the end of the pro-
ject.   


In our community, one landowner not only contributed all the land for the 
new school, but he is also contributing the land and money to build the 
MGS right along side.                                                            Member of CET 
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Community Education Teams 


 
Following the development of the community educational profile, the next step in the NSP 
process was the establishment of community education teams (CETs).  These teams were set 
up and functioning in all 69 communities in which NSP is working.  The members of the 
CETs are representative of their communities; men and women, educated and illiterate, 
wealthy and not so wealthy, and young and old.  Over 950 community members have been 
involved in CETs to date, with many going on to become members of PTCs and PAs.  
 
The basic roles of the CETs were to study the community educational status and needs; ana-
lyze the factors that prevent girls' education; plan for community girls' education activities; 
mobilize the community to support and participate in implementing the plan; facilitate the 
establishment of education opportunities such as constructing the primary school, securing 
places for MGSs, and SCE; and finally to provide sustainable support for the educational ac-
tivities in the community.  Task forces on awareness, single grade school, Multi-Grade 
school, and life skills classes were then formed, followed by the development of a girls' edu-
cation action plan (GEAP). Team members were uniformly impressed with the skills evi-
denced by the NSP staff in this process and  the training and materials provided to each CET 
on the topics of problem-identification and analysis, training of trainers, developing the 
GEAP, community development and resource mobilization, educational needs assessment 
through participatory rural appraisal (PRA), communication, negotiation and persuasion, and 
girls' educational awareness campaigns. CET members were also extremely positive about 
almost every aspect of the process, training, materials and staff.  More detail on the CETs 
will be provided later in the section on increased community participation.  
 


Parent Teacher Councils 
 
With the establishment of a new school, the next step is the formation of a Parent Teacher 
Council, and here again the NSP staff developed and implemented a carefully designed proc-
ess involving a five step training cycle with a series of resulting activities.  While few of 
these new PTCs have long histories, the team found a very high level of interest and even ex-
citement among their members. Parent Teacher Councils (PTCs) already exist in Egyptian 
law, rules and regulations, but the team found no instance in which a regular MOE school had 
a functioning PTC. There is now positive evidence that neighboring schools, often through 
social workers, are attempting to revive the PTCs in MOE schools. Using the NSP develop-
ment models, they are bringing them back as functioning organizations in traditional schools.  
The PTCs are an important component in the development of democratic values in many of 
Egypt's poorest, rural communities and are inspirational to observe in action.  More details 
about them will be provided in section C of this report on increased community participation.   
 
4. Specialized schools and classrooms  
 
In order for NSP to expand access for girls it had established schools that cater to the differ-
ent needs of each community. NSP creates educational opportunities for girls between the 
ages of 6 to 18 in a variety of educational settings appropriate for different age groups. 
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Single Grade Schools: 
 
NSP has constructed regular primary schools to cater for girls ages 6 – 12. School size is de-
termined by the size of the community and the number of girls these schools will serve. Ac-
cordingly three school models were developed: model A 14 classroom schools, model B 7 
classroom schools, and model C 21 classroom schools. All schools were designed to create an 
environment that induces student centered activities, conforming to NSP educational philoso-
phy. Thirty five new schools were handed over to MOE, while 24 schools are still under con-
struction. 
 
The ratio of girls to boys in most of these schools is four to one, with a few exceptions in 
which the NSP schools serve only girls, or where there was a demand for boys enrollment, 
such as the case in Beni Suef. All of these schools are supervised by MOE inspectors and are 
governed by MOE rules and regulations. These schools are intended to be model primary 
schools, where the ministry’s set curriculum is taught in a student-centered approach. There 
is a difference in the teaching methodology in these schools as most of the NSP teachers and 
principals have been trained in active learning methodologies. 
 
Classroom furniture has also been designed to facilitate student-centered approach with col-
orful, movable desks and chairs, in contrast to the regular MOE schools where classes are 
furnished with regular wooden desks set in rows. The new schools are well lit (when electric-
ity is connected!) and ventilated.  
 
However, some of the schools do not have water or electricity.  School libraries remain 
poorly supplied, with no classroom libraries. MOE support for science, art, music, physical 
education, and computers is minimal. They are not provided with the daily meal provided to 
other MOE schools. Although students in NSP have the MOE health insurance, there is no 
medical care regularly provided in the school.  The NSP schools have not yet been well inte-
grated into the MOE bureaucratic systems. There is a general sense in these schools that they 
are being ignored by the MOE as they are "CARE" schools. 
 


Temporary Schools 
 
Due to the long period required to get land approvals and finish school construction, NSP 
opened 155 temporary primary classes to teach 4,292 first and second grade students. These 
schools have been established at the start up of NSP activities in a community, to provide 
school access until the regular schools are built. They are affiliated to the nearest primary 
school, and are supervised by regular MOE supervisors. However school logistics and ad-
ministration remain a challenge that burdens the teachers in these temporary schools. 
 
Temporary schools are housed in rooms donated and renovated by the community, but fur-
nished by NSP. Therefore, classroom size and condition are not always  adequate. Teachers in 
temporary schools have all been trained by NSP and appear to be more motivated than regu-
lar MOE school teachers. The reason is possibly due to the fact that many teachers refused to 
work in temporary schools, and only those who were truly committed accepted the challenge.  
Due to the limited space in these schools many school activities are not being implemented 
and thus school day is shorter than regular schools.  
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Temporary schools are an excellent addition to the NSP program. They have given many 
girls the opportunity to be enrolled in primary schools before they go beyond the enrollment 
age for primary education. In addition, they have been useful in “keeping the momentum” of 
communities as they struggle to obtain land and get the new school built. 
 


Multi -Grade Schools 
 
One hundred fifty-nine Multi-Grade Schools that cater for out-of-school girls aged 9-14 have 
been established. These schools are housed in houses and government buildings in the com-
munity. Each of these schools initially has two facilitators, who were selected and trained by 
NSP. (A third is added as the girls move to 4th and 5th grade.) These schools are a modifica-
tion of the regular OCR as they admit more than 7 students and do not divide the day between 
basic education and vocational education as do regular OCRs. The NSP insists on close to 
100% of girls in each classroom (35 students) and more emphasis on basic education. Facili-
tators working at these schools demonstrate an exceptional enthusiasm and motivation, in 
spite of the fact that they have no job security or tenure.  Although these schools are directly 
related to the MOE-OCR department, they have had little support from the MOE.. Inspectors 
from OCR often seem to feel that these schools belong to CARE and thus are out of their 
mandate. Many of these classes are overcrowded, lacking almost all basics such as ventila-
tion, flooring, electricity, water and toilet facilities.   
 
It is important to note that while the MGS facilities are very basic, they do mirror the com-
munities in which they are located.  Since many of the facilities are loaned or rented at low 
cost, the space is not of the quality found in regular MOE schools.  The disparity between the 
two types of schools, however, is striking, and every effort should be made to ensure that the 
girls attending these schools are not treated as second-class citizens. 
 
The flexibility of the schedule of these schools seems to have contributed to their popularity 
in most of the communities. NSP has also introduced an acceleration program by means of 
which girls can be promoted to third grade in one year.  
 


Second Chance Education 
 
Twenty-one Second Chance education classes have been opened to provide girls aged 14-18 
with literacy and life skills training. In addition to a literacy program, the curriculum covers 
essential topics of health, environmental education and women’s rights.  Each of these classes 
is conducted by a coordinator who was selected and trained by NSP. Girls in second chance 
schools demonstrated functional literacy in many cases and very high motivation. Many of 
these classes run in the evening yet attendance seems to be very high.  
 
Although SCE classes were supposed to be held in NSP new schools some are still housed in 
homes and community-donated rooms.  
 
Finding, coordinators for these classes remains a challenge as in some cases there is a lack of 
educated girls to teach in them. Although, GALEA’s support to these classes is minimal, NSP 
has made use of approved material and material developed by other NGOs and CEDPA.  
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5. Enrollment and attendance 
 
 
 
 
Regular attendance is an essential underpinning for successful learning.  Yet, it is common-
place around the world that children do not attend school regularly for a wide variety of rea-
sons: their need to help at home, work in the field, take wage earning jobs, etc. A case study 
completed by NSP staff of the first NSP programs in Kom El Raml, a Bedouin community in 
Beni Suef, provides some additional interesting reasons why some children attend school ir-
regularly or drop out. There had never been a school in the community, and most adults had 
not been to school; thus, schooling was not seen as necessary or desirable. The children were 
used to being in the fields, and felt uncomfortable being required to sit still in a classroom. 
Teaching initially was quite traditional, and unrelated to the children’s lives or interests. Un-
accustomed to sitting passively and memorizing meaningless material, many left school after 
the morning recess, and soon dropped out. With subsequent training in active learning meth-
odology provided for the teachers, the children became more interested in school and now 
they attend regularly. Continued awareness raising efforts by NSP staff also contributed to 
create a more supportive climate for education in the community. 
 
NSP M&E staff have produced a detailed document outlining the way in which attendance, 
retention1 and drop outs are defined, and NSP staff in the three governorates now are main-
taining records according to these standards. Unfortunately, data kept by the MOE is com-
piled differently and is not always considered reliable, so it is not possible to present com-
parisons between MOE and NSP schools.  Annex E presents data on attendance and retention 
of students, indicating that in 9 NSP schools in Minya, 93.77 percent of students passed first 
grade in the 2000-2001 academic year and enrolled in second grade the following year, while 
97.04 percent of those students passed second grade in the 2001-02 school year and contin-
ued on in third grade.  At the end of third grade in the 2002-03 academic year, the first NSP 
cohort will take the official government examination; data as to how many of that group con-
tinue in fourth grade will be of considerable interest.   
 
It is common, especially in the MGS schools, for the girls to leave school temporarily when a 
certain crop is to be harvested. The great advantage of the greater flexibility in Multi-Grade 
schools permitting accelerated promotion (see next section) is that these girls can re-enter and 
continue with their schoolwork without having to miss a whole academic year just because 
they have missed some weeks of school.  Annex F shows data for the MGS, showing that of 
4179 students enrolled in September, 2001, 3561 (85%) continued in school the following 
year. Attendance is encouraged by facilitators, who sometimes go to homes or right out into 
the fields to find out why girls are not attending and when they’ll return.  
 
Overall, the team observed impressive levels of student attendance, retention and promotion, 
and careful efforts to track attendance and enrollment by NSP staff, as well as particularly 
persistent and dedicated efforts by facilitators to encourage retention of students in school.  
 


                                                 
1  The term "retention” is defined here as the number of students who remain in school from grade to grade.  
This is in complete contrast to the U.S. use of the word “retention" to mean failing, being held back and repeat-
ing a grade. 


We love to come to school. We never miss, not even when we’re sick.  
 (Multi-Grade Student) 







 
USAID/Egypt: New Schools Program Mid-Term Evaluation Page 18 
Aguirre International 


 
 
Active learning taking 
place with model 
teacher interacting at 
pupils' level 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B. Improved teaching and learning 
 
1. Teaching 
 
 
 
 


Evolution in the Application of Active Learning 
 
Beautiful buildings, and even good attendance, are no guarantee that a child will be actively 
learning and happy in school.  NSP’s goal is to encourage a change in teaching practice from 
traditional, rote learning to one in which children are working together, participating actively 
in their own learning. This is a very difficult change to make; teachers teach as they were 
taught, and changing behavior is difficult, often taking years.  The change sought in Egyptian 
schools requires far more than providing a few new activities or materials to teachers; rather 
it is a change in a deep-rooted culture. Experiences in other countries suggest that there is a 
continuum of change that can be noted in teachers.  These may be outlined as follows: 
 
 


STAGE ONE:    No Form and No Substance. 
 


They almost have the lesson memorized.  The louder the chanting the greater the learning 
 
Teachers in this stage teach as they were taught, generally through rote memorization and 
group chanting of responses.  Taking dictation from teachers or copying endlessly off the 
black/white board characterizes much of the classroom time for both teachers and students. 
The group is often evaluated on the basis of how well it can memorize and how loudly it can 


When we went to school we were afraid.  Now the children love going to school. 
 (Parent) 
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chant the "correct" answers. Any questions asked of children are at the level of simple facts, 
and there is no diversification of instruction for different levels or different needs of groups 
or individuals. Teachers at this stage, if asked to change, often express a combination of fear 
and resentment.  Some feel they “know” the right way to teach, while others, interested in the 
change, are fearful of trying unfamiliar, time-consuming new methods. Sometimes they fear 
the reaction by parents to new ways of teaching, and community and parent awareness of the 
reasons for change are particularly important at this stage. 
 


STAGE TWO:    Form and No Substance. 
 


Now I sit them in groups for their dictation and copying in each subject 
 
At this stage many teachers become conversant with the new jargon, and may begin to try 
some of the new ideas. Teachers learn the basic behaviors of a new form of teaching, but 
have difficulty going beyond that in which they have been trained.  Students are placed in 
groups, but students do not do much real group work, and the teacher still dominates the 
classroom.  Some active learning enters the classroom, but all teachers do the same activities 
with little or no variation. Evaluation and assessment is irregular at best, and often occur only 
at the end of a term or year.  There is still little or no diversification of instruction for differ-
ent groups or individuals.  Teachers at this stage, who are trying to change, need ample sup-
port in-class as well as support from their peers, principals and supervisors.  Without such 
support, they may simply try the new methods, find them difficult, and abandon them. 
 


STAGE THREE:    Improved Form and Substance. 
 


My student groups are working on different aspects of an integrated unit on animals 
 
Teachers at this stage begin to create their own learning materials and forms of active learn-
ing, with many new approaches to concepts being taught.  They place students in groups, and 
do genuinely cooperative learning.  Subject matter is often integrated  and the teacher regu-
larly assesses the individuals and groups on their progress. Teachers have a better understand-
ing of the scientific method, underlying mathematical principles, and a more sophisticated 
understanding of the teaching of reading and writing.  Teachers at this stage can begin to 
serve as trainers or mentors for their peers, helping to reinforce change in a school or cluster 
of schools.  
 


STAGE FOUR: Form and Substance. 
 


We as teachers are not satisfied with learning in our classes.  My students and I 
are studying and working towards the elimination of pollution in our community 


 
Teachers at this stage are never satisfied with learning in their classes, and they work coop-
eratively with their peers to improve it.  Students play an active role in teaching and learning, 
and the subject is integrated to confront "real life" problems. Learning occurs not only in the 
classroom but also out in the community.  This is the ultimate goal of any pre- or in-service 
teacher training program and these teachers are characterized as "Reflective Practitioners," 
who not only know what they are doing and how to do it, but are continuously asking Why, 
and How they can improve children's learning. They have a deep knowledge of subject matter 
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and of how children learn. They are constantly looking for new ways to assist children who 
are having difficulty mastering any concept, whether in reading, writing, mathematics, social 
studies, science or life skills. To observe a true master teacher is to see an artist at work; the 
class is a seamless web in which it hardly appears that the teacher is teaching 
 


NSP School Classrooms  
 
 
 
 
The team observed a notable difference between MOE and NSP classrooms. All MOE teach-
ers observed were at Stage 1, with children seated in rows facing forwards, listlessly copying 
or taking dictation.  In contrast, most teachers in NSP classrooms were at Stage 2, although 
many teachers not yet trained by NSP are still at Stage 1, and a few exceptional teachers were 
noted at Stage 3.  
 
Although NSP teachers expressed pride in their approaches and acceptance of the idea of ac-
tive learning, most at this time use only the jargon connected with the new concepts.  They 
enthusiastically showed the team environmental materials used as counters in math or in 
spelling out letters but they are just beginning to apply active learning methodologies.  Below 
are observations that support this view: 
 
• Children are seated in groups, although lessons are almost always whole class and teacher 


led  


• Climate is pleasant, and many teachers treat student errors in a supportive manner  
• No original student writing is evident and students are not reading for pleasure  


• Teachers do not read to children  
• Little attention is given to comprehension of text, with most attention given to correct 


spelling and handwriting  
• Virtually all questions are at fact levels, requiring no inferences or original thinking for 


the “correct” answer  
• Teachers are not yet engaging in ongoing formative evaluation and providing different 


activities for different groups  
• Most teachers in the temporary and regular NSP schools have only token opportunities to 


plan and work with other teachers on a regular basis  
• Students observed are given few opportunities to make decisions.  For example, in class-


rooms observed, they had not participated in the formulation of classroom rules, or in se-
lection of units or topics that interested them  


• No student governments or student councils exist in schools visited. 
 
The team’s findings are consistent with those of the NSP education staff.  The NSP staff has 
developed and refined an excellent observation form ("Classroom Observation Form:" COF) 
that includes the "Best Practices" of teaching.  The COF differs from the standard teacher 
evaluation form used by MOE supervisors and principals, the latter emphasizing basics such 
as the presence of the attendance record and a plan book.  
 


I learn better in this school than my brother in that  
other (MOE) school.  Now I help him with his work. 


 Girl in a new NSP school 
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NSP education staff visit classrooms regularly, visiting each school approximately once every 
two weeks. The results of their observations for the school year 2001/02 were summarized, 
with classrooms placed into four categories on items such as lesson preparation, classroom 
management/organization, instructional practices, and student evaluation.  In the three gover-
norates, the vast majority of the teachers ranked in the lowest two categories, with most fa l-
ling into category two.  
 
In two instances preschool classes were observed, one in an NSP school and one in a MOE 
school. In both cases there was little in the way of toys or materials appropriate for use by 
preschoolers and an apparent lack of understanding of developmental needs and methods for 
encouraging the development of language and cognition in young children.  (It should be re-
membered, however, that the provision of materials for pre-schoolers was not a planned out-
put for the NSP). 
 


Constraints to NSP Promotion of Active Learning 
 
Teacher Placement Policy and Shortage of Teachers.  A major difficulty confronted by NSP 
has been the fact that it has trained hundreds of teachers who are then not placed in NSP 
schools.  For example, before the start of this school year, NSP trained 427 teachers for an 
anticipated 350 teaching positions.  Yet, when the school year began, they were confronted 
with 150 new teachers placed in NSP schools who had not been trained.  NSP is, of course, 
not in control of teacher placement, and many teachers do not want to move to the poor, rural 
environments in which NSP programs are located.  (This problem has also been encountered 
in the placement of teachers from the MTEP, many of whom who do not live in or wish to be 
placed in project communities.) 
 
This problem is exacerbated by a national shortage of teachers, such that there are many 
schools at the beginning of the year that do not have their full roster of teachers.  The MOE is 
forced by budget constraints to hire many temporary (untenured) teachers, who are paid by 
the lesson. In Minya alone, of the 328 NSP teachers, 90 are temporary. 
 
Rigidity of curriculum and time allocation. A strength of NSP in terms of future sustainabil-
ity is that it is using the official Egyptian curriculum. However, the curriculum is centralized, 
and in Egypt, every teacher in each grade level is expected to teach the same lessons in each 
month of the year. Furthermore, there is heavy curricular overload, so that teachers have no 
flexibility in their use of time—they must fit in all of the required subjects in the official time 
allotted each day. These two factors are major constraints making it very difficult for teachers 
to teach integrated thematic units, using their classroom time more flexibly. 
 
The system of remedial classes. There is an official MOE policy permitting teachers to offer 
remedial classes after school for a small fee. Some parents complained that they found it dif-
ficult to pay this fee, and of course, the response from the teachers is that this is one of the 
few ways they have to supplement their meager income. The larger issue involved, however, 
is that some teachers are apparently trying to do activity-based learning during the day, and 
then using the after-school remedial classes to help students cram for the examinations. Thus, 
the system is one that negates the value of active learning, running counter to the NSP goals 
and suggesting to all involved that what really counts is the memorization of information for 
the examinations. 
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Differences in Use of Active Learning among NSP School Types 


 
Most of the comments above apply to all of the types of NSP programs.  However, there were 
some notable differences between them, most attributable to the basic structure of the pro-
grams. For example, a major factor in empowerment of teachers is the opportunity to work 
together in groups, designing their own materials and lessons. Teachers in the Multi-Grade 
schools have this opportunity built in, since either two or three facilitators are assigned to 
each class. The team observed a high level of cooperation between them in planning original 
activities and materials, and a flexibility in their schedule allowing them to be more creative.  
 
In contrast to MOE OCR classrooms, the NSP Multi-Grade programs are allowed to use ac-
celerated promotion, so that girls may move quickly through the grades. Differences were 
observed in this practice between communities.  In some, girls had to wait a full year before 
taking the end of year first grade examination, whereas in others they were allowed to cover 
two or three grades in their first year. 
 
In Second Chance Education, for girls 15 to 19, the focus is on literacy and basic arithmetic. 
These girls were the most notable in their understanding and appreciation of the opportunity 
to become literate. Along with the multi-age girls, many expressed their gratitude, stating 
they had never expected to be able to go to school. The atmosphere in these classes was warm 
and supportive, with students supporting one another. 
 
2. Learning environment 
 
There is a wide variety of learning environments in the NSP program, as outlined in Section 
III.A.4 above. Certain characteristics, however, are common to all of them: Most classrooms 
of teachers trained in NSP have attractive displays of posters and charts made by teachers or 
facilitators. The students are seated in groups, rather than in desks facing forward.  The 
teachers trained by NSP are very proud of using environmental materials in their classrooms, 
and a visitor almost always sees a few corner tables set aside as interest centers. These are 
used primarily as centers to display or store materials related to subject areas such as math or 
reading, and are not centers to which children go in order to do activities.  Thus, the math 
center usually contains small cards on which children have glued seeds or corn in the shape 
of numbers or letters. Teachers in NSP schools who have not been trained most often have 
much barer classrooms, although the attractive small tables and chairs are still most often ar-
ranged in groups even in those more traditional classrooms. 
 
In two kindergarten classes observed, one in a MOE school and one in an NSP school, there 
were no toys or manipulative materials and the walls were completely bare. Children in 
grades 1-5 are all provided with the basic MOE textbooks and workbooks. However, the ab-
sence of other books in the classrooms and schools libraries is striking. Only in a few rooms 
did the team observe any books at all.  Virtually no student work is displayed in the class-
rooms, and no original student writing was seen displayed in any classroom.  
 
In other respects the environments are very different, and there is an unfortunate contrast be-
tween the beautiful new schools and the small, poorly- lit, dirt- floored, crowded rooms often 
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used by the Multi-Grade or Second Chance classes. The following are some characteristics of 
the different environments: 
 


Temporary Schools 
 
These are the precursors to the NSP schools. They are sometimes housed in MOE schools, 
where they then have access to normal MOE facilities. However, the  NSP temporary class-
rooms in MOE schools are in striking contrast to the environment around them, since their 
teachers have arranged the children in groups, have decorated the rooms as described above, 
and have created a substantially warmer, more supportive classroom climate than that ob-
served in the regular MOE classrooms. In other instances these temporary classes are housed 
in tiny, crowded rooms wherever such facilities can be found. Even in those quarters, they 
were notable for the attractive environment teachers managed to create. Such facilities, of 
course, lack all of the normal resources that would be provided by the MOE. 
 


New NSP Schools 
 
These are beautiful schools, with bright, airy classrooms.  Although these schools have been 
handed over to the MOE, it is observable that in most cases the MOE has yet to supply them 
with the ordinary items provided to MOE schools, and some still lack electricity and water.  
For example, an NSP school may have an art room with no art supplies, a library with no 
books, a science lab with no equipment. Most of the MOE schools now have a computer, but 
only one NSP school visited had a computer, which the principal had brought with him from 
the MOE school where he had formerly been a principal. The schools are not regularly visited 
by nurses.  
 


Multi-Grade Schools 
 
These programs, which were some of the most creative observed, are typically housed in 
small, crowded, very poorly equipped rooms, some without electricity, water or toilets, These 
programs are not permitted to be located in MOE schools because they are not allowed to run 
in the afternoon. Since the Multi-Grade schools have a Life Skills component in their curricu-
lum, student-made crafts (knitted or crocheted items, etc.) were usually on display, and the 
girls were very proud of these items.  
 
Several equity issues were noted in connection with the Multi-Grade programs. The MOE 
typically does not provide them with the same kinds of equipment provided to the OCR 
schools. Examples mentioned to the team included ingredients for cooking, sewing or knit-
ting machines, etc. Another issue mentioned by several PA members was the need for health 
insurance for these girls. Some girls reported having been held out of school until they were 
nine and could attend these programs, which are entirely free. Their parents do not have the 
money to pay even the modest school fees charged by the NSP schools. In one location, team 
members interviewed several girls of age 6, 7 or 8. They were in the Multi-Grade School be-
cause their parents could not afford the school uniforms or fees for extra materials charged by 
the NSP school nearby.  Some of the girls make notable progress through the accelerated sys-
tem, but they are not permitted to re-enter the MOE primary schools.  They must wait and 
enter preparatory school as soon as they complete fifth grade.  However, a case study pre-
pared by NSP staff mentions an experiment in one community in which two older girls were 
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allowed to enter the first grade and were able to complete two grades of work in their first 
year. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
Second Chance Education Programs  


 
The SCE programs, like the temporary classrooms, are occasionally located in a MOE build-
ing. In one program visited the girls were very anxious because the MOE school housing 
them was having space problems and they’d been told they might have to leave. In other in-
stances, these classes, like the others above, were housed in whatever small room might be 
found for them. These classrooms typically were the most limited of all in terms of materials, 
with a small blackboard sometimes the only piece of equipment. 
 
3. Curriculum and materials 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Egyptian primary curriculum is not the focus of this particular evaluation, but the team 
could not help but note the many instances in which the "appeal to the national curriculum" 
was used to say why any particular action could not be taken. When asked about flexibility in 
the timing of particular topics or the integration of subject matter, educational officials were 
quick to say "absolutely not."  The time schedule with its 11 subject areas in grades 1-3 and 
13 in grades 4 and 5 were also given as reasons by educators for their inability to try new ap-
proaches to subject matter or design project-based, integrated units.  In an apparent contradic-
tion, the same educational leaders and teachers gave strong support to the active, integrated, 
cooperative learning goals espoused by the NSP. The team could not help but feel that there 
are major unresolved curriculum and pedagogical issues, which are likely constraints to a 
more rapid MOE institutionalization of NSP goals.   
 
Among the constraints is the perception on the part of teachers that there is no flexibility in 
when and how topics are to be introduced into the curriculum.  While MOE policy calls for 
an integrated curriculum, curriculum guides are generally written by subject area, with few 
interdisciplinary topics or suggestions on how to teach. While a guide to active learning has 
been developed, teachers often use it as a "separate" subject to be taught each week, rather 
than as a tool to actually integrate subject matter.   The curriculum remains overloaded with 
11 to 14 separate subject areas to be taught each week, effectively preventing teachers from 
changing their pedagogy.  


Success Story :Collaboration Between NSP Programs 
In a notable instance of cooperation, one Multi-Grade school is allowed to take 
its students to the neighboring NSP school for several purposes. The fifth grad-
ers visit weekly to attend a science class. The students also attend a computer 
class every week, and they are permitted to join in the field trips taken by the 
NSP school. The principal of the NSP school handles administrative matters for 
them (salary, procurement of textbooks, etc.)  


Can schools or teachers experiment within the national curriculum? 
 Question posed by an evaluation team member 
 
Absolutely not 
 Response of two educational officials 
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The original project design called for "a participatory approach to materials development, 
which will engage teachers and children in the process of sensitizing the central curriculum to 
the needs and context of local rural communities, while building on the already existing MOE 
materials and CCIMD efforts."  These materials are expected to help teachers to introduce 
abstract knowledge to students in a more simple and concrete form, through the use of stu-
dent-centered learning methodologies, that support individual growth and higher levels of 
academic achievement."  It also spoke of developing modules on the value of girls' education 
and gender sensitive teaching; teachers' guides on student-centered active learning method-
ologies, and classroom management; student-centered self- learning packages of materials for 
grades 1 through 5, including resource kits with games, posters, readers and objects for ma-
nipulation.  
 
Utilizing a "bottom up" approach to the development of these materials, NSP is training 
teachers to create instructional materials for their classrooms.  While this is a slower process 
than developing materials centrally, it is more likely to stimulate teacher behavior change 
than traditional top-down approaches.  In varying degrees as explained throughout this report, 
the NSP has fulfilled the original design objectives regarding materials development, or sig-
nificantly modified them with USAID and partner support, to enrich the outcome and over-
come constraints. 
 
The NSP staff has taken the stance that teachers should be trained to develop most of their 
own instructional materials, and thus it has provided extensive training for hundreds of teach-
ers in the development of active learning materials and the use of available local environ-
mental resources in materials development.  Some of the results of this training were apparent 
to the team in our visits to classes in which the concepts of "sweet and sour" and "rough and 
smooth" were taught in NSP classrooms and throughout all of Egypt in the two weeks of our 
visits to the three Governorates in October. While the active teaching and learning evidenced 
in tasting rather than discussing a piece of sugar and a bitter lemon (with minor variations), 
we saw little indication that teachers were going beyond the minimum in using new knowl-
edge of active learning.   
 
As illustrated in the stage theory of teacher development outlined earlier, it may be too soon 
for most teachers to have the confidence (and experience) to apply active learning.  Their ob-
served tendency to "parrot" the same lesson indicates that even NSP-trained teachers have not 
yet mastered the large repertoire of active pedagogical techniques and materials. The fact that 
facilitators in the MGS and teachers in grades 3 to 6 were concerned about not receiving new 
instructional materials to teach the more "advanced" curriculum subject areas, indicates that 
they were still reactive rather than proactive and unable as yet to use active learning tech-
niques to design new teaching plans. 
 
With the development of school clusters and the growing confidence of teachers in develop-
ing and utilizing their own materials and instructional approaches, we anticipate that in com-
ing years there will be greater advances in active learning, and in the ability of teachers to use 
higher-order thinking skills.  (Ideas for helping teachers move from lower to higher stages on 
the active- learning framework are found in the Recommendations section of the report.) 
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A major output from the NSP, in close conjunction with CCIMD, has been the Supplemen-
tary Instruction Materials (SIMs) Kit, now found in many of the MGS, and some Temporary 
Classrooms and New Regular Schools.  While the approximately 1,000, recently-printed kits 
had only recently arrived in most of the settings, teachers who had used them reacted posi-
tively. They appeared to like the cassette with educational songs that contained music and 
lyrics appealing to young children. A difficulty observed was the lack of and quality of re-
corders available in the schools visited.  The wall map of Egypt was already prominently dis-
played in several classrooms and is the only evidence of geographic information in most 
classrooms visited.  The teachers who had used the game-board found strong student interest, 
and the storybooks were already being read to students.  
 
Although not a major focus of the evaluation, the new kits add innovative and relevant 
teacher resources into Egyptian classrooms.  However, the goal for NSP, and the MOE, 
should be that such kits, and other teaching materials, should be teacher-written, teacher-
designed and teacher-produced.    
 
Although the original project design called for student-centered, self learning packages, none 
were found in the classrooms.  These materials have proven themselves, particularly in Multi-
Grade classrooms throughout the world, as an indispensable way to meet individual educa-
tional needs, while promoting creative, cooperative small group learning.  They can success-
fully serve to break the current dominant pattern of teacher-centered, large group instruc tion 
which continues even when children are seated in learning groups. The NSP staff is knowl-
edgeable about student-centered, self- learning packages and has plans to introduce them in 
the coming months.   
 
Educational, teaching learning corners appear to have entered the consciousness of NSP 
teachers, but in few, if any, cases did these "centers" contain much more than a poster, a book 
or perhaps 2-3 small plants growing in a jar.  All teachers who had been through the training 
indicated their commitment to developing instructional materials from their environment, but 
very few had made an effort to actually develop any of their own. An important exception to 
this lack was in the MGS, where the team found not only considerably more in the way of 
materials and products on display in "corners" or separate rooms, but where there was also 
evidence that in some settings the facilitators were actually developing their own, creative 
new materials.   
 
Rectifying this gap between awareness of a new method and its application, the NSP will 
need to experiment with innovative approaches that could highlight the advantages for teach-
ers who take risks in trying new methods. Teaching behavior is difficult to change or modify.  
Teachers learn best from each other, and NSP through its training and professional develop-
ment is building a cadre of teachers who can not only change their own classrooms but serve 
as mentors to fellow teachers in their buildings or school clusters.  It is hoped that as teachers 
in the "regular" schools feel freer to change, that they, like the facilitators/teachers in the 
MGS, will do much more collaboration on developing new instructional methods and materi-
als. 
 
Without question, the most serious lack of instructional materials in NSP and all other class-
rooms observed is that of reading materials.  While some libraries contained a few books 
which students were "checking out" to read at home, in only one classroom did  the team ob-
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serve a "reading corner," with only four books, all purchased by the teacher herself.  No child 
in history has learned to read without reading.  While the team applauds the presence of MOE 
textbooks and workbooks in the hands of almost every child, something seldom found in 
other countries, there is a desperate lack of age-appropriate, interesting, colorful children's 
books.  Manipulatives for mathematics instruction and understanding are now found in all 
classrooms observed, and the team believes this is strong evidence of the value of NSP train-
ing, as these were seldom observed in other schools and classrooms. The next step is for 
teachers, children, authors, and community members to write and illustrate books geared to 
children's interest, not just to topics in the formal curriculum.   
 
The team's observation of instructional materials and their use in NSP classrooms indicated 
that progress has been made in making instructional materials an important part of the overall 
reform effort, but that much remains to be done. As teachers master take themselves out of 
the center of the teaching- learning process, they will be increasingly able to concentrate more 
on children individually.  With traditional large-group instruction, such quiet, private space is 
nearly impossible, but with active, small-group cooperative learning approaches, it is possible 
even in classes with 40 or 60 students. 
 
4. Teacher, facilitator and coordinator training 
 
 
 


 
 
One of the three goals of the NSP is "improving teaching and learning."  As noted earlier, 
providing increased access to school in itself does not lead to increased learning.  The effec-
tiveness of NSP efforts to address what many believe is a feat far more difficult than school 
construction is key to having an impact on girls' lives.  All other efforts (school construction, 
community involvement, supervisor training, parent awareness) being equal, nothing com-
pares to the influence of a teacher on students.  What they learn, how they master the knowl-
edge and skills targeted, depend in large part on that quiet, private space between a teacher 
and student.   
 
Among the key factors in teacher ability that affect student achievement are: a) quantity and 
quality of initial and in-service training; b) verbal fluency; c) subject matter knowledge; d) 
availability of books and ability to effectively use them; e) teacher expectations of pupil per-
formance; f) time spent on classroom preparation; and, g) frequent monitoring of student pro-
gress. NSP has featured several of these factors in its training programs.   
 
In terms of numbers of teachers trained, which gives no indication of impact and no assess-
ment by Kirkpatrick's levels (see Annexes), the NSP has provided the following programs for 
488 teachers destined to enter the newly-completed schools.  In addition to this core group, 
332 facilitators have been trained to teach Multi-Grade classes.  Refresher training was of-
fered in Minya in Year 2 to 352 teachers.  The sessions have included the following topics: 
 
Teacher training topics delivered in pre-service and in-service programs: materials use, stu-
dent-centered learning, cooperative learning, multiple intelligence, classroom corners, lesson 
planning, active learning, story in teaching, drama in teaching, using projects, integration in 


We have learned so much in the NSP training, and the staff follows up in our 
own classrooms.  We want much more training as we are just getting 
started.                                                         Classroom Teachers in NSP schools. 
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teaching, classroom management.  (Principals and supervisors were invited into many of the 
sessions.) 
 
Principals and supervisor topics:  learning theories, academic rigor, accountable talk, learn-
ing community, support to teaching, supervisory skills, teaching styles and quality.   
 
In Year 3 the NSP work plan calls for an ambitious program of pre-service, in-service and 
refresher training that aims to increasingly integrate "Master Trainers" (MTEP) into the pro-
gram.  In view of the many requests the evaluation team received from teachers and school 
administrators for additional training, a special list of these topics is included in the Annexes 
for NSP consideration. 
 
Involving and empowering teachers in the reform of their own schools, curriculum, peda-
gogy, and classrooms are as vital as learning new skills.  There is strong evidence from the 
New School Movement in Latin America that even teachers with minimal levels of formal 
education and training are capable of dramatically changing their teaching behavior, the 
classroom environment, and improving the achievement of their students.  Conversely, when 
teachers are ignored, or when reforms come from above or are not connected to the daily re-
alities of the classroom and local environment, even the most expensive and well-designed 
interventions tend to fail.  Although positive attempts are being made by NSP to develop a 
Trainer of Trainers (TOT) model, involving NSP and MTEP teachers, it is the team's percep-
tion that much more can and should be done to involve classroom teachers in all aspects of 
the training, curriculum writing of textbooks and curriculum, development of learning mate-
rials and activities, and as peer mentors in their schools and school clusters. 
 
One of the strongest points in the current training model is the excellent feedback mecha-
nisms used by the NSP staff to ascertain the needs of teachers, provide initial training,  give 
refresher courses and follow-up in the classrooms.  The NSP is also to be commended for 
working with the Faculties of Education through inviting them to all workshops and begin-
ning discussions on the development of Laboratory/Professional Development Schools, but it 
currently appears that initial preparation in the universities remains highly theoretical with 
little direct connection to classroom reality.   
 


Master Teacher Exchange Program 
 
The MTEP aims to provide support to improve the quality of training for teachers in NSP 
schools.  The program has trained 80 Egyptian teachers in the US and 1000 in-country, who 
were selected from the Governorates where NSP schools were to be built.  The program of-
fered English language training as needed for each participant prior to their attendance in the 
6-week program at California State University. The Faculties of Education in each Gover-
norate participated in the training design. 
 
Before going to the United States, each participant agreed to work upon return to Egypt as a 
"Master Teacher Trainer" in a teacher or supervisor role for two years in a rural school (pre-
sumably a new NSP school).  The MTEP participants were to model the principles of the 
NSP regarding quality teaching behavior and skills through their work in the schools and 
through training programs organized by the NSP. 
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The respective Faculties of Education in each Governorate collaborated on training design 
and delivery with Cal State, in particular in supporting the in-country training that followed 
the return of the participants from the United States. 
 
The principal findings regarding the MTEP are:  
 
• Management.  The MTEP and NSP activities were implemented as separate activities 


from the outset, with IIE (under DT2) being charged with procuring and overseeing a 
technical contractor (Cal State) whose deliverables were intended to support the NSP 
(managed by Care International).  The coordination and planning needed to ensure that 
these independently-managed activities furthered NSP goals (and those of SO22 as well). 
Since MTEP started before NSP coordination did not materialize until the second year of 
MTEP and NSP.  Since the summer of 2002 the respective contractors and stakeholders 
(USAID, MOE, FOE, MTEP returnees) have made significant advances in improved co-
ordination in order to leverage the huge investment made in support of NSP (and SO22) 
goals.   


 
• Teacher Assignments.   Problems persist in ensuring that Master Teachers are assigned to 


the NSP schools in which they were intended to serve.  First, assignments are made by the 
MOE which has not always taken into account the program's objective to support NSP 
schools, instead responding to MOE's needs.   Second, some of the teachers have rejected 
being assigned to remote rural schools (despite their previous agreement) due to health 
reasons or travel requirements (some could not reside in the villages). Third, many teach-
ers were initially selected from communities that were not subsequently selected by the 
NSP. 


 
• Transfer of Knowledge, Skills and Attitudes.  In terms of behavior change/role modeling 


approaches, it is overly ambitious to select young, rural-based primary school teachers 
(mostly women) from a variety of subject areas (math, science, language, etc.) to under-
take a very short training program in the United States and to expect a significant transfer 
of knowledge, skills and attitudes to their peers upon return.  Participants spent many 
months learning English prior to their departure.  The transfer of KSAs is therefore made 
more challenging due by the resistance one might expect from Egyptian teachers who 
were not selected for the program.  The classic "Been To" attitude ("I've 'been to' the U.S. 
and know more than you") – rarely articulated but often conveyed – can easily block the 
transfer of KSAs regardless of the quality of the training program itself overseas.  The 
team witnessed some of this resistance during training sessions where Master Teachers 
intervened. 


 
• Quality of MTEP teachers.  Although the team gathered anecdotal information regarding 


the quality of MTEP-trained teachers with those not trained by MTEP, the data is not use-
ful for many reasons.  Some MTEP teachers were trained in Egypt and never traveled to 
the United States.  The length, type, objective and content of the U.S. training program 
for the MTEP teachers differed so substantially from the NSP training programs for 
teachers and facilitators that any comparison of the quality of teaching would be inappro-
priate.   
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5. Assessment and evaluation 
 
The most important kind of assessment of student learning, and the one that most affects how 
much children will learn, is formative evaluation. That is the ongoing, daily evaluation of 
each child’s work that a teacher does in order to plan suitable activities and lessons to meet 
the needs of different individuals or groups of children. Such evaluation may be very infor-
mal, simply based on seeing a child write or watching him solve a problem. Some teachers 
keep track of such daily information by keeping notebooks with pages for each child, or 
checklists of the key things they see each child learning. Portfolios of children’s work are an-
other excellent way to keep a record of what children are understanding and learning, and 
they are also particularly useful for use with parent-teacher conferences.  Children also enjoy 
looking back over the work they’ve done, and seeing with surprise how much they’ve learned 
during the course of the year.  
 
The team observed little evidence of formative evaluation in any NSP classes, and only in 
one class observed were the children in different groups actually doing different activities. 
This is not to say that NSP teachers do not watch their students and know how well they’re 
doing. In fact, the team noted in several classes that the slower students seemed to be placed 
near the back of the room, and the teachers tended to call more frequently on those in the 
front, (quite possibly because observers were present and teachers wished to make a good 
impression).. However, the general importance of ongoing, formative evaluation does not ap-
pear to have taken hold as yet in NSP classrooms.  The NSP education team also lists evalua-
tion as one of the key areas in which teachers need more training. 
 
NSP has developed a series of assessments called the Level Finding Exercise (LFE) that are 
administered to students at the end of each school year. They are given in Arabic and Math in 
grades 1-3, and in Arabic, Math and Science in grades 4 and 5. These tests are closely based 
on the official MOE curriculum. The educational staff uses the results of this test to help de-
termine training needs of teachers, and has found that teachers’ assessments of their students’ 
weaknesses match the results of the LFE quite well.  To date the staff have not studied how 
well these tests correlate with the nationwide exams; it would be interesting to know whether 
they do accurately predict performance on the MOE exams given nationwide at the end of 3rd 
and 5th grade.  
 
One very interesting finding from LFE administration at the end of the school year 2001/02 
showed girls in the Multi-Grade schools scoring higher than first graders in single grade pro-
grams on the first grade LFE. Most of these differences, though not large, were statis tically 
significant. Exploration of this interesting topic in interviews with teachers and students ind i-
cated some possible reasons for the differences. The Multi-Grade students, of course, are 
older, at least nine years old. Many of them told the team tha t they had previously attended 
literacy classes, while some had previously been in school but had dropped out. In response 
to a question as to whether facilitators thought the older a girl was the faster she would learn, 
the answer was, “Oh, no, the younger ones (within the 9-14 age range) learn much faster.  
The older ones have their minds on other things, such as marriage.” This whole topic, of what 
the 6 and 9 year olds know when they enter and how fast they can learn, merits further explo-
ration. 
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The LFE is an excellent tool to provide useful data on student learning, while the Classroom 
Observation Form created by the NSP provides additional data to assess teachers' progress 
towards active learning methodology.  There do not currently appear to be any assessment 
instruments for higher- level comprehension skills or for student writing quality. 
 
NSP has done one comparison of the performance of 3rd and 5th graders on the MOE promo-
tion exams in Minya, as compared with students in all MOE schools in the same  governorate 
(see Table below). It may be seen that the comparison is favorable for NSP students.  How-
ever, these results must be interpreted with great caution since it cannot be determined 
whether the statistical differences are significant. Furthermore, there is not yet a cohort of 
students who began in NSP and have progressed through to 5th grade, thereby impeding an 
understanding of the nature of the previous school experience of the 5th graders in the NSP 
sample. 
 


F i g u r e  1


C o m p a r i s o n ,  N S P  a n d  a l l  M O E  S c h o o l s ,  G o v e r n o r a t e  o f  M i n y a ,  G o v e r n m e n t  


E x a m i n a t i o n s ,  A c a d e m i c  Y e a r  2 0 0 1 / 0 2
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9 5


100


G r a d e  3 G r a d e  5


N S P  P a s s  R a t e


G o v e r n o r a t e  P a s s  R a t e


 
Source: NSP Education Staff 
 
6. Administration and supervision 
 
For success of the program as well as for sustainability, the active involvement and under-
standing of administrative and supervisory staff at all levels is crucial.  However, in many 
countries experience has shown that even when the highest Ministry officials are supportive 
of a project, middle level administrators can effectively sabotage any attempts to make 
change in schools. They often have nothing to gain, and the changes proposed may take more 
work and be difficult to implement. NSP education staff, recognizing this, are targeting this 
group for training. 
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Research on effective schools has shown conclusively that the single key person for making 
change in an individual school is the principal. In Egypt the district supervisors also play a 
key role. Unlike supervisors in many countries, they do visit the schools and they are the ones 
who evaluate teachers; the principal signs off on the supervisor’s written evaluation. NSP has 
provided training for the school principals and supervisors in two ways. First, they have been 
invited to attend all of the training provided for teachers.  This is crucial, because those who 
are supervising teachers cannot possibly be supportive and evaluate positively if they do not 
understand what the teachers are trying to do. 
 
The second type of training that has been provided to principals and supervisors is in the form 
of separate courses that deal with issues essential for supportive supervision and effective in-
structional leadership. Included in last summer’s 4-day session were such topics as a model 
of instructional supervision, strategies for giving feedback, creating communities of learners, 
etc. On the fourth day of such training sessions, principals and supervisors work together to 
develop an annual school action plan. 
 
Interviews with principals suggested that most of them, like the teachers, are at Stage Two in 
their understanding of the concepts of active learning. They use the vocabulary, and support 
the arrangement of desks in groups.  However, many appear to lack a deeper understanding 
of the concepts, and most do not have a clear vision of what the classroom of a Stage 3 or 4 
teacher would look like.  
 
None of those interviewed mentioned the action plan, and no teacher or parent interviewed 
knew about the presence of a school action plan. It has been demonstrated that when parents, 
teachers and principals work together to develop a plan to improve their school, a more de-
mocratic school climate is fostered in which all the participants have ownership and care 
about the school’s goals. 
 
Some principals have contact with other principals occasionally, but none participated in 
regular working meetings with fellow principals. Since principals work in isolation (though 
surrounded by people), it is as important for them as it is for teachers to have collaborative 
relationships with their colleagues, in which they can exchange ideas, visit each other’s 
schools, and even observe classrooms together. 
 
A separate administrative issue was noted in the case of the temporary schools, Multi-Grade 
Schools and Second Chance programs.  Some expressed the sentiment that these specialized 
schools were “orphans” in terms of administrative support. For example, Multi-Grade teach-
ers often mentioned the difficulty obtaining their textbooks and salaries, even though each 
program is officially attached to a MOE primary school In some instances such problems had 
been resolved with assistance from nearby schools or local district administrators or supervi-
sors.  A coherent policy on the part of the MOE to resolve these management needs appeared 
to be lacking. 
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Illiterate father proud that his daughter is able 
to read 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
C. Increased Community Participation in Girls' Education 
 
1. New or revived community organizations  
 


Community Education Teams 
 
 
 
 
The community mobilization and development component of the NSP is extraordinarily ef-
fective.  The team found near unanimous praise for the process and the NSP staff among in-
formants in the many schools and communities visited.  The process, as indicated earlier, in-
volves the development of girls' education action plans (GEAPs) and the formation of task 
forces. It was at this point that many of the communities with the strong assistance of the 
NSP staff, selected the facilitators who would go on to become the "teachers" in the MGS 
settings, now found in many of the communities.  These talented and committed young 
women from the community served as critically important members of the development 
teams as they assumed roles on the task forces. 
 
The awareness task force conducted home visits to meet mothers and families to encourage 
them to educate their girls; conducted public meetings for the whole community on the im-
portance and return of gir ls' education; worked with community leaders to emphasize the im-
portance of girls' education; assisted families in completing required documents for enrolling 
their girls in the various educational programs; and conducted a variety of awareness activi-
ties that would ensure the enrollment of girls and help prevent dropouts.  The stories from 
CET members and facilitators alike indicate that this task force was crucial in the eventual 


The new school has transformed our families, out daughters and our lives.  If 
we could only have the same for our boys.      Local Imam and Member of CET. 
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development of successful regular primary schools, Multi-Grade schools, temporary class-
rooms and Second-Chance classes.   
 
The single grade school task force undertook the arduous process of preparing the land for 
construction, including the bureaucratic difficulties in getting the many approvals necessary. 
For perhaps the first time in Egyptian educational history, community members participated 
in the selection of school designs and developed implementation plans.  The pride in which 
CETs told of their involvement in selecting colors for the school, tiles, and other construction 
details was constantly referred to by focus group members.  The task force also worked with 
construction engineers to follow the construction process and ensure timely implementation 
with high quality.  The CET task force has also been tasked with good maintenance, but with 
schools only a few weeks or months old, it is too early to say how well this component is 
working.  In an important process, the NSP has set up an endowment fund to assist in the 
maintenance of schools.  Again it is too early to see how well these small endowment funds 
will function in maintaining schools, but given the pride of "ownership" in them, it is likely to 
be a promising strategy for keeping the NSP schools in generally better condition than in the 
other MOE institutions. 
 
The Multi-Grade school task force identified appropriate places for establishing MGSs in the 
community.  While the MOE has had one classroom schools (OCRs) for many years, the new 
MGS appear to have extremely strong community support.  The evaluation team believe that 
this is due in great part to the Facilitators being involved in many parts of the community de-
velopment process, including the finding and recruitment of out-of-school 9-14 year-old girls 
for eventual enrollment. The CETs, MGS task forces and NSP staff are to be commended for 
the foresight in selecting outstanding young women from the community to become facilita-
tors.  
 
The final task force on life skills (Second Chance classes) sought to identify appropriate 
places to establish these classes in the community for young women age 14-18. An additional 
duty of this task force was to participate in selecting a class coordinator, who, like the facili-
tators in the MGS, was to encourage young women to join these literacy and life-skills 
classes. In several observations of SC classes, the team found an exceptionally high level of 
commitment to literacy and life skills on the part of the coordinators, solid GALAE literacy 
materials, and the professed and evident need for additional literacy training for these com-
mitted community women.   
 
While the Second Chance facilitators have received basic literacy training, it is imperative 
that they be given regular professional development, not only in literacy, but the range of life- 
skills that they are responsible for teaching. The MGS teacher/facilitators have developed ex-
cellent community development skills and work together well in developing lessons, design-
ing learning corners and instructional materials. Second Chance facilitators appear to be more 
isolated, and thus opportunities to meet with and work together on literacy and life skills ma-
terials are critical for their development. 
 
The NSP staff did a highly commendable job in all aspects of preparing the CETs to carry out 
their many complicated tasks, and the fact that they have led to the General Assemblies and 
formation of PTCs is a strong indication of that success. 
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Parent Teacher Councils 
 
 


 
 
 
As stated earlier, the Parent Teacher Councils are legislated by Egyptian law and regulations, 
but the team was unable to find examples of functioning PTCs in any of the other MOE 
schools visited, nor did any educational official, principal or teacher indicate to the team that 
they functioned in other settings.  The "revival" of the PTCs is another of the successes of the 
NSP, to the extent that neighboring schools and communities are attempting to revive them, 
with the support of social workers, principals, supervisors and others who have participated 
in the many NSP community development workshops.  The PTC Training Cycle includes the 
first Social Negotiation stage in which partnerships were formed with the MOE, design and 
planning also conducted with the MOE Staff, and a "Launching" seminar.  The evaluation 
team commends the NSP staff for its continuous and clearly successful involving of the MOE 
at all stages of the process.  This has led, in our experience, to almost unprecedented levels of 
commitment by the existing educational bureaucracy, and bodes well for replicability and 
sustainability. 
 
The most "inspirational" component in the formation of PTCs is, without question, the Gen-
eral Assemblies held at the new school buildings, in which parents elect their own representa-
tives.  The team was privileged to observe two of these examples of local democracy in ac-
tion, and was profoundly moved by the large gatherings of several hundred parents coming 
together, for the first time, to elect representatives to a body with responsibilities for "their" 
school.  Many CET and PTC members spoke of the pride they felt in participating in these 
meetings.  Once again, the team commends the NSP staff for the high level of organization 
and the process used in these assemblies.  Numerous individuals, particularly women, ind i-
cated the importance of their participation, in the process. The NSP continues to seek mecha-
nisms for greater inclusion of women not only in the process, but also in getting elected to 
positions on the PTCs, which still appear to be quite male dominated. 
 
Several PTCs were begun in the 2001-2002 school year and have been through the much of 
NSP process as outlined in the (draft) Core Training Manual.  An additional 29 new PTCs 
were elected in October, 2002, and NSP is to be commended on not only the excellent train-
ing manual, but on its constantly seeking to refine the process, improve procedures and train-
ing, and offer refresher courses.  PTC members interviewed were unanimous in their praise of 
the NSP staff, the electoral process and the training provided.  They were also unanimous in 
their desire for additional training, which has already been planned.   
 
Recognizing that groups, anywhere in the world, do not "come-together" automatically, the 
NSP has included team building exercises as an important component of the training for 
PTCs.  Also recognizing that many organizations "spin their wheels" for a long period of time 
and have difficulty working together, PTCs are equipped to train groups about organizational 
Vision, Mission and Roles and Responsibilities.  Since the PTC is a legal entity, governmen-
tal texts are also studied. Each PTC is also trained in developing an annual activity plan and 
budget, and then in how to manage resources and finances.  On one level, these various task 
appear to be rather mundane and obvious, but they have proven absolutely critical in the rural 


This is the greatest involvement we have ever seen in any election in our 
community.  Many parents and community members want to be elected to 
the PTC.                                                                Parent at a General Assembly. 
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Egyptian settings, and PTC members regularly spoke of the need for additional training.  Par-
ents throughout much of the world have often had a fear of schools, so training in parent-
teacher communication has been a critical component of the training, with parents telling the 
team that they stopped in at the school every day to see how things were going and check up 
on their children in class.  With the PTCs now becoming "quasi-school boards," they are re-
ceiving training on student academic follow-up, monitoring quality and equity indicators, 
support for girls' education, on developing an advocacy agenda for school improvements and 
on working with district and Governorate PTC and MOE officials.   
 
While it is too soon to declare the model a complete success, all indicators point to a renewed 
institution, high levels of community involvement and commitment, excellent training and 
manuals, and the genuine empowerment of parents and teachers to affect their own lives and 
schools. 
 


MGS Parent Associations 
 


 
 


 
 
 
Recognizing that the new Multi-Grade schools needed some type of institution similar to that 
of the PTC, the NSP has carefully developed the Parent Association (PA), modeled, in part, 
on the PTCs.  The staff is also working closely with the MOE/OCR Directorate to pilot the 
model in other similar communities related by the OCR .The PAs are designed to support the 
MGSs, deal with issues involved in the program, build and maintain relationships with the 
community, and assure the continuity of quality education for girls in the community. During 
a pilot period (not specified), the MGS-PA will function as an informal local organization, 
and only one parent association will function in a community, regardless of the number of 
MGSs operating in that community, until the OCR directorate issues a declaration or ministe-
rial resolution for establishing MGS-PA.  It is hoped that if and when the PA idea succeeds 
that it can be expanded to other community schools outside the NSP network.   
 
The draft manual for PAs parallels many of the PTC procedures which have been success-
fully used to resuscitate PTCs.  Information on the General Assembly, Executive committee, 
a Board, roles of facilitators, community members, and parents, roles and responsibilities, 
administrative procedures, financial management and training are included in the PA manual.  
As of June of 2002, 41 PAs had been formed in all three governorates, with a slight majority 
of 51 percent female members, although this includes the female facilitators. Parents at 52 
percent also form a small majority of the members, as do members who are literate (56%).  
Given the traditional roles of rural women in most of the NSP communities and the fact that 
on most boards literate and wealthier members tend to dominate, NSP is to be congratulated 
on a process which is leading to broadly representative PAs.  Since most of the PAs have 
only recently been formed, it is still too early to say they are an unqualified success despite 
high levels of parent, community and facilitator support for them.   
 
 
 


It is important for the MGS to have PA community support organization, like 
the PTCs in regular schools.  We are not second class citizens. 


Mother on local PA. 
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2. Effect of education on gender perceptions  
 
 
 


 
 
 
 


 
 


Reasons for Low Girl Attendance 
 
Parents and students interviewed gave reasons that echo those heard around the world. The 
following are typical responses.  
 
• The girls were needed to work in the fields or to help at home.. 
• Schooling costs money, and in large families the priority was to send boys to school. 
• The schools were too far away and it was not considered safe for girls to walk so far. 
• According to village customs and traditions, it was inappropriate for girls to walk to 


school with boys and be in class with them. 
• The girls themselves didn’t ask to go to school before.  Now they want to. 
• Early marriage for girls is very common. 
 


Changing Perceptions  
 
Not only have the  girls’ attitudes changed, but the team heard many supportive comments 
from community members regarding girls’ education and the changes they noted in girls’ atti-
tudes and self esteem. Some commented that in the MOE schools boys took the lead, and 
girls were afraid to speak up. In the NSP schools, in contrast, the girls are now perceived as 
more self confident and assertive. In one school visited the fourth grade girls are “in charge”-
--they organize the morning line up of children, and are allowed to make the announcements 
on the public address system and lead the pledge of allegiance to the flag.. On several occa-
sions the team heard variations on the theme that educated girls are more marriageable and 
will make better mothers. They will be able to read documents and follow directions on pre-
scriptions, as well as assisting their children with their homework. 
 
Students interviewed uniformly expressed pleasure at being in school, but the older girls were 
the most appreciative, often expressing the idea that they had never dreamed they’d be able to 
attend school. They know they almost missed their chance. Multi-age students often told the 
team that they plan to go on to preparatory school.. They dream now of going to college and 
some want to follow in the footsteps of their own teachers so they can teach other girls how 
to read and write. 
 
 


 
 
 


My father used to be opposed to letting me go to school,  
but now he has me get the newspaper and read it to him every day.  


Girl in multi-age classroom 
 


We are sorry now for what we did,, not allowing girls to go to school.  
Older man, member of CET 
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Although attitudes in NSP communities are now much more favorable towards the education 
of girls, some customs are slow to change. For example, the MOE regulations prohibit girls 
over 9 years of age from entering primary schools, even though many of the Multi-Grade stu-
dents have shown they are capable of rapid acceleration through the grades. Substantial ineq-
uities were noted between the substandard facilities and resources provided for the older girls 
and those in the NSP and MOE single grade schools, and several interviewees mentioned that 
it would be desirable for Multi-Grade programs to be housed in the NSP schools in the after-
noons. MOE regulations now require that Multi-Grade classes be held in the mornings. Al-
though Multi-Grade students are permitted to enter preparatory school if 17 years old or 
younger, it is more difficult for many second chance students to complete preparatory school 
or even to aspire to attending secondary school or university. If a Second Chance student 
completes her literacy classes and passes a Certification Exam, she may enter preparatory 
school if she is still under 18. However, if persevering girls of 18 or older wish to complete 
the preparatory program, they must study at home and take the final exams at the end of each 
academic year. 
 


  
Village woman learning about voting for the first time 


It's important for us because we can be independent and we won't have to 
rely on our brothers or fathers or future husbands. And we can go out, and 


we won't get lost because we can read street signs and directions. 
Multi-Grade student 


 
Now I can help my daughter with her schoolwork. 


Student in 2nd Chance program who is a wife and mother 
 


My husband wanted me to learn to read and write since he works in 
Saudi Arabia.  Now I can actually read the letters he sends and  


take care of other business and documents when he’s gone.  
Second Chance student 


 
When you educate a girl you make her more appealing. 


Twist on an old Egyptian saying: 
“When you dress up a girl she is more appealing”, 


said by an older man and PA member) 
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D. Program Implementation 
 
Although program implementation is not one of NSP's three goals, without effective man-
agement of the program's activities no results are likely to last.  The way a USAID contractor 
implements a complex donor-funded activity in every way affects the outcomes.  Will the 
"prime contractor" (to use USAID parlance) rely on local expertise, develop a team-based 
approach to problem-solving, integrate activities into local administrative systems, act with 
sensitivity to local cultural dynamics and gather information along the way to learn what 
works and can promote sustainability?  This section summarizes the team's impressions of 
this important subject with a view toward offering ideas to fine-tune the implementation.  
Overall, the program is well-managed and staffed by competent and devoted employees. 
 
1. Management approach and results 
 
The Contractor team is organized by staff based in the field close to the stakeholder popula-
tion.  Although a "management audit" is not the purpose of this evaluation, the team was im-
pressed with the level of understanding of respective roles and responsibilities on the part of 
staff.  Teams are clustered around the three NSP objectives (briefly put, "access, learning, 
community").   
 
While this organizational structure reflects a logic in that it mirrors NSP's three components 
(and USAID's Strategic Objectives for SO22 as well), it may not serve to promote as much 
synergy across teams as desired.  Like so many findings noted by the team, this is recognized 
by the NSP staff itself and efforts are being made to increase internal communication (via 
retreats, focus groups, etc.).  The need for cross-fertilization of ideas, sharing staff experi-
ences trying out new approaches and monitoring and evaluation along the way is great.  For 
example, ETOs working at NSP school "X" interact with CODOs dealing with PTCs while 
the school principal is dealing with the NSP site engineer regarding a repair issue still under 
contractor warrantee.  Here are three levels of community-NSP interaction occurring simulta-
neously. Solutions to problems proposed by NSP staff should emerge from team work across 
the components.  In this way, not only can the NSP staff create new ideas with the commu-
nity, but they can model the "team-based management" approach to problem-solving for the 
community.  
 
The NSP management has made adjustments along the way in its organizational structure as 
it fine-tunes the best way to orchestrate this complex project.  This ongoing evaluation of in-
ternal effectiveness is a sign of health.  The NSP staff is competent, highly-motivated and 
thoroughly versed in the particular methods and models being used in the three components.  
Although there is always room for improvement, especially in internal communications, the 
NSP has the technical competence to allow it to perform, if supported by an organizational 
culture that motivates and recognizes performance.  Attracting the technical competence is 
only part of the challenge;  stimulating performance relates to the organization's systems and 
work culture, not to the technical knowledge if its personnel.  The contractor is aware of these 
challenges and has developed some internal solutions to try out. 
 
The NSP project is known more by the name of the prime contractor than by its activity 
name. Governors, principals and teachers refer to the schools in this way, perhaps even after 
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their turn-over to the MOE. Whatever reasons explain this phenomenon (that the prime con-
tractor has built schools in Egypt before and has a long presence in the country, or the diffi-
culty of pronouncing "NSP" rather than "CARE" in Arabic, etc.), it can promote unnecessary 
divisions within the Contractor Team that work against the synergies needed for such a com-
plex activity. 
 
2. Progress and benchmarks 
 
Over the course of approximately 30 months, the NSP has completed and handed over 33 
new schools and 357 classrooms, is currently managing construction of 28 new buildings and 
287 classrooms, is preparing to tender contracts for the final 8 schools and 98 classrooms, to 
total 69 new primary schools and 742 classrooms in the three Governorates.   
 
This infrastructure achievement represents half of the NSP budgetary outlays and an enor-
mous amount of staff time.  Given the complexity of the process, the time allotted in the 
original agreement (42 months) is barely sufficient to construct 69 new primary schools (in-
cluding design, site selection, materials and classroom furniture procurement) and other 
schools and classrooms.   
 
The training outputs designed to support the second component (improved teaching and 
learning) and the third (community mobilization) are well underway and benefiting from in-
ternal review and an increasingly effective M&E mechanism. In contrast to a number of de-
velopment project implementing organizations, the NSP contractor has not merely managed 
inputs following a project design in order to satisfy the donor.  Although NSP semi-annual 
reports, as indicated elsewhere in this report, do present USAID with the number of "com-
pleted activities" (number of teachers trained, sessions held, etc.), there is no inference that 
impact has resulted solely because the input has been delivered.  In fact, significant modifica-
tions and new ideas have characterized the evolution of NSP training, both for teachers and 
for communities, which demonstrates that program managers are looking beyond the "inputs 
delivered" level to induce change.   
 
The team finds no inconsistency between the finding that NSP progress toward benchmarks 
is on course with the recommendation that the NSP be extended for two years, and expanded 
for perhaps more.  Confronted with significant unknowns, in particular in constructing build-
ings in rural areas and selecting and mobilizing communities, the contractor has learned along 
the way and shared the experience with refreshing transparency in most of the semi-annual 
reports consulted.  The NSP success in reaching most of the anticipated outputs should not be 
a reason to deprive it of additional time to consolidate those gains and spread more widely the 
NSP's impact on girls' education.   
 
3. Relations with government partner institutions  
 
The NSP interacts most closely with two Egyptian government institutions: the mammoth 
Ministry of Education (MOE) and the General Authority for Educational Buildings (GAEB), 
both in Cairo and in the field.  It also interacts with local political leaders, such as the Gover-
nors of the three Governorates and community- level leaders.  For the NSP to achieve its (and 
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USAID's) program goals, managers must find ways to work with and through local institu-
tions, despite the challenges and potential for delays.   
 
The team noted a high level of awareness of the benefits and goals of the NSP on the part of 
leaders at Egyptian government partner institutions interviewed.  For example, Dr. Hassan A. 
Bilawi, first Undersecretary in the Ministry of Education, surprised the team by his intimate 
knowledge of the NSP, his solid support for its innovations and determination to find ways to 
replicate the model within his Ministry.  This contrasts with the team's experience evaluating 
activities in other countries where senior officials often pay lip service to a donor's activity or 
respond in generalities to cover their ignorance of the project being evaluated.  Nowhere in 
Egypt at any level of enquiry did the team observe anything but strong support for, and de-
tailed knowledge about, the NSP. 
 
A few of the subjects that provoke continued concern between NSP and its counterpart insti-
tutions are: 
 
• School design and construction standards 
 
The NSP and GAEB have had to negotiate with some difficulty innovations in school and 
classroom design, construction standards and the unconventional role communities play with 
NSP schools.  Cost (with NSP schools being less expensive) and construction management 
issues (with NSP schools being completed in fewer months) are ticklish and always need to 
be dealt with carefully.   
 
Two distinctly different organizational cultures (NSP and GAEB) will clash and require sen-
sitive management as the program continues.  Simply put, the NSP's interests are to ensure 
creativity and reasonableness in school construction standards, lower costs to allow for a 
greater number of classrooms to be built, and respect for building schedules to meet USAID's 
program and contract benchmarks.  The GAEB's interests are to ensure basic conformity and 
standards for all Egyptian schools, promote innovation but not in the place of quality or meet-
ing other interests, and to minimize liability (schools becoming safety hazards for children).  
The latter interest cannot be overemphasized, since it pressures GAEB functionaries to be 
risk averse and opt for safe solutions.  It did not go unnoticed that during the period this 
evaluation was undertaken, a primary school in a small Italian village crumbled during an 
earthquake, killing over twenty children.  The school, built to low or no standards in the 
1950s, was the only structure to collapse, surrounded by buildings hundreds of years old.  
Since Egypt has endured major earthquakes recently, it is reasonable that government plan-
ners insist on standards for schools.  The GAEB has built thousands of schools in Egypt, and 
builds them today for the World Bank.  To what extent will it consider NSP's interests as su-
perior to its own?  
 
To the credit of NSP and GAEB, staff from both have worked through the countless road-
blocks that at any point could have blocked progress with this project.  This winding road has 
surely not been easy to maneuver, for either partner, and will call for continuing efforts to 
bridge what fundamentally are organizational differences.  This finding leads to a recommen-
dation that the NSP develop a new strategy with its GAEB counterparts to improve commu-
nication, identify points of converging interests and review mutual performance issues using 
facilitated training sessions.   
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The other critical intersection is between NSP and MOE staff.  As mentioned throughout this 
report, the NSP design, and its informed implementation, promotes the integration of all pro-
gram outputs into existing Egyptian institutional systems.  To date the NSP has been note-
worthy for the extent to which it has, in fact, collaborated closely with the MOE, especially 
regarding training.  Both must now move rapidly to the next level where planning, design and 
delivery of training become increasingly led by MOE staff.  By "systematizing" NSP activi-
ties, the program's gains can be effectively sustained, provided that the MOE, as a organiza-
tion with interests to defend, considers NSP as added value to its organization.  In view of the 
difficulty in obtaining teacher assignments by MOE of trained teachers to NSP schools,  it 
appears that collaboration needs to be reinforced with the MOE and, as with GAEB, ap-
proaches be found to identify mutual interests so that the MOE can in the future make NSP's 
gains its own. 
 
4. Monitoring and evaluation 
 
Few development projects begin with a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system ready to 
roll out as staff are hired and program management begun.  Often the M&E approach is care-
fully defined in pre-award proposals only to be re-cast a few months into project implementa-
tion with a view toward installing a system from the outset.  With so many demands at start-
up, not the least of which is staff recruiting, procurement and planning, it is no wonder that 
M&E takes a back seat despite the best intentions of managers.   
 
Too often M&E becomes unnecessarily complicated, with far too many indicators to track 
and pieces to put together, all of which burdens staff with yet more information demands.  It 
becomes neat on paper yet unrealistic to implement.  A downward spiral develops with staff 
resenting the M&E person's intrusion into their "real work" to fulfill what increasingly is per-
ceived as irrelevant paperwork.  The role of M&E – to collect and support the analysis of 
critical information upon which program managers can reflect to increase impact, develop 
solutions to ongoing constraints and track movement toward achieving objectives – becomes 
lost in a flurry of activity.   
 
Although M&E is universally claimed to be an essential component of every "successful" 
project and one that "must be integrated into program management from the beginning," 
rarely does this happen.  The NSP is no exception, although not by choice or design.  The 
M&E Plan was written in July of 2000, only months after program start-up, set out the overall 
conditions under which M&E should be integrated into the program, wrote the job respons i-
bilities for the coordinator and MIS specialist and laid out the inputs and outputs that were to 
be systematized.  It discussed data that could be collected to measure impact (at various lev-
els – community, classroom, etc.) that would also respond to USAID's IRs.  It promoted es-
tablishing a database of key indicators against which the program could be measured.  All of 
this is standard fare for an M&E plan but characteristically remote from day-to-day activity 
needs.   
 
Monitoring and evaluation did not subsequently take shape as hoped, from what the team 
could determine, despite the considerable efforts made.  Personnel changes appeared to con-
strain the smooth evolution of M&E.  Evaluations of the many training programs appear to 
have lacked an "evaluation framework," such as the Kirkpatrick Four Evaluation Levels, that 
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could provide consistency and assist in analyzing impact attributed to training.  The NSP "sis-
ter" project, IELP-II, also had a slow start for M&E for the first half of its project life, but 
since last year, M&E has come into the forefront as the project's achievements become inte-
grated into its Egyptian counterpart institutions.   The IELP-II has effectively used 
Kirkpatrick levels to keep sight of its project objectives in evaluating the impact of the thou-
sands of training programs.  The NSP has, in contrast, continued to report training inputs in 
its reporting to USAID (although in fairness, USAID may be requesting this data) even 
though numbers of people trained, or training sessions delivered, clearly do not lend light on 
whether impact occurred.  Is NSP's evaluation of training impact going beyond Kirkpatrick's 
Level 2? Although information from the excellent revised classroom observation form (COF) 
may be finding its way back to training designers, is it being analyzed to determine the pro-
ject's impact at Level 3 or 4?  (An explanation of Kirkpatrick's model, the standard through-
out North America for 40 years, and an overview of Best Practices for Results-Oriented 
Training are included in the Annexes for NSP's consideration.)   
 
M&E now appears to have taken root midway through the project, again not atypical of many 
development projects.  Its principal challenge at this point is to design simple systems, or re-
fine existing ones, that can collect data (input) and provide analysis and feedback (output) to 
clients without adding noticeable burden to NSP staff.  A key issue is communicating how 
data is to be collected and used.  If an NSP field agent does not understand the reasons a par-
ticular data set is significant, why will that employee take time from other pressing duties to 
respond?  How does the M&E coordinator at NSP address USAID's need for data with the 
reality of collecting accurate information and analysis within the project? How can the M&E 
system be integrated and coordinated with the MOE systems to ensure that monitoring and 
evaluation continues after NSP funding ends?  
 
Without having undertaken an in-depth analysis of the history and status of M&E at the NSP, 
the team is limited to articulating overall findings.  The importance of emphasizing M&E in 
the second half of the project cannot be overstated.  For example, to be able to point to meas-
urable impact the NSP is generating and analyze the factors would assist the MOE in replicat-
ing successful features of the NSP elsewhere.  Promoting a deeper understanding of the NSP 
achievements will enable others to consider the model for application in other venues.   
 
5. Sustainability 
 
Sustainability of the results realized through the New Schools Program is a theme throughout 
this mid-term evaluation.  It is vital to each of the three components:  sustaining the new 
schools and classrooms through active maintenance; applying the knowledge, skills and 
changed behaviors of trained teachers and others in classrooms, schools and FOEs; and sup-
porting the impressive newly-formed community-based organizations as they go through the 
predictable organizational cycles of euphoria and eruption.  How to ensure sustainability be-
yond the NSP completion date is a challenge that surrounds all activities, components and 
initiatives.   
 
The CARE technical proposal for the NSP bases its approach to sustainability on this 
straightforward statement: 
 







 
USAID/Egypt: New Schools Program Mid-Term Evaluation Page 44 
Aguirre International 


…The NSP single-grade classroom will fully support and enhance student 
learning of the MOE curriculum.  Implicit in the CARE Team approach is the 
belief that NSP single-grade classroom instruction based on a scaled-up model 
of the methodologies used in Small Schools can be successfully integrated into 
MOE schools.   NSP classrooms will be characterized by their interactive 
methodologies and teaching practices, while being a part of the MOE network 
and fully supporting its curriculum….  The MOE will have a model in which 
certain barriers to girls' enrollment and retention are lessened, while quality 
has increased; and the community will have greater access to education in a 
way that is linked into a formal MOE system, which provides resources and 
which ensures easier integration of community school students, especially 
girls, into mainstream  institutions. (Technical Application, CARE, September 
20, 1999, p.85) 


 
Based on the findings in this evaluation, it appears that the NSP has arrived at the half-way 
point toward sustainability.  It has built a superb model introducing interactive methodologies 
into the classrooms of NSP schools, although changed behaviors among teachers have not yet 
crystallized enough to become second nature.  It has achieved this not by working parallel to 
government but by working collaboratively with it at all levels.  But working alongside and 
transferring responsibilities are distinct phases leading toward sustaining the benefits of a 
development intervention.  The NSP now has to ensure that these emerging practices become 
transferred and integrated into MOE schools and even its curriculum (and GAEB's practices 
as well) with a level of commitment by Egyptian counterparts so significant that they devote 
their resources towards replicating and spreading NSP objectives, as the program quietly 
winds down.   


 


 
Overcrowded classrooms illustrating the inequities and inadequacies among one-room 
schools, temporary classrooms and "NSP" schools 
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 III.    RECOMMENDATIONS AND LESSONS LEARNED 


 
A. Recommendations  
 
The recommendations below flow from the findings identified in each section treated in 
Chapter III.   However, rather than being arranged by the three goals of the NSP, they are 
grouped by topic to assist the reader in applying the recommendations across program areas.  
In some cases, policy recommendations fall under their pertinent topics, whereas in others 
they appear under "Policy Reform" below.  The topics below are:   
 
Community School Buildings 
Teaching and Learning Policy Reform 
Program Management & Sustainability Research, Evaluation, Monitoring & Assess-


ment 
 
In reviewing these recommendations, the reader is reminded that some of the proposed ac-
tions the NSP may already be implementing, or planning to introduce.  In fact, some of the 
recommendations originated with NSP staff, administrators and teachers themselves.  They 
are included here regardless of their source to help program planners consider all improve-
ments to the program.  The list of recommendations is not exhaustive; nor could all of them 
possibly be implemented by NSP staff!  They are assembled in one place, accompanied by 
explanations, as ideas to consider to enhance and sustain an impressive program achieving 
many of its intended results.   
 
The overall program-level recommendations, repeated from the Executive Summary, are: 
 
General Recommendation No. 1.  Extend the completion date to allow the Contractor team 
and its Egyptian counterpart institutions to leverage the achievements to date and consolidate 
the impact obtained. 
 
General Recommendation No. 2.  Expand the rural-based program to replicate the success-
ful model in other rural communities in the three target Governorates first, and if funding 
permits, to other Governorates 
 
General Recommendation No. 3. Carefully consider the implications on the current pro-
gram of a decision to extend the NSP, as currently implemented, to an urban-based program 
designed to achieve similar results. 
 


Community 
 
Selection.  In considering additional communities for replicating or expanding NSP services, 
add criteria that determine the willingness of neighboring MOE schools to cooperate and col-
laborate in an educational reform cluster. 
 
CETs.  Rather than promote the end of CETs once PTCs become functional, consider helping 
CETs identify a new mandate or role to play in their communities not intended for the PTC.  
A redirected CET, given its proven track record of community mobilization, could become 
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the nascent "School Board" or community-based women's NGO handling micro-credit. In 
line with the evolution of new Boards of Trustees (BOTs), the CETs could involve the private 
sector in new ways thereby broadening its base of local support.  The NSP staff could con-
tinue to invite CET members, not now members of PTCs, to training sessions and assist them 
in identifying new ways to participate. 
 
Women.  While women have taken an active role in all aspects of the NSP to date,  take 
stock of the successes and shortcomings to re-energize efforts to ensure substantive women's 
participation, especially on PTCs (via election support) and on PAs.   
 
Replication beyond NSP-selected communities.  Given the success of the CETs, PTCs and 
the new PAs, and recognizing time and financial constraints, work with nearby communities 
to replicate the process and benefits of the NSP to other communities.  Consider creating 
school clusters to promote exchange and replication.  Where a new school cannot be pro-
vided, or a community was not selected earlier, try working with neighboring villages to 
spread the knowledge and skills applied by NSP-assisted community organizations to com-
munities with no links to the NSP. Selectively include leaders from non-NSP communities 
(and from regular MOE schools), for example, in training programs and awareness-raising 
activities (these activities should not, however, negatively affect NSP's Annual Work Plans 
and benchmarks).  
 
Influencing dormant PTCs.  Through the formation of school clusters, collaborate with 
MOE staff in each of the Governorates to resuscitate the non-functioning PTCs in nearby 
MOE schools.  As with the recommendation for replication above, NSP staff can consider its 
role as supportive and secondary, leaving the active PTC members to share with other vil-
lages their successes.  This would enhance sustainability, and could be accomplished in ways 
sensitive to NSP's limited management capacity, such as providing PTC members with train-
ing in presentation skills to enable them to demonstrate to their neighbors their newly-
developed skills and knowledge. With the development of school families/clusters under the 
Governorate reforms, NSP's role in Minya will be to assist neighboring schools in the reform 
clusters to develop PTCs at the same level as in the existing NSP schools. 
 
Parent conferences:  While the team is not certain to what extent parent conferences are 
used at NSP regular schools and MG Schools, further encourage and develop this tool 
through awareness-raising and training. 
 
Schools as community resources: In light of the relatively limited number of hours each day 
that new schools are actually used, however calculated (e.g., 30 hours out of 144 hours in a 6-
day week, or 30 out of 72 hours of 12-hour periods (8am to 8pm) in a 6-day week), introduce 
through community outreach the idea of locating many community "educational" activities at 
the school during off-hours.  A "Community School" concept could slowly emerge where the 
school building houses activities promoting adult literacy, vocational skills development, li-
braries, art, sports, health care, etc.  This recommendation may require (or inspire) a policy 
reform at the MOE to allow (or preferably, "encourage") community use of such a valuable 
resources for specific activities defined (in the regulations) as "educational."   
 
School improvement.  Consider developing the concept of School Improvement Plans that 
involve parents, community members, teachers and students.  Developing this concept would 
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require intensive training, first for principals and district level personnel, and then for teach-
ers and potential participants in the planning, such as PTC members.  The scope of an SIP is 
broad and not limited, for example, to maintenance or provision of books or athletic equip-
ment.  With training, support and experience, participants will begin to focus more on im-
proving educational quality in their school.2 
 
Other temporary schools.  Reinforce or initiate new awareness-raising efforts to encourage 
communities to establish “provisional” classroom or schools, to be supported by MOE, to 
meet demand for schooling at the preparatory level.   
 
Community mobilization.  Encourage communities to take the lead in identifying their 
school needs, using the "NSP community mobilization approach" mastered by the CETs, so 
that the MOE includes the community in its educational planning.   
 


 
Parents actively involved and proud standing inside a primary school classroom 
 
 


School Buildings 
 
Cost.  Now that NSP has strong experience successfully completing nearly 40 schools, ef-
forts should be redoubled to identify areas where further savings can be found.  This recom-
mendation is made fully recognizing NSP's notable success in completing their buildings at 
less cost and time than those built solely by GAEB.  (See below for recommendations on im-
proving NSP-GAEB-MOE relations.)  If the resulting cost-savings were sufficient, they could 
be used to build additional modified buildings to expand access to girls' education beyond 
                                                 
2 A USAID-funded project in Jamaica, the New Horizons Project, has done considerable work on the involve-
ment of teachers, parents and community members in the development of meaningful SIPs. 
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that required in the program.  If cost-savings are insufficient to add any new buildings, funds 
could be used for the other two NSP goals. 
 
Design.  Recognizing that the NSP/GAEB/MOE school design is impressive and aestheti-
cally striking, consider further modifications of the remaining schools to allow for more 
flexibility in use.  For example, consider movable walls (with proper sound proofing) and 
other multi-use features so the building could be used as a community school, as proposed 
above, for "educational" purposes (meetings, small group work, audio-visual and computer 
centers, physical activities, life-skills classes, and  science laboratories).  This recommenda-
tion is made with the knowledge that since the beginning, the NSP has proposed many design 
innovations, a number of which were accepted by GAEB.  
 
Turn-over requirements.  Revisit whether schools should be opened and turned over to the 
GAEB/MOE before water and electricity are available, whatever the reasons might be.   
 
Relations with GAEB.  In view of the differences between the major parties (NSP, GAEB, 
MOE) that have complicated and delayed completion of the schools, design and initiate a 
new strategy that leads to better communication and performance.  It appears that the organ-
izational cultures and respective interests of the parties diverge at key points, which is not 
unusual when implementing a donor-financed activity.  A new strategy that involves careful 
mapping of GAEB's organizational decision-making processes and the key interests of its de-
cision-makers, and then analyzing the points at which NSP and GAEB differ and conform, 
would lead to "intervention solutions."  Both parties have legitimate interests.  How can these 
be addressed so that shared goals are met?  In most similar situations, a series of facilitated 
sessions with senior decision-makers helps enormously to move forward common interests.  
This and other innovative communication strategies should be investigated.    
 


Training 
 
(Note: Although the training programs recommended below have been grouped in order of 
importance, the team considers all of them significant and open to simultaneous implementa-
tion.  The NSP has already developed an excellent approach to training design and follow-up 
in which all stakeholders participate in the transfer-of-learning process.) 
 
Administrators.  To redress obstacles to achieving NSP goals of improved learning in the 
classroom, consider offering specialized training for administrative officials, such as princ i-
pals, headmasters and supervisors, in a "Principals' Training Institute."  Countless research 
studies throughout the world have highlighted the critical role played in supporting positive 
learning environments by headmasters, senior ("head") teachers, supervisors and principals.  
The "Institute" could be an informal, NSP-sponsored structure where trainees learn new ad-
ministrative and supervisory skills and approaches.   
 
School-based training.  Consider innovations in training location and leadership. For exam-
ple, use school buildings, classrooms and model teacher-trainers as much as possible to pro-
mote sustainability and replication of modern training approaches.  The training units that are 
supposed to exist in each school could be the focal point of this effort.  With training and 
support, these school-based units can gradually assume more responsibility for training. 
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Teachers as trainers.  Model highly-effective teachers found inside MOE schools (whether 
NSP or non-NSP) as "Teacher Trainers" (not to be confused with "Master Trainers") to take 
the lead in promoting teacher-based creative solutions with other teachers.  The teachers and 
schools appear ready for the next stage of training support, namely freeing up the creative 
abilities of teachers themselves to move far beyond designing a handful of pedagogies (for 
example, to teach "sweet and sour" or "rough and smooth") toward identifying hundreds of 
ways to teach every concept or topic contained in the national curriculum.  Workshops can 
bring together a handful of truly exceptional, reflective teachers with on-going teaching ex-
perience to upgrade their training skills to become "Teacher-Trainers."   Selected, proven 
Master Teachers (from MTEP) could also be included, or could be the peer trainers in these 
workshops.  Moving from "professional" trainers towards "teacher-trainers" may help NSP 
jump-start active learning so that it takes hold in all NSP school classrooms and begins 
spreading in non-NSP schools. 
 
Teacher clusters.  Offer assistance in forming teacher cluster groups where teachers work 
together to improve teaching by sharing ideas and developing lessons and materials.  Rein-
force the role of the training unit to support teacher clusters and to provide opportunities for 
peer observations. 
 
Principals and supervisors.  Provide continued, intensive training and follow-up support for 
principals and supervisors on Instructional Leadership, to include topics such as effective su-
pervision, supportive evaluation, work with parents, etc. In developing training  modules, ex-
plore the successes and challenges of IELP-II in designing training for similar audiences. 
 
MGS facilitators.  Move beyond pedagogical skills training for these highly-committed 
young women, who need more training, particularly as so many of the students have rapidly 
passed grades 1-3.  They appear to need substantive, subject-matter training in addition to 
increasing their repertoire of pedagogical skills.   
 
Second Chance coordinators:  Although the Second Chance coordinators are working with 
respected materials, continue collaborating closely with GALAE to provide new and re-
fresher training.  The coordinators have had limited training in teaching literacy or other life 
skills since most of these classes are only a few months old.   
 
District-level administrators.  Continue to provide training for middle managers at the dis-
trict level, on the philosophies of active learning and on effective instructional leadership. 
 
Institutionalization of innovations.  Because training teachers who then are assigned to 
non-NSP schools presents an opportunity (unanticipated replication to regular MOE schools) 
while ringing an alarm (NSP devoting resources beyond the program's target population), es-
tablish new ways to "systematize" training within Egyptian partner institutions.  Plan, design 
and implement future training through closer and closer coordination with MOE partners in 
order to build sustainability, strengthen non-NSP capacity and obtain partner "buy- in" to NSP 
goals and methods and multiply impact.  Discourage training – however effective – that does 
not involve partners, even if NSP timelines have to be compromised.   
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Faculties of Education.   Continue and reinforce positive working relationships with FOEs to 
ensure that new FOE graduates are fully trained in the new methodologies.   
 
Use of Master Teacher Trainers.  a) Continue recent efforts to improve coordination and 
planning among program contractors (DT2 and NSP) and stakeholders (MOE, FOE, MTEP 
teachers) to maximize the resources made available through MTEP;  b) Clarify roles and re-
sponsibilities between DT2 and NSP and communicate these to MTEP teachers – frequently 
and using a variety of methods;  c) Identify new creative mechanisms to tap the skills of re-
turned teachers and assist in their transfer to peers.  Even if the previous training included 
such elements as coaching, mentoring and ways to change behaviors through non-training 
mechanisms, these need to be reinforced among this returned group of "change agents" in an 
effort to identify the methods that work in Egypt to help the "Master Trainers" overcome peer 
resistance to adopting new ways.  
 
Formative evaluation.  Provide training for teachers in formative evaluation, and consider 
introducing the use of performance-based assessments and student portfolios 
 
Cooperative learning.  Provide teachers with further in-depth training in cooperative learn-
ing and in how to organize classrooms in which different groups of students are engaged in 
different activities. 
 


Teaching and Learning 
 
Teaching & learning enhancement.  Investigate introducing the following components, in 
particular at MSG Schools in Egypt which offer a more experimental/flexible context, which 
are found in the highly-successful multi-model New School Movement in Latin America:  
student governments; flexible promotion; self-paced, cooperative- learning student work-
books; community-based learning; peer and cross-age tutoring; cluster schools; teachers as 
authors and trainers; teacher and student-made instructional materials; teacher- and student-
written story books; student committees; nutritional food programs; service- learning, envi-
ronmental projects; and, action research.  Although the obstacles may at first be considerable, 
consider ways to test the waters locally through teacher-modeling and case studies.   
 
Student empowerment:  Consider a campaign illustrating the many functions in a primary 
school that can be managed by school children themselves.  Where active learning is de 
rigueur, school children themselves manage many functions from which they have tradition-
ally been excluded.  For example, there are many instances where students manage libraries, 
assist in school health and nutrition, form class and school student governments, help teach-
ers with learning issues and curriculum materials, promote the school in the community, help 
decide where to go for field trips, tackle school or community improvement issues, and im-
prove the environment. In fact, there is almost nothing that students should not be involved 
in.  By empowering students from an early age, democratic values and strong work habits 
can be nurtured while important management tasks are accomplished in the school setting.  
Adults, parents and teachers may remain skeptical until they see for themselves (with NSP 
assistance) how involved primary school students can actually be.   
 
Space and active learning:   Promote ways to create the "space" essential for active learning 
to flourish.  The NSP-sponsored learning "kits" recently completed and being distributed are 
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very helpful in providing teachers with ideas, alternatives and some "space."  However, the 
kits are only a beginning:  creative teachers throughout the world develop and use literally 
hundreds or thousands of creative, active, game-like learning activities as part of their teach-
ing repertoire.  If given sufficient creative space, teachers will be able to use the kits and ex-
pand.  Without that "space," teachers will fail to use the creative ideas and tools contained in 
the kit.  The MOE classroom environment, with its rigid curriculum dictates, works against 
the "space" a creative teacher needs.  (Introducing flexibility into the curriculum to provide 
for this "space" may also be a policy reform the NSP could consider.) 
 
More specific teaching guides.  Develop teaching guides that go beyond the overall attrib-
utes of active learning, cooperative learning, group learning, etc. towards guides with details 
on teaching every concept in the Egyptian curriculum.  Specific teacher-designed, prepared, 
and published, guides, filled with games, activities, and inexpensive materials on how to 
teach concepts in the Egyptian curriculum (including reading, writing, arithmetic, science, 
life skills, art, music and social sciences) could be developed. 
 
Training for "Corners".   Strengthen training so that teachers understand how to use "learn-
ing corners" effectively, which instructional materials to include and ways to facilitate stu-
dent use.  Learning corners existed in many NSP classrooms visited but few were seen to be 
functioning as intended.   
 
Innovate to produce more reading material.   Consider conducting additional workshops 
in which teachers actually write and produce low-cost children's books and learn methods of 
assisting children and community members to write and produce their own books.  In addi-
tion, high quality, low-cost children's books already in existence could be purchased for 
school and class libraries.  The dearth of age-appropriate, interesting reading materials for 
young children in Egyptian schools must be addressed, at a minimum at NSP schools.  As 
some educators like to remind others, "no child has ever learned to read without books or 
reading material." As a start, the attractive small books in the NSP “SIMS” kit could be re-
produced in quantity to provide more reading materials in classrooms. 
 
Experiment with scheduled "Reading Time".  Suggest to teachers and others (FOE profes-
sors, principals, MOE supervisors, etc.) the internationally-respected, "out-of-the-box" ap-
proach to promoting reading sometimes called Sustained Silent Reading (SSR) each day (or 
every other day, or every Tuesday and Thursday, etc.) at a pre-determined time, every person 
in the school, including the principal, teachers, custodians and visitors, silently reads books, 
magazines and other materials they choose for 15 or 30 minutes.  (Implementing this recom-
mendation presumes the availability of sufficient reading materials.) 
 
Student-centered, self learning packages:  Review examples of self- learning packages cre-
ated by students elsewhere for their applicability in Egypt.  These materials have proven 
themselves, particularly in Multi-Grade classrooms throughout the world, as an indispensable 
way to meet individual educational needs, while promoting creative, cooperative group learn-
ing.    
 
Curriculum.  Despite the strong opposition to loosening the central hold on the Egyptian 
curriculum by educators, search for openings with the MOE – perhaps with field support 
from teachers or innovative supervisors – to combat the notion that control equals learning.   
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There must be some "space" for experimentation in order to better achieve stated MOE and 
NSP goals.  Establishing a truly integrated, problem-based, cooperative and active approach 
to teaching and curriculum is problematic if teachers and principals fear they will be repri-
manded for taking chances or experimenting.  Experimental schools, professional develop-
ment schools, and special curriculum waivers are possible mechanisms to create that "space" 
for experimentation while not jeopardizing the whole system.   
 
Student expression.  Introduce with counterparts at MOE and with teachers the importance 
of allowing (and hopefully encouraging) students to write on topics that interest them.  Even 
within standard curriculum lessons, teachers can find ways to encourage students to use their 
vocabulary to describe concepts being taught.   
 
Student questioning.  Include in teacher training and introduce in other NSP-sponsored ven-
ues the notion that students can and should "think at higher levels."  Instead of always focus-
ing on the correct answer, let students form small groups to ask questions about a topic, for 
example plant growth ("why does the flower die but the tree stay alive?").  Small student 
groups can write up their questions or discoveries and present them to the others.   
 
Life-skills training.  Continue regular training in literacy techniques, adult literacy, and 
community, health and family education for SCE coordinators.  As time and program re-
sources permit, consider expanding to include revenue-generating activities and vocational 
skills for women. 
 
Attendance.  Continue to maintain careful records of attendance and retention and to conduct 
community awareness campaigns on the importance of attendance.  Explore ways to work 
with the MOE to establish standard, reliable methods of tracking student attendance. 
 


Policy Reform 
 
Parent Associations.  Work toward obtaining legal status for the PAs, which have been in-
strumental in crystallizing community support for Multi-Grade Schools.  Obtaining official 
status could help spread the idea of PAs to other communities or types of schools (e.g., 
OCRs). 
 
Facilitator job security and advancement. Work to obtain changes in the existing MOE 
system so that facilitators can obtain contracts, and if feasible, tenure.  Facilitators provide 
critical services in community-based schools and classrooms and are under-recognized by the 
educational system.  Beyond job security, facilitators could also be encouraged to obtain di-
plomas that would open up possibilities for higher pay and advancement as well.   
 
Teacher remuneration.  Initiate discussion with the MOE on the possibility of modifying 
the teachers’ pay scale so that raises are based not only on years of experience, but also on 
training received, recognizing that this remains an incorrect performance indicator (training 
does not by itself lead to improved performance but is often indispensable in promoting im-
proved performance).  Teachers are civil servants and to suggest that the basis for their ad-
vancement be different from non-teachers may be seen as presumptuous. (However, this fea-
ture is commonplace in the contracts of school systems in the US, where the worth of profes-
sional development of teachers is unquestioned.)  But by pursuing the idea with counterparts, 
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and suggesting small-step solutions, policies can indeed change over time.  Introducing 
"training" or "application in the classroom of training techniques learned" as indicators, how-
ever inadequate as grounds for promotion, would be an improvement over the present  system 
and could motivate teachers significantly. 
 
Temporary schools and classrooms.   Develop an awareness-building or PR campaign (in 
the local and development-related press, using videos, papers presented at scholarly confer-
ences in Egypt or abroad, etc.) to spread the word about one of NSP's most innovative and 
successful components so that other communities receiving new MOE/GAEB schools con-
sider using this approach.  The temporary school solution can serve as a model for other 
Egyptian communities and even internationally, for other countries embarking on major 
school construction programs.  The myriad benefits that the NSP and MOE have noted, be-
yond simply providing temporary schooling while awaiting school construction, offer fasci-
nating possibilities for other communities.   
 
Learning outside the classroom:  Develop a strategy to clarify and/or modify existing MOE 
regulations, however well- intentioned they might be, that restrict teachers unnecessarily to 
classroom-based learning solutions.  Active learning, by definition, should use the entire 
school and community environment as the "classroom."  However, according to teachers, 
administrators at the local and governorate levels stated that children must be educated in 
classrooms and not in the surrounding villages (class trips had to receive advanced approval 
from various MOE authorities as they are considered “field trips” as part of a school activity 
that is pre-planned).  Teachers have apparently been reprimanded for taking children on "field 
trips" outside the school walls to observe objects (birds, plant life, water systems, etc.) readily 
available within a few meters from the classroom.   Expanding the "space," as noted earlier, is 
linked to promoting creativity, teacher-based solutions, involving the community and spread-
ing active learning – all NSP objectives. 
 
Integration of subject matter.  Work toward more flexibility in the national curriculum in 
terms of the class hours that must be devoted to each subject area.  Active learning is stifled 
by prescriptions from central authorities that the "rough and smooth" lesson must take X 
minutes and be presented in certain ways.   
 
Role of non-teaching personnel.  Broach the topic with MOE decision-makers and develop, 
if appropriate, some options for the use of non-teaching personnel in more creative ways to 
improve the learning environment.  There are significant numbers of officials, from princ i-
pals, deputy-principals, supervisors, health workers, inspectors, social workers, etc. who are 
present in full force in MOE institutions.  Are there ways they could be better used to assist 
teachers encumbered with large class sizes? If so, this might help respond to suggestions that 
the "NSP model" (that is, active learning) cannot be tried in regular MOE schools due to lar-
ger class size and fewer resources. 
 
MOE teacher assignment system.  Review with MOE, and identify new approaches, to re-
solve the recurring problem whereby NSP-trained teachers are assigned to non-NSP schools.  
Genuine reform of classroom learning is constrained when new, untrained teachers are ap-
pointed to NSP schools.  The policies related to appointments to NSP schools needs to be re-
evaluated.  Although the sensitivities are considerable, including the danger of encouraging 
two types of schools (better-staffed NSP schools are poorer MOE schools),  ways need to be 
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found to institutionalize the staffing of NSP schools so as to help them contribute to change 
in regular MOE schools as well.  As with GAEB, the MOE has legitimate interests to protect 
in the always sensitive area of teacher assignments; what are these, where do they conflict 
with NSP objectives, and how can the differences be resolved so that systems are sustainable 
after NSP ends? 
 
Role of principals in teacher assignments.  Develop rationale and approach to promote an 
increased role by principals in the recruitment of teachers.  To replicate the high motivation 
of teachers observed in MGS and temporary schools, it is important to work more closely 
with MOE to influence the selection of teachers for SGS and increase the role of principals in 
teacher selection. 
 
Health.   Designate a NSP staff person familiar with health issues to formulate a strategy to 
ensure that NSP schools have access to health care and are obtaining it.  The evaluation team 
observed many instances of serious health problems with the children that impede learning.  
What are the solutions and options? How can NSP schools be integrated into existing health 
care systems? 
 
Nutrition.  Designate a NSP staff person to develop options for a nutritional program appro-
priate to the NSP school environment.  Like health, low levels of nutrition among the chil-
dren – or lack of an adequate breakfast – inhibit learning significantly.  What are some inno-
vative solutions that could be identified (such as community-furnished healthy breakfast por-
ridges using local products made by women or cooperatives)?  What are the "nutritional bis-
cuits" that MOE schools are supposed to receive? Could those be substituted by locally-
produced alternatives? Would there be budgetary support for that? What are the risks and 
benefits that might accrue? 
 
Grade acceleration:  Consider challenging the existing policy that MGS students must wait 
a full year before being promoted to the next grade even though they have already completed 
the grade successfully.  Again, rigidity in the MOE system works against NSP goals and must 
be looked at.   
 
Admission of older students.  Work with the MOE to change the policy preventing older 
girls from being admitted to NSP Single Grade schools.  Encourage transfer after acceleration 
to the appropriate grade in single grade schools. 
 
Extra schooling fees.  Continue to highlight the negative impact of unofficial and hidden 
costs that poor parents are asked to bear, such as remedial classes, school uniforms or "spe-
cial" fees and assessments.  Egypt is not alone in confronting this thorny problem found in 
many countries where teacher salaries are low and living conditions difficult.  What are the 
solutions? What is the impact on NSP schools and the model being created? How can incen-
tives be changed so that pressures to impose extra fees diminishes? 
 


Program Management and Sustainability 
 
Relations with MOE.  Develop new ways to involve and influence MOE decision-makers 
and middle managers so that NSP objectives attained become sustainable by the MOE.  Al-
though NSP has worked closely with MOE from the beginning, and the program design (e.g., 
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handing over NSP schools to MOE) requires integration of NSP outputs to Egyptian systems, 
new efforts will need to be made over the last few years of program activity to ensure contin-
ued support, replication and sustainability. 
 
Sustainability Plan.  If USAID extends the NSP as recommended, formulate a plan whereby 
designated project activities agreed to among all partners are systematically turned over to 
their new responsible authorities by specific dates.  Ensure that in this sustainability plan 
there are sufficient resources for follow-up and technical assistance after turn-over.  For ideas 
and lessons learned, consult with the IELP-II contractor, currently in the process of transfer-
ring project responsibilities to Egyptian counterparts as that project closes out.  
 
Internal synergies.  Consider new ways to improve internal communication and promote 
synergies across NSP units.  Recent staff meetings and internal re-organizations have helped 
promote cross-fertilization.   
 
Public Relations.   Build a new external image showcasing the "NSP" model rather than the 
"CARE" or "World Education" or "EDC" prototype.  Other USAID activities are known by 
their activity name, such as "IELP-II" or "Cairo Air" rather than by their contractors' names 
(AED/Amideast or Chemonics).  Identify some new approaches to building an "NSP" identity 
with counterparts and partners.   
 
Internal organization.  Consider further modifications to the organizational structure to fa-
vor (and reflect) a more team-based management culture. To the extent that the current or-
ganizational chart reflects reality, it is classical and hierarchical rather than team-based and 
community-focused.  Performance-based organizational cultures, where teams work closely 
together (which appears to be the reality, particularly in the field), are enhanced by non-
hierarchical structures.   
 
Transfer of responsibilities: training.   Work collaboratively with the FOEs and the MOE 
to gradually transfer training responsibilities to the MOE training units.  Test ideas and ap-
proaches with the staff at IELP II, which has been implementing its end-of-project sustain-
ability plan regarding training with considerable success.  To ensure that training content is 
sustained and not merely the form, reinforce the close link between knowledge, skills and at-
titudes transferred during training and their application by teachers in classrooms.   
 


Research, Evaluation, Monitoring and Assessment 
 
Formative evaluation and classroom assessment:  Re-emphasize, and find new training 
opportunities, to improve teacher ability to apply student assessment techniques.  The LFE is 
an excellent example of NSP tackling this problem but emphasis must also be placed on on-
going, daily, in-class continuous assessment. 
 
National testing:  Collaborate with the MOE to review whether the tests for Grade 3 and 5 
actually test students on what is being taught in the classrooms, and whether the tests measure 
higher level thinking and problem solving..  In many countries the national exams are not 
linked closely with the curriculum.  In broaching the sensitive subject of national testing, in-
vestigate the approach used and progress made by IELP-II in its efforts to improve MOE test-
ing in English-language instruction. Without reliable ways of knowing whether NSP students 
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are learning more or less than non-NSP students, neither the program nor USAID can meas-
ure impact, either quantitatively or qualitatively. 
 
Performance testing.  Attempt to move MOE thinking from testing to measuring student 
performance to determine whether and how the skills they are "learning" are being used. 
 
Teachers as researchers.   Work through the MOE and directly with NSP teachers to en-
courage them to research solutions to problems in their classrooms and schools. For example, 
the NSP could help form informal groups of teachers and let them compare different strate-
gies and materials for teaching a mathematical concept or a scientific process, gathering in-
formation about how different strategies worked with different groups of students or at dif-
ferent grade levels.  Consider promoting the concept "Teachers as researchers" in some new 
way to help spread the idea and engender confidence among teachers – perhaps a competition 
for "best teacher research project." 
 
Baseline/longitudinal study for entering students.  Conduct a study to compare knowledge 
levels of entering first graders and entering Multi-Grade students, then track their learning 
progress according to variables such as preschool experience, previous school or literacy 
class experience (for Multi-Grader students) and health and nutritional status. 
 
Study to compare LFE with Grade  3 & 5 exams.  Conduct a study to compare the LFE and 
Grade 3 and 5 national examinations according to selected variables.  However, take care not 
to measure the level of teacher use of active learning based on the results of the study. 
 
B. Lessons Learned 
 
This section differs from the Recommendations by focusing on a few elements that were no-
ticed and discussed while gathering data and analyzing results.  Their mention is intended to 
promote reflection rather than for action leading to modifications in the program.   
 
Attendance and enrollment 
 
Low attendance rates and student dropouts are major problems in schools around the world. 
NSP has shown that five strategies can contribute strongly to retaining students in school:   


 
1. Community awareness raising about the importance of schooling and regular atten-


dance have achieved results.  
 
2. Making school a place in which children are actively involved in their own learning 


causes the children themselves to want to come to school.   
 


3. Visits by teachers or facilitators to homes, fields or other work sites of children make 
them aware that their teachers care. Such visits have contributed to better school at-
tendance, helping to prevent school dropouts.  


 
4. The flexible school promotion policies in the Multi-Grade Schools make it easy for 


girls to return after extended absences and continue with their work—they do not 
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have to fail a grade and repeat a year just because they had to help work in the field 
during an important harvest. 


 
5. Keeping reliable records of enrollment, attendance and drop outs, provides essential 


data needed for improving programs to encourage attendance. 
 
Sustainability and institutionalization 
 
That the NSP works within the framework of the MOE has proven to be fortuitous. Not only 
are MOE personnel knowledgeable and involved in the project, but the fact that NSP pro-
grams are MOE programs as well and MOE personnel are being trained by NSP, should re-
turn substantial long-term benefits.  This contrasts to donor programs in other countries that 
operate alongside, or in spite of, a counterpart agency. Although working with the MOE’s 
prescriptive curriculum and burdensome regulations is challenging, the NSP program appears 
to be generating a positive impact on the MOE. 
 
More efforts need to be made by NSP and MOE so that the MOE develops a stronger sense 
of ownership of what is still referred to as the “CARE School”. 
 
Community involvement  
 
The impressive community participation inspired by NSP has undoubtedly been made much 
more possible by the fact that there was to be an enormous benefit to the community for the 
efforts they put in. There is an obvious contrast between the new PTC’s in NSP schools and 
the failure of most MOE schools to establish viable PTCs. This shows that people are willing 
to give enormously of their time and effort if they have a reason to do so, but are under-
standably reluctant if there is no obvious return for their efforts. 
 
Flexibility and educational programs  
 
It is clear that, in spite of the inadequate facilities and resources, the Multi-Grade Schools 
benefit enormously because a certain amount of flexibility is built into their arrangements. 
The built- in opportunities to plan together, to see others teaching, to move students at their 
own pace are some instances of the flexibility that produces more creativity in these programs 
than in many standard school programs..  
 
Collaboration between types of schools has emerged unexpectedly, bringing benefits to all 
involved.  One NSP school is assisting a nearby Multi-Age program by permitting the Multi-
Age girls to attend science and computer classes and go on field trips. This type of coopera-
tion greatly enriches the school experience of these Multi-Grade girls. Similar collaboration 
between other NSP programs as well as between NSP and nearby MOE programs should 
prove equally fruitful. 
 
Teacher motivation 


 
The choice of teachers, facilitators and coordinators from the community resulted in a higher 
sense of commitment which is evident in classrooms.   
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C. Unresolved Issues 
 
Lab /Professional Development Schools: 
 
NSP has agreed to designate 4 schools to become Professional Development Schools (2 in 
Minya, 1 in Fayoum, and 1 in Beni Suef). These schools are close enough to the faculties of 
education in the three communities, in order to facilitate cooperation.  
 
In Minya a substantial number of MTEP teachers were appointed at Abu Seilm in anticipa-
tion of it becoming a lab school. Also a steering committee that has representatives from both 
the MOE and FOE was formed. However, the concept of lab school does not seem to be well 
defined. A clear vision that includes the objective of developing the lab schools and an under-
standing of how it differs from other schools has yet to be completed. Although both the FOE 
and MOE agree that there is a great need for Lab/Professional Development schools, each has 
a different concept of what it entails.  
 
In one of the meetings between the FOE and MOE it was agreed that the vision of a 
lab/Professional Development School is “an enabling environment for action research, that 
emphasizes quality education for children while sustaining quality improvement and provid-
ing opportunities for the professional development of all parties involved.”  However, each 
entity sees the achievement of this goal in a very different light. The MOE is not willing to 
give any space for innovations or experimentation in these schools and FOE perceives it as 
another school where their students will be trained. The Lab/PDS concept requires flexibility 
in teacher placement, teacher training models, finances, and collaboration between teachers 
and faculty. 
 
Issues 


 
1. There is no clear understanding of the role, function and objective of a lab school 
2. There is no shared vision of a Professional Development School 
3. Collaboration between MOE and FOE is problematic 
4. There is no flexibility built in  the mandate of these schools 


 
Recommendation 


 
1. Explore different models. The Professional Development School concept is sound and 


models exist throughout the world that deal with the issues of equity, qua lity, and the 
in-service and pre-service training of teachers. Different models should be explored, 
to identify most appropriate model for the Egyptian context.  


 
2. Facilitate and provide expert assistance to form shared vision and mission. There is a 


determined need to reach a shared vision and mission for the  lab/PDS school. Iden-
tify specialized person to work with the two entities to set policy and  formulate  a 
shared vision and mission.  


 
3. Separate the lab school concept from NSP scope of work. To avoid dilution of NSP’s 


mandate, the team does not recommend adding lab school activities to the cooperative 
agreement. 
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Overview 


 
This report presents the results of the Education Reform Program (ERP) Education Quality 


Baseline Study. Data was collected from all seven participant ERP governorates using the 


Standards-based Classroom Observation Protocol for Egypt (SCOPE), which was specifically 


designed for the purpose of conducting this study. 


 


The SCOPE (see Appendix A) measures teacher enactment of instructional practices that 


are characteristic of, and common to standards and reform-based teaching methods. The 


instructional practices targeted by the SCOPE are aligned with the “Educator Standards” as 


outlined in the National Standards for Education in Egypt (Vol. I). The SCOPE also measures 


student behaviors that reflect the development of problem solving and critical thinking skills. 


The instrument comprises 21 statements related to teacher and student classroom behaviors that 


are rated on a criterion-based scale from 1 to 5. The specific criteria appear in Appendix B. The 


21 SCOPE statements are grouped under six clusters that are presented in Table 1. 


 


Before presenting the major findings of the present study, it should prove useful to provide 


a generalized overview of the SCOPE ratings. Such an overview is crucial to interpreting the 


collected data and anchoring the findings presented in the “Results” sections below. The SCOPE 


items outline certain instructional behaviors on the part of teachers (items 1 through 16) or 


engagement-with-learning behaviors on the part of students (items 17 through 21) (see Table 1). 


Each of these items is rated on a scale from 1 to 5. An examination of the criteria associated with 


these ratings (see Appendix B) indicates that each behavior is rated on a continuum that starts 


with more traditional behaviors and moves toward more desired, reform-based behaviors. Thus, 


ratings of “1” for teacher behaviors characterize instruction that is traditional; authoritative; 


teacher-centered; non-collaborative or cooperative; mostly chalk-and-talk; exclusively academic, 


compartmentalized, and discipline specific; non-responsive to student lives and needs; poor in 


providing positive feedback and opportunities for student reflection; and focused on rote 


learning, convergent final products (e.g., answers to convergent test questions), and algorithmic 


problem solving. In the same vein, ratings of “1” for student behaviors characterize a classroom 


in which students are passive, and engaged with chorus responses to convergent questions and 
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Table 1 


SCOPE Clusters and Associated Statements 
 
I. Effective management of the classroom, and instructional time and resources, and subject 


matter expertise 
1. Manages instructional time effectively 
2. Demonstrates effective classroom management skills 
3. Makes effective use of different instructional resources and strategies to explain and 


model subject matter concepts and skills 
 


II. Fostering a collaborative and equitable learning environment 
4. Engages students in carefully structured cooperative learning experiences 
5. Implements instruction that targets the development of students’ social and collaborative 


skills 
6. Actively ensures the participation of all students in learning activities irrespective of their 


sex, achievement level, special needs, giftedness and other differences 
 


III. Fostering an active student-centered learning environment 
7. Uses diverse instructional strategies to promote active student participation in learning 
8. Effectively asks probing and open-ended questions that encourage thinking, and help 


students explicate their thinking 
9. Encourages students to have a voice in the learning environment 


 


IV. Fostering a responsive, relevant, integrated, and reflective learning environment 
10. Provides students with opportunities to build meaningful connections between different 


subject matter areas, and between these areas and everyday life experiences 
11. Provides students with structured opportunities to apply their understandings and skills to 


everyday life situations and problems 
12. Provides students with structured opportunities to reflect on their own learning 
13. Provides and helps students suggest ample, specific, and constructive feedback 
14. Uses student prior knowledge and experiences to plan and adjust instruction 


 


V. Promoting problem solving, and higher order and critical thinking skills 
15. Provides students with opportunities to practice higher order and critical thinking skills 
16. Provides students with opportunities to develop problem solving skills 


 


VI. Students exhibit classroom behaviors that reflect the development of problem solving and 
critical thinking skills 
17. Gather, classify, analyze, and synthesize evidence and/or information and make 


defensible inferences 
18. Ask critical questions or make critical comments regarding information, ideas, and 


assumptions discussed in textbooks or class 
19. Define problems and come up with questions for further investigation 
20. Provide alternative approaches to solving similar problems 
21. Assess the effectiveness of alternative approaches to solving a problem and defend the 


most effective approach 
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algorithmic problem solving. By comparison, ratings of “5” for teacher and student behaviors 


characterize classrooms in which instruction is reformed; participatory; student-centered; 


collaborative and cooperative; active; inquiry-based; relevant and responsive to student lives and 


needs; integrated across disciplines and connected with everyday life; focused on meaningful 


learning, higher order and critical thinking skills, and open-ended, heuristic problem solving. In 


such reformed classrooms, students are reflective on their own learning experiences, and actively 


engaged both individually and in groups in inquiring (collecting data and information and 


generating defensible inferences); and thinking about open-ended questions and issues, defining 


problems and generating questions for investigation, coming up with alternative solutions to 


these problems and questions, and assessing the effectiveness and validity of these solutions. 


 


The upward movement from one rating to another in relation to a certain item reflects 


improvements toward achieving reform-based instruction. In general, ratings of “1” and “2” still 


reflect more traditional teaching and learning behaviors. While a rating of “2” signifies some 


improvement compared to a rating of “1” it still does not reflect substantial changes in the target 


behaviors. A rating of “3” could be thought of as a major turning point along the developmental 


pathway in relation to a target behavior. Ratings of “4” are indeed characteristic of reform-based 


classrooms. Finally, ratings of “5” are those associated with expert teachers who fully embraced 


reform-based instruction and are orchestrating and fine-tuning their instruction in the newly 


achieved and reformed context. Here it should be noted that some of the target instructional 


behaviors can be thought of as modular, such as behaviors associated with cooperative learning 


and inquiry-based teaching. For instance, an observed classroom session can feature an excellent 


cooperative learning activity in which students are actively engaged with understanding textual 


materials (and thus score high on items related to cooperative learning) and yet feature little in 


terms of inquiry-based teaching behaviors such as collecting empirical evidence (and thus score 


low on items related to inquiry teaching). In other words, it is not anticipated that an observed 


classroom session will rate high on all dimensions targeted by the SCOPE. Other instructional 


behaviors are anticipated to run across as common themes in classroom instruction irrespective 


of the specific instructional strategies used. These behaviors include, for example, effectively 


managing instructional time, providing positive and informative feedback to students, and 


encouraging student reflection. Thus, in reform-based classrooms teachers are expected to 
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consistently score high on most of these latter behaviors. 


 
Data Collection 


 
About 160 supervisors from all seven participant governorates collected data for the present 


study. They received a week-long training that aimed to prepare them to collect valid and reliable 


data using the SCOPE. During this week, the supervisors were provided an overview of the 


Baseline Study, the SCOPE, and their role as classroom observers. They were also engaged with 


experiential learning activities (which served as first time experiences for most and refreshers for 


a few others) to introduce them to the principles of active learning, student-centered teaching, 


cooperative learning, and inquiry learning. Effective time and classroom management skills, 


effective questioning strategies, higher-order and critical thinking skills, as well as problem 


solving permeated all these learning activities. Observers were also engaged with critical reading 


of the criteria associated with each SCOPE item through first reading and then providing and 


discussing examples from various subject matter areas that exemplify classroom behaviors 


targeted by each criterion. They also were trained in two supervision techniques: Global 


scanning and question tracking. 


 


Next, observers screened several videotapes showing footage of Egyptian teachers teaching 


actual students and content from the curriculum. This footage was specifically captured for 


purposes of the training. Observers rated each of the teaching segments using the SCOPE. Each 


rating activity was followed by polling observers for their ratings and engaging them with in-


depth discussions by reference to the rating criteria in order to reach consensus on the associated 


ratings. Following these experiences, the supervisors screened and rated three teaching segments 


captured in the USAID-funded, Egyptian New Schools Program classrooms and showing 


traditional, transitional, and reformed teaching episodes. These segments were used to engage 


observers in further discussions by showing teaching that deviated from traditional, teacher-


centered practices that dominate instruction in most Egyptian classrooms. These latter segments 


also served to (a) test whether participants’ use of the SCOPE would discriminate among 


different types of teaching (i.e., traditional, transitional, and reformed) and (b) check on 


participants’ inter-rater reliability with using the SCOPE. Finally, participants received further 


orientation related to the actual execution of the classroom observations (sample, observation 
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routes, protocols to follow, etc.). As was evident from several rounds of polling observers’ 


ratings and discussing these ratings, the observers achieved a moderately high level of inter-rater 


reliability for the purpose of conducting the first round of data collection for the baseline study. 


In effect, observers were highly consistent in their use of the SCOPE as indicated by the high 


reliability of the instrument (Cronbach’s alpha = .93). 


 
Participants 


 
The target population comprised all grade 1–12 teachers and students in the Family of Schools 


(FOS) in all ERP governorates. A stratified random sample comprising about 5% of all teachers 


and their classrooms was used for purposes of data collection. Stratification was based on type of 


school (multi-grade, primary, preparatory, secondary, and technical), grade level taught, subject 


matter taught (Arabic, English, Math, Science, Social Studies, and Other), and teacher’s sex. Every 


effort was undertaken to limit the sample to permanent (versus temporary) teachers in order to 


minimize attrition that might compromise future data collection efforts. The resulting sample 


comprised a total of 733 teachers. 


 


Appendix C presents a number of tables that detail the profile of participant classrooms and 


teachers: Table 2 presents the distribution of participant classrooms by governorate and level. 


Table 3 presents the distribution of the observed teachers in the participant governorates by 


school type. Table 4 presents this distribution by teacher sex, school type, and grade level. 


Finally, Table 5 shows the distribution of participant teachers by school type and subject matter 


taught. As Table 3 indicates, of the 733 participants, only nine teach in multi-grade classrooms. 


Thus, unlike with other school levels or types (primary, preparatory, secondary, and technical), 


statistical analyses with the data collected in multi-grade classrooms will not be undertaken 


because of the small sample size. 


 


Additionally, Appendix C presents a number of tables and associated graphs that detail 


participant teachers’ profiles in relation to a number of background variables. Data on these 


variables were collected from participant teachers by the Baseline Study observers. These 


variables include teaching experience (Table 6 and Figures 6.1–6.4), teacher classification (Table 


7 and Figures 7.1–7.4), teacher highest degree (Table 8 and Figures 8.1–8.4), professional 
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development experiences during the past three years (Table 9 and Figures 9.1–9.4), agencies that 


provided such professional development (Table 10 and Figures 10.1–10.4), average duration of 


these professional development experiences (Table 11 and Figures 11.1–11.4), classroom seating 


arrangements (Table 12 and Figures 12.1–12.4), availability of instructional materials (Table 13 


and Figures 13.1–13.4), and availability of instructional technologies (Table 14 and Figures 


14.1–14.4). The relevance of these background variables to the instructional behaviors observed 


during the Baseline Study will be elucidated in the section on statistical analyses detailed below. 


 
Results 


 
Descriptive and Visual Exploration 


 
Tables 15.1 to 15.21, which appear in Appendix D, present frequency distributions for the ratings 


on each of the 21 SCOPE items. The ratings are aggregated by governorate and school type 


(multi-grade, primary, preparatory, secondary, and technical). The tables also present frequency 


distributions for the ratings for all school levels. Each table is accompanied with six figures that 


offer visual representations of these data. Each bar in these figures represents the percentage of 


teachers in the corresponding governorate and school level who attained a certain rating (1, 2, 3, 


4, or 5) for the SCOPE item characterized in the figure. 


 


An examination of the data in Appendix D reveals a number of major patterns, which are 


discussed, more or less, along the SCOPE item clusters that appear in Table 1 above. Items 1, 2, 


and 3 focus on managing instructional time, student behavior, and instructional resources and 


materials respectively. Almost all teachers in Qena received a rating of “1” on all three items. All 


the remaining teachers received a rating of “2” with the exception of 5% of preparatory school 


teachers who were rated “3” on classroom management. Also, the situation in Minia was 


somewhat similar for items 2 and 3. About 13% of all teachers in Minia received a rating of “3” 


or “4” for managing instructional time. In general, Alexandria, Aswan, Beni Suef, Cairo, and 


Fayoum did relatively better on these three items. On average, 22–36% of teachers in these 


governorates received ratings of “3” or “4” on managing instructional time; 18–39% received 


such ratings for classroom management; and 8–23% for managing instructional materials and 


resources. In particular, about 60% and 50% of primary teachers in Alexandria received rating of 
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“3” or higher on items 1 and 2. The corresponding percentages in Aswan were 67% and 33%. In 


Cairo, the percentage of technical school teachers who received ratings of “3” or “4” on items 1, 


2, and 3 were about 50%, 67%, 33% respectively. These somewhat encouraging results, 


however, need to be qualified. An examination of the results related to the remaining SCOPE 


items outlined below will indicate that traditional, teacher-centered teaching is prevalent in the 


greatest majority of the observed classrooms. Such an approach to teaching places relatively little 


demand on teachers in terms of managing instructional time, student behavior, and instructional 


resources and materials simply because students do little more in these classrooms than listen 


and copy notes, and teachers rarely use instructional materials and resources other than the chalk 


board. As teachers start to design and facilitate learning environments in which students are 


actively engaged with learning and in which a variety of instructional activities and resources are 


involved, more sophisticated management skills on the part of teachers will be needed. Skills 


usually effective in managing time, behaviors, and resources in traditional classrooms would not 


suffice for effectively managing student-centered instruction. 


 


Instructional behaviors related to using cooperative learning strategies and teaching social 


skills are targeted in items 4 and 5 respectively. With minor exceptions, cooperative learning and 


teaching social skills were absent in Aswan, Beni Suef, Cairo, Minia, and Qena with 80% and 


more of all teachers receiving a rating of “1” and 95% or more receiving a rating of “1” or “2.” 


Exceptions included about 17% of primary teachers in Aswan receiving a rating of “3” on item 


4. This state of affairs was only slightly better in Alexandria and Fayoum where about 85% of all 


teachers received a rating of “1” or “2” on these two items. In particular, about 23% of primary 


and 15% of preparatory teachers in Alexandria received a rating of “3” or “4” on item 4. The 


corresponding percentages in Fayoum were 15% and 13% respectively. As far as teaching social 


skills go, 33% of primary and 13% of preparatory teachers in Alexandria were rated “3” or “4” 


on item 5, while 17% and 20% of preparatory and secondary teachers in Fayoum received such 


ratings. Overall, cooperative learning activities and instruction on social skills were absent from 


the greater majority of the observed classrooms in all seven governorates. 


 


Item 6 focuses on ensuring equitable participation in the learning process irrespective of 


students’ gender, ability, socioeconomic status, and achievement level. None of the observed 
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teachers in Qena received an acceptable rating on this item, with an average of 80% of all 


teachers receiving a rating of “1.” Between 77 and 93% of teachers in various school levels in 


Minia were rated “1” for item 6. However, about 8% of primary, preparatory, and technical 


school teachers in this governorate received a rating of “3.” Equitable participation fared better 


in primary and preparatory schools in Alexandria where 44% and 30% of teachers received 


ratings of “3” or “4” respectively. In secondary and technical schools, however, the percentages 


were lower and closer to 10%. Results for the remaining governorates were somewhat varied 


with Aswan doing relatively better in preparatory (item 6Aswan, Preparatory, 3 = 23%) and secondary 


(item 6Aswan, Secondary, 3 or 4 = 41%) classrooms. In Beni Suef 27% of secondary school teachers and 


in Cairo an impressive 67% of technical school teachers were rated 3 or 4 on item 6. Still, on 


average, the percentage of teachers who received low ratings of “1” or “2” on ensuring equitable 


student participation was very high in all seven governorates (about 74% in Alexandria, 80% in 


Aswan, 88% in Beni Suef, 86% in Cairo, 80% in Fayoum, 91% in Minia, and 100% in Qena). 


 


Items 7, 8, and 9 focus on student participation in the learning process through varied 


instructional strategies that foster active student engagement (item 7), open-ended questioning 


that elicits and explicates student thinking (item 8), and ensuring that students have a voice in the 


teaching and learning process (item 9). Almost all teachers in Minia and Qena received ratings of 


“1” on all three items across all levels. The remaining few teachers in these two governorate 


received a rating of “2.” The situation in Beni Suef and Cairo was only slightly better with 


relatively more teachers being rated at “2.” Additionally, about 7% of secondary teachers in Beni 


Suef were rated “3” on items 7 and 8 and a smaller percentage of primary teachers received such 


a rating on item 8. In Cairo, about 17% of technical school teachers were rated “3” on items 7 


and 8, and about 10% of primary school teachers received ratings of “3” for items 7 and 9. A few 


similar exceptions were noted in Aswan (item 7Aswan, Secondary, 3 = 17%; item 8Aswan, Secondary, 3 = 


25%; item 9Aswan, Primary, 3 = 17%). While the situation was not very different in technical and 


primary schools in Fayoum, relatively more teachers received ratings of “3” or “4” in 


preparatory (about 16%) and secondary (between about 20–27%) classrooms. Finally, while 


somewhat similar to Fayoum at the preparatory, secondary and technical levels, substantially 


more primary classrooms in Alexandria received ratings of “3” or “4” on student items (item 


7Alex, Primary, 3 or 4 = 39%; item 8 Alex, Primary, 3 or 4 = 39%; item 9 Alex, Primary, 3 or 4 = 22%). 
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In terms of instruction that fosters meaningful learning (item 10) through using students’ 


prior knowledge as a point of departure for instruction (item 14) and connecting learning to 


everyday life applications (item 11), almost all observed classrooms in the large majority of 


participant governorates received ratings of “1” or “2” (with ratings of “1” being substantially 


more prevalent than ratings of “2”) indicating a general absence of these target behaviors. 


Alexandria and Fayoum presented exceptions with about 12% and 9% of all teachers receiving a 


“3” on items 10 and 11 respectively. About 9% and 6% of teachers in these latter two 


governorates got ratings of “3” or “4” on item 14 respectively. These ratings were not consistent 


across all levels in the two governorates. In Alexandria, higher ratings were more prevalent in 


primary classrooms (item 10Alex, Primary, 3 or 5 = 22%; item 11Alex, Primary, 3 or 5 = 28%; item 14Alex, 


Primary, 3 or 4 = 28%) than in preparatory and secondary schools. Such prevalence was reversed in 


Fayoum with more secondary classrooms receiving higher ratings on these items (item 10Fayoum, 


Secondary, 3 = 20%; item 11Fayoum, Secondary, 3 or 4 = 20%) than primary and preparatory schools. 


Patterns evident in the case of item 12 (providing students with opportunities to reflect on their 


own learning) and item 13 (providing students with positive and constructive feedback) were 


very similar to the patterns just reported for items 10, 11, and 14. Two exceptions were evident: 


First, in the case of Aswan about 6% and 14% of preparatory classroom teachers received ratings 


of “3” on items 12 and 13. Second, in Cairo 17% of technical school teachers received a rating of 


“4” on item #13. In summary, meaningful and relevant learning, constructive feedback, and 


reflective activities were absent from the greatest majority of the observed classrooms. Some 


notable but small exceptions were evident in the case of primary classrooms in Alexandria and 


secondary schools in Fayoum. A major exception was the fact that about 44% of primary 


classrooms in Alexandria featured the provision of ample, specific, and constructive feedback by 


teachers (ratings of “3” and “4”). 


 


Instruction aimed at helping students develop problem solving, and higher order and 


critical thinking skills was generally absent in classrooms in Aswan, Beni Suef, Cairo, Minia, 


and Qena. Almost all teachers (more than 95%) observed in these governorates did not engage 


these instructional behaviors (items 15 and 16). Two exceptions were observed in primary 


classrooms in Cairo, where 5% and 10% of the teachers got a rating of “3” on items 15 and 16 


respectively, and about 15% of secondary school teachers in Aswan received such a rating on 
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item 15. On the average, Alexandria and Fayoum fared slightly better with about 9% of all 


teachers in these governorates receiving a rating of “3” or “4” on item 15, while about 8% of 


teachers in Alexandria and 4% in Fayoum received such ratings on item 16. These latter results 


mainly reflect higher ratings for primary and secondary classrooms in Alexandria and Fayoum 


(item 15Fayoum, Primary, 3 = 13%; item 16Fayoum, Secondary, 3 = 20%; item 15Alex, Secondary, 3 = 17%; item 


16Alex, Primary, 3 or 4 = 17%). 


 


As far as student behaviors are concerned, the data show that, with the exception of 


Alexandria and Fayoum, students in 90–100% of all observed classrooms did not do inquiry 


(item 17) or engage in critical discourse (item 18). Even in Alexandria and Fayoum these student 


behaviors were absent, on the average, from about 77–85% of all classrooms. Acceptable and 


targeted levels of engagement with these behaviors were evident in no more than an average of 


4% of the observed classrooms in these latter two governorates. What is more, engagement with 


inquiry and critical discourse was most prominent in Alexandria’s primary schools (28% and 


17% respectively) and critical discourse in Fayoum’s secondary schools (20%). Results were 


even more dire for student engagement with defining problems and generating research questions 


(item 19), solving problems (item 20), and evaluating the effectiveness of their solutions (item 


21). In general, these student behaviors were absent in 90–100% of all observed classrooms in 


the seven governorates. Again, notable exceptions were evident in Alexandria’s primary schools 


with 6% of the classrooms rated at “4” for item 19 and 17% rated at “3” or “4” for items 20 and 


21. What is more, 13% and 7% of Fayoum’s secondary schools got ratings of “3” on items 19 


and 21 respectively. In summary, desired student behaviors in relation to higher order and critical 


thinking skills, and problem solving were completely absent in the overwhelming majority (more 


than 90%) of the observed classrooms in almost all levels of all seven governorates. Some 


notable exceptions were evident in rather small percentages of primary schools in Alexandria 


and secondary schools in Fayoum. 


 
Statistical Analyses 


 
Statistical analyses appear in Appendix E. The data and associated analyses are organized in five 


sets. Each set comprises a table that presents the means (M) and standard deviations (SD) for the 


21 SCOPE items for all school levels (Table 16) or a certain level in the participant governorates 
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(Tables 17, 18, 19, and 20 present these data for primary, preparatory, secondary, and technical 


schools respectively). Each of the latter tables is followed by a set of 21 figures (Figures 16.1–


16.21; 17.1–17.21; 18.1–18.21; 19.1–19.21; and 20.1–20.21), which offer visual representations 


of the means for each SCOPE item across the participant governorates. Next, Analysis of 


Variance (ANOVA) tests were conducted to compare means for the various SCOPE items across 


governorates. If significant, an ANOVA indicates that differences between at least two of the 


(seven in this case) compared means are statistically significant. Where significant, an ANOVA 


was followed by pairwise posthoc comparisons using the conservative Tukey-HSD test to 


identify which of the mean differences were actually statistically significant. Thus, in each of the 


five set, figures are followed by a table (Tables 16.1, 17.1, 18.1, 19.1, and 20.1) that presents 


results for tests of Homogeneity of Variance conducted in preparation for doing ANOVA tests. 


Results of the ANOVAs appear in the next table (Tables 16.2, 17.2, 18.2, 19.2, and 20.2) and the 


posthoc comparisons appear in the associated set of tables (Tables 16.2.1–16.2.21; 17.2.1–


17.2.21; 18.2.1–18.2.21; 19.2.1–19.2.21; and 20.2.1–20.2.21). In these latter tables, statistically 


significant mean differences appear in boldface type. 


 
SCOPE Item Means 


 
Overall Means 


 
An examination of Table 16 reveals a number of major patterns that seem to run across all 


participant governorates. First, with rare exceptions, the overall means for participant teachers 


and classrooms in a given governorate were highest or lowest for the same set of SCOPE items. 


In particular, all teacher mean scores were highest for “managing instructional time,” followed 


by “classroom management,” and then “equitable participation.” What is more, the standard 


deviations (SD) associated with these means were the highest among the set for any one 


governorate indicating a wide range of performance for participant teachers within a governorate 


on these three SCOPE items. Most of these SDs ranged from 0.80 to 1.01 points on the 5-point 


scale. While this pattern held across governorates, the actual values of the means differed from 


governorate to governorate. The means for these items were lowest in Qena and Mina (1.17 < 


M1, 2 or 6 < 1.48), mid range in Beni Suef, Cairo, and Fayoum (1.55 < M1, 2 or 6 < 2.02), and highest 


in Alexandria and Aswan (1.71 < M1, 2 or 6 < 2.24). It should be noted that while mean scores on 
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these three items were highest among all SCOPE items, they were either below or slightly above 


the “2” mark indicating the prevalence of more traditional instructional practices. What is more, 


a qualification that was presented in the previous section is also appropriate here. Since results of 


the Baseline Study indicate that traditional, teacher-centered teaching is prevalent in the greatest 


majority of the observed classrooms, one could anticipate that teachers would do relatively well 


on these three items. Such an approach to teaching places relatively little demand on teachers in 


terms of managing instructional time and student behavior because students do little more than 


listen and copy notes. What is more, since student participation mostly takes the form of 


answering convergent questions posed by teachers, it is relatively easy to “involve” almost all 


students in classroom discourse, which explains the observed mean score in terms of “equitable 


participation.” As teachers start to design and facilitate learning environments in which students 


are actively and collaboratively engaged with learning and in which a variety of instructional 


activities and resources are involved, more sophisticated management and teaching skills on the 


part of teachers will be needed especially in terms of ensuring the engagement of all students in 


the learning environment. 


 


On the other extreme, student mean scores (items 17–21) across all governorates were 


lowest among the set, roughly in the following order: “Students do inquiry,” “students engage 


critical discourse,” “students define problems and questions,” “students solve problems,” and 


“students evaluate different solutions.” The actual overall means differed slightly across 


governorates and ranged from 1.00 to no more than 1.31. Additionally, in this case the associated 


SDs were the lowest in the set (ranging from 0.00 to 0.50) indicating that student engagement 


with problem solving and higher order and critical thinking skills was consistently dismal in the 


observed classrooms within each governorate as it was across all governorates. 


 


As far as the remaining 13 SCOPE items go, there are differences between governorates in 


terms of where means for specific items fall between the above two extremes (a relative “high” 


for items 1, 2, and 6 and low for items 17–21). In general, means for teacher instructional 


behaviors related to “use of instructional resources,” “questioning,” “feedback,” and “active 


learning,” were relatively higher than those related to “cooperative learning,” “teaching social 


skills,” “use of prior knowledge,” “problem solving,” and “higher order and critical thinking.” 
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However, the overall means for these items all fell in a narrow band that ranges from 1.01 to 


1.84 with SDs ranging from 0.10 to 0.87. Thus, instructional behaviors targeted by these items 


were still largely traditional in nature with small differences across participant governorates. 


 


An ANOVA (Table 16.2) followed by pairwise posthoc comparisons (Tables 16.2.1–


16.2.21) indicated that a number of mean differences between the different governorates for 


some SCOPE items were statistically significant at the .05 level. At once, it should be noted that 


“statistical” significance should not be conflated with “practical” significance. A statistically 


significant difference between two means only indicates that such a difference cannot be 


attributed to chance but tells little about the “importance” of that difference. Practical 


significance is judged heuristically and contextually. In other words, the amount of difference 


between two means that counts as “practically significant” on a 5-point scale differs for one 


situation to another depending, for instance, on the goals of a project and what that amount of 


difference might actually signify. In the present study one should consider, for example, what a 


certain difference between two means for a certain SCOPE item entails in terms of actual 


classroom instructional behavior.  


 


Table 21 presents a summary of these statistically significant mean differences that were 


larger than one-third of a point. The numbers that appear in the table refer to SCOPE items. The 


color coding provides a sense of the value of the observed mean differences. Blue color refers to 


mean differences that are greater than or equal to 0.34 but less than 0.67, red refers to mean 


differences greater than or equal to 0.67 but smaller than 1.00, and black refers to differences 


that are greater than 1.00 point. The differences are read as those between the mean for the 


indicated item for the governorate in the first raw and that for the governorate in the first column. 


For instance, consider the cell at the intersection of Alexandria and Aswan: This cell indicates 


that the means for items 4 and 5 in Alexandria are greater than those in Aswan and that the mean 


differences for these items is between 0.34 and 0.67 points. 


 


Several inferences can be drawn form an examination of Table 21, such as that Alexandria 


did “better” than Beni Suef, Cairo, Mina, and Qena on a number of SCOPE items but not better 


than Aswan or Fayoum, that Aswan and Fayoum did “better” than Mina and Qena on a number  
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Table 21 


Significant Differences between SCOPE Item Means in All Levels 


 Alexandria Aswan Beni Suef Cairo Fayoum 


Aswan 4, 5 
 


    


Beni Suef 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 13, 
16 
 


3   3, 5 


Cairo 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 
13 
 


    


Fayoum 5 
 


    


Minia 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 
16 
 


1, 2, 6, 10 1, 2, 8 1, 2 1, 2, 3 5, 6, 
7, 8, 9 


Qena 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 
10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 16 
 


1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 
8, 10, 13, 14 


1, 2, 6, 8 2, 6, 7, 8 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 7, 8, 9, 13 


Note. 0.34 ≤ Blue <0.67; 0.67 ≤ Red < 1.00; Black ≥ 1.00 
 


of items but not better than Cairo, or that only in rare cases were these differences greater than 


two-thirds of a point, etc. However, when making such inferences one should be careful to note 


that the overwhelming majority of the means were less than 2 points to start with. Indeed, only 3 


of the 147 means involved (M1, Alex; M2, Alex; and M1, Beni Suef) were actually larger than 2 points. 


In other words, it is important to note that what is at hand is a situation where almost all of the 


observed teachers in all governorates demonstrated instructional behaviors that were both 


completely or significantly traditional in nature and substantially different from the sort of 


reform-based behaviors targeted by ERP and the Egyptian reform documents. Indeed, and this is 


a crucial point, the observed differences in teacher mean scores did not engender any significant 


differences in terms of student engagement with problem solving and higher order and critical 


thinking in the observed classrooms. An examination of Table 21 shows that no mean 


differences related to student behaviors (items 17–21) and greater than one-third of a point were 


found to be statistically significant. What is more important about the differences observed in 


Table 21 is that they create the sort of variance that might later prove useful in understanding 
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which background variables might account for such differences as a starting point for making 


sense of and capitalizing on the observed differences despite their lacking in terms of substantial 


practical significance. 


 
Primary School Level 


 
Table 17 indicates that, with few exceptions, the patterns outlined in the previous section hold 


for primary classrooms: On one end, teacher mean scores for items 1, 2, and 6 were highest 


among the set for all participant governorates and associated with the largest SDs, while mean 


scores for items 17–21 were lowest along with very small SDs. However, there was more 


variance in the actual values of the observed means as far as some teacher behaviors were 


concerned. For instance, in Alex, mean scores were relatively high for “managing instructional 


time” (2.78), “classroom management” (2.67), “equitable participation” (2.44), and “managing 


instructional materials and resources” (2.33), while mean scores for the same items in Qena 


ranged from 1.00 to 1.29. Indeed, in Alexandria, mean scores for seven SCOPE items were 


above the “2” mark (these were, in addition to the aforementioned four items, “feedback,” 


“active learning,” and “questioning”). 


 


Mean scores in Minia and Qena were particularly low indicating that these governorates 


need special attention and concerted efforts at the primary level. In Qena, the mean scores for 19 


of the 21 SCOPE items were 1.00 (SD = 0.00) and did not exceed 1.29 for the remaining two 


items. In Minia, mean scores ranged from 1.00 to a mere 1.21 with SDs ranging from 0.00 to 


0.58. What is noteworthy is that mean scores for all five SCOPE items targeting student 


behaviors in both governorates were 1.00. This latter disconcerting situation was identical in the 


case of Aswan, Beni Suef, and Cairo, and slightly better in Alexandria (1.33 < MAlex, Primary, 17–21 < 


1.87) and Fayoum (1.10 < MFayoum, Primary, 17–21 < 1.33). 


 


Table 22 presents a summary of the statistically significant mean differences that were 


larger than one-third of a point. The table indicates that Alexandria had statistically significant 


higher mean scores on a number of SCOPE items than Beni Suef, Cairo, Fayoum, Minia, and 


Qena, with many differences larger than 0.67 points. However, it should be noted that 14 of the 


21 means in Alexandria were below 2.00 and only two means were somewhat close to the “3” 
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mark (MAlex, Primary, 1 = 2.78, MAlex, Primary, 1 = 2.67). 


Table 22 


Significant Differences between SCOPE Item Means in Primary Classrooms 


 Alexandria Aswan Beni Suef Cairo Fayoum 


Aswan 3, 17 
 


    


Beni Suef 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 
13, 14, 16, 17, 19, 20 
 


    


Cairo 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
11, 13, 14, 17, 18, 19, 
20 
 


    


Fayoum 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 
13, 14, 17 
 


    


Minia 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 
10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 
20 
 


1 1   


Qena 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, 
11, 13, 14, 17 
 


1 1   


0.34 ≤ Blue <0.67; 0.67 ≤ Red < 1.00; Black ≥ 1.00 
 


Preparatory School Level 


 
The abovementioned patterns generally hold for preparatory classrooms: Teachers tend to do 


relatively better on “managing instructional time,” “classroom management,” “equitable 


participation,” and/or “managing instructional materials and resources” across governorates. 


While results for other instructional behaviors are somewhat varied across governorates, teachers 


generally do better on “feedback,” “questioning,” and “active learning,” than on “student voice,” 


“teaching social skills,” “problem solving,” and “higher order and critical thinking skills.” Still, 


student involvement with problem solving and higher order and critical thinking skills was 


dismal across all governorates. At once, the reader is reminded that the qualifiers “better” and 


“doing better” in this context should be interpreted cautiously; after all, for preparatory 


classrooms in all governorates only 5 of 147 mean scores were above 2.00. 
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Compared to the primary level, mean SCOPE item scores for teacher behaviors in 


preparatory classrooms were generally lower. On the higher end, these means ranged from 1.16 


to 2.24 while still being associated with the largest SDs (0.58 to 0.97). What is more, an 


examination of Table 23 shows that even though Alexandria did better than Beni Suef, Cairo, 


Minia, and Qena (but not better than Aswan and Fayoum), and both Aswan and Fayoum did 


better than Minia and Qena on a number of SCOPE items, only a handful of the observed mean 


differences were larger than two-thirds of a point. 


 


 


Table 23 


Significant Differences between SCOPE Item Means in Preparatory Classrooms 


 Alexandria Aswan Beni Suef Cairo Fayoum 


Aswan 5 
 


    


Beni Suef 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 13 
 


   3 


Cairo 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 11, 
13 
 


14   3, 5 


Fayoum 6 
 


    


Minia 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
9, 10, 12, 13, 14 
 


1, 2, 6, 10, 
14 


8, 9  3, 7, 8, 9 


Qena 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
9, 10, 11, 12, 14 
 


1, 2, 3, 6, 10, 
13, 14 


1, 2, 8, 9 1, 2 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 7, 8, 9, 13 


0.34 ≤ Blue <0.67; 0.67 ≤ Red < 1.00; Black ≥ 1.00 
 


Secondary School Level 


 
In addition to the abovementioned patterns, which held true at the secondary level especially in 


terms of dismal student engagement with the target behaviors, mean scores in Aswan were 


higher than in other governorates for “managing instructional time” (2.50), “equitable 


participation” (2.25), “classroom management” (2.08), “instructional materials and resources” 


(2.08), and “questioning” (2.08). These differences are not reflected in Table 24 mainly because 


of the small sample size in terms of secondary teachers in Aswan (12) relative to those in other 
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Table 24 


Significant Differences between SCOPE Item Means in Secondary Classrooms 


 Alexandria Aswan Beni Suef Cairo Fayoum 


Aswan  
 


    


Beni Suef 3, 4 
 


3    


Cairo 2, 4 
 


    


Fayoum  
 


    


Minia 4, 13, 15, 16 
 


3, 5, 6, 7    


Qena 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 
10, 13 
 


1, 3, 8, 7 1   


0.34 ≤ Blue <0.67; 0.67 ≤ Red < 1.00; Black ≥ 1.00 
 


governorates, such as Alexandria (30) and Cairo (30), which affects the power of statistical tests 


of significance. Both Alexandria and Aswan did better on a small number of teacher-related 


items than both Minia and Qena. No substantial differences were observed between Alexandria, 


Aswan, Cairo, and Fayoum. Still, the overwhelming majority of mean score on all items were 


less than 2.00. 


 
Technical Schools 


 
Even though the patterns established with other school levels were also true of technical schools, 


there were differences in terms of the governorates that did “better” than others. In this case—


albeit few in number as was the case with other school levels, relatively high means were 


observed in Cairo (MCairo, Technical, 6 = 2.83, MCairo, Technical, 1 = 2.50, MCairo, Technical, 2 = 2.50 ) and 


Fayoum (MFayoum, Technical, 1 = 2.67 ). In Alexandria, Aswan, Minia, and Qena, mean scores for all 


SCOPE items were not higher than 1.87 and the overwhelming majority of these means were less 


than 1.50. Additionally, items related to student behaviors were particularly low in all 


governorates with the overwhelming majority of the mean scores on these items being 1.00. 


Table 25 shows that mean scores for a number of SCOPE items in Cairo and Fayoum were 


significantly (in the statistical sense) higher than those in the remaining governorates. 
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Table 25 


Significant Differences between SCOPE Item Means in Technical Classrooms 


 Alexandria Aswan Beni Suef Cairo Fayoum 


Aswan    6, 8, 13 9, 12 
 


Beni Suef    6, 8, 13 
 


9, 12 


Cairo -6, -8 
 


  6 12 


Fayoum -9 
 


    


Minia    6, 8, 9, 13 
 


9, 12 


Qena    1, 2, 6, 8, 9, 
13 
 


1, 2, 6, 9, 12 
 


0.34 ≤ Blue <0.67; 0.67 ≤ Red < 1.00; Black ≥ 1.00 
 


Correlations with Background Variables 


 
Analyses resulted in a number of statistically significant correlations between SCOPE item 


scores and background variables (see Appendix A) collected through the SCOPE. Table 26 only 


presents those correlations that were significant at the .01 level, as compared to all the 


correlations that were found to be significant at the .05 level. The decision to adopt more 


stringent criteria for statistical significance was used to guard against the accumulation of error, 


which results from pursuing a large number of correlations. Albeit mostly small in value 


(ranging from 0.10 to 0.30), these correlations reveal some interesting findings. 


 


First, the availability of resources and physical arrangement of the learning environment 


were positively correlated with the enactment of reform-based teaching and learning behaviors. 


Both the “availability of instructional materials” and “availability of instructional technologies” 


were positively correlated with all SCOPE items. In other words, teacher instructional behaviors 


and student engagement with desired activities were better in classrooms that had ample 


instructional resources and technologies to support the teaching and learning process. What is 


more, “seating arrangement” was correlated with 4 of the 5 items related to student behaviors, as 


well as with teacher behaviors related to ensuring equitable participation of and a voice for all 
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Table 26 
Significant Correlations between SCOPE Items and Background Variables 


SCOPE item Background 


variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21a


Level 
 
 


      -0.13 -0.10                       -0.13         


Teaching 
experience 
 


    0.13 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.12 0.13 0.10 0.10     0.13 0.11   0.10       


Teacher’s 
classification 
 


0.14 0.12 0.18 0.17 0.14 0.13 0.16 0.11 0.12 0.12   0.15 0.16   0.13 0.10 0.16 0.13 0.11 0.12 0.12 


T’s highest 
degree 
 


0.11 0.11 0.11     0.11 0.10           0.11                 


Prof 
develop: 
Last 3 years 
 


0.18 0.19 0.24 0.17 0.13 0.23 0.18 0.14 0.11 0.21 0.20 0.17 0.20 0.19 0.16 0.12 0.15 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.12 


Average dur. 
of training 
 


    0.12   0.11 0.13   0.13   0.12 0.14 0.14 0.14           0.12     


Seating 
arrangement 
 


      0.21 0.12 0.11 0.12   0.10       0.12       0.14 0.14   0.13 0.12 


Availability 
of inst. 
materials 


0.26 0.27 0.44 0.30 0.25 0.26 0.31 0.20 0.20 0.22 0.15 0.21 0.23 0.20 0.20 0.19 0.26 0.14 0.17 0.13 0.16 


Availability 
of inst 
technologies 
 


0.14 0.17 0.25 0.16 0.20 0.11 0.18 0.19 0.14 0.13 0.12 0.18 0.12 0.11 0.18 0.16 0.25 0.14 0.17 0.15 0.20 


Note. All correlations are significant at the 0.01 level 
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students in the learning environment, teaching social and collaborative skills, providing positive 


and constructive feedback to students, and fostering an active learning environment. Teachers 


who had alternative seating arrangements in their classrooms fared better on these latter 


behaviors than teachers who arranged students into fixed rows. 


 


Second, teachers’ experience, qualifications, and professional development were positively 


correlated with reform-based teaching and learning behaviors. Teachers with more teaching 


experience tended to do better on almost all SCOPE items with the exception of “managing 


instructional time,” “classroom management,” “providing positive and constructive feedback,” 


and “using student prior knowledge.” Master teachers and those who participated in more 


professional development activities during the past three years did better on almost all SCOPE 


items than teachers who did not engage with the associated activities. What is more, teachers 


who participated in more substantial professional development activities (as indicated by the 


average duration of these activities) did better than teachers who had short-lived professional 


development in terms of managing instructional resources and materials, implementing 


cooperative learning activities, asking open-ended and probing questions, linking different 


subject matter area and connecting instruction to students’ everyday lives, and providing ample, 


specific, and constructive feedback to students. 


 


Finally, as the negative correlations in the first raw of Table 26 indicate, cooperative 


learning activities and teaching social skills, as well as student engagement with inquiry 


decreased upon going up in the educational ladder. In other words, teachers in primary 


classrooms were more likely to use cooperative learning strategies and have students engage 


with inquiry related activities than teachers in secondary classrooms. 


 
Summary 


 
The Education Quality Baseline Study of the ERP Family of Schools indicates that, in general, 


participant teachers in all seven governorates and all school levels enact very traditional or 


mostly traditional instructional practices when compared to those practices espoused by ERP and 


the Egyptian national education reform documents. As a result, student behaviors reflective of 


these students’ espoused engagement with higher order and critical thinking and problem solving 
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are, in effect, absent from almost all observed classrooms. Thus, instruction in the participant 


schools can be characterized as far from being reform oriented and very close to being 


traditional; authoritative; teacher-centered; non-collaborative or cooperative; exclusively 


academic, compartmentalized, and discipline specific; non-responsive to student lives and needs; 


poor in providing positive feedback and opportunities for student reflection; and focused on rote 


learning, convergent final products, and algorithmic problem solving. This state of affairs only 


serves to highlight the grave need for systemic and concreted reform efforts that ERP is 


attempting in the Egyptian context. 


 


To be sure, not all participant governorates are at equal par as far as the target instructional 


practices are concerned. For instance, at the primary level, Alexandria seems to fare better than 


the other governorates, save Aswan. At the preparatory level, Alexandria, Aswan, and Fayoum 


seem to be doing better than Cairo, Mina, and Qena. In technical schools, Cairo and Fayoum 


seem to have higher mean scores on some SCOPE items than the remaining governorates. 


However, we should be careful not to make much of these initial differences for several reasons. 


First, the overwhelming majority of the mean scores at hand range between 1.00 and 2.00, which 


indicates that, despite the differences, the behaviors at hand remain either very or mostly 


traditional in nature. Second, mean scores that are above the 2.00 mark are almost always related 


to managing instructional time, classroom behavior, and instructional resources. As emphasized 


in the above sections, these results are not surprising because little demand in terms of skills and 


expertise is placed on teachers who adopt teacher-centered, non-participatory instructional 


approaches. Third, the relatively higher mean scores for these SCOPE items were always 


associated with the largest SDs, which means that within a given governorate teachers’ 


performance on these items was disparate: While some teachers did well, others did poorly. 


 


The above qualification does not entail that the present study tells us nothing about the 


allocation of ERP resources in terms of professional development. It is reasonable to argue that 


more resources need to be dedicated to the professional development of primary and preparatory 


teachers in Minia and Qena compared to the resources directed toward primary and preparatory 


teachers in Alexandria and Aswan. Similarly, it is reasonable to argue that teacher training 


related to connecting instruction to student lives; taking students’ prior knowledge into account 
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when designing instruction; enacting all-inclusive, cooperative, and inquiry learning 


environments; and engaging students with higher order and critical thinking and problem solving 


should be front and center on ERP’s plans for professional development activities. Trainings 


targeting other instructional behaviors, such as managing instructional time, classroom behavior, 


and instructional resources; providing feedback; and questioning strategies could be embedded in 


the context of the aforementioned trainings. What is important to emphasize, though, is that all 


seven governorates have a long way to go to reach a stage at which the majority of teachers 


achieve substantial growth toward embracing and consistently enacting reform-based teaching 


practices, and at which changes in teacher instructional behaviors are actually translated into 


enhanced student engagement with the learning process. 


 


Finally, in this regard, the results of the present study have something important to tell us 


about how we can help teachers develop along the espoused trajectory toward reform-based 


teaching. As indicated by the aforementioned correlations between SCOPE mean scores and 


some background variables, sustained professional development is paramount. ERP teachers 


need to be engaged with substantial, long-term, and continued professional development coupled 


with meaningful follow-up and on-site support. In this context, experienced teachers and Master 


teachers should be viewed as assets to these professional development activities. The expertise of 


those teachers with reform-based instruction should be drawn upon for follow-up and on-site 


support for less experienced and/or trained teachers. What is more, the present results indicate 


that the availability of instructional materials and technologies are important to realizing reform-


based teaching. Efforts to train teachers on using a variety of robust instructional materials and 


technologies and making these readily available to them cannot be overlooked. 
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Executive Summary


This report presents an evaluation of the Alexandria Education Reform Pilot Project, assessing the effectiveness of the project’s approach to educational reform, identifying progress and impact to date, and making recommendations in light of future expansion and sustainability. 


Launched in 2001, the Pilot Project sought to demonstrate that educational quality could be improved without extensive and lengthy legislative reforms through three key “pillars”: (i) decentralization of school management authority to the school level (ii) increased community involvement and support of schooling, and (iii) improvement of teaching-learning methods and practices. Thirty government primary, preparatory and secondary schools in the most disadvantaged neighborhoods of two districts participated, encompassing more than 30,000 students, 1,621 teachers and 222 administrators. With cooperation from the national MOE, the Governorate implemented the project through the MOE/A, and USAID provided initial guidance and support for training.


Decentralization and its effectiveness


The Pilot Project decentralization strategy includes (1) the official delegation of authority to lower levels, (2) putting in place new management structures and procedures, (3) developing management capacity to act within a decentralized environment, and (4) establishing funding mechanisms and approaches to support decentralization initiatives.


New Authorities.  In 2001, the national MOE authorized the Governorate to “undertake any action necessary to implement the pilot project.” Schools were authorized to (i) undertake independent decisions and actions to improve the school and student learning (ii) effect or stop the transfer of teachers, and (iii) generate revenue and raise funds.  PTCs were upgraded to BOTs with representatives from the community, parents and school, and charged with participating in school management, monitoring and improvement.  Many pilot schools were slow to act on theses authorities until a School Charter, setting the parameters for school action in writing, assured them of their authority.  Both the School Charter and BOT Charter appear outdated, do not completely mesh with the pilot school operations, and would benefit from revision, with “how to” advice incorporated into manuals.  


Project participants express concern at constraints to deepening the reform.  Rules and regulations of other ministries encroach on Alexandria’s ability to substantively deal with issues of teacher compensation, promotion and firing.  The governorate’s right to raise, retain and program revenues through taxation has not yet been established.  The MOE’s curriculum and exam policies and assessment criteria limit and distort improvements in instructional practices. There is still room to push the reform envelop and lay the foundation for change. Several of the practices/procedures named in the School Charter, allowed under the MOE delegation (e.g. promotion exams, teacher assessment), can be further developed. Some policies (e.g. teacher and student transfer) need clearer guidelines to decrease any deleterious effects they may have on non-pilot schools. Other issues (e.g. effective use of non-teaching staff) could be addressed. Personnel changes and proposed national MOE reforms require that their impact on Alexandria’s school operations be assessed, appropriate exemptions obtained, and the delegation renewed.


Reform Management and Funding.  Several new bodies were developed to manage the project. The public-private Alexandria Education Advisory Committee (AEAC), established to set pilot project policy and oversee progress, has contributed positively to public approbation for educational reform, mobilizing both community interest and resources. The Executive Management Committee (EMC) primarily serves as a steering committee, adjusting pilot project design, ensuring design parameters are followed, reviewing progress and results, and recommending policy changes in line with reform goals. The MOE/A is responsible executing the pilot project, ensuring staff compliance at the governorate, district and school levels. First Undersecretary acted essentially the “project director” for the MOE. The ERD supports project implementation in the pilot schools and “analyze the pilot project experiment.” Districts are charged with the supervision and support of schools, but for the pilot schools the districts jobs were reduced, rather than reformed. District supervisors, who review teacher performance according to national MOE criteria, have had the most difficult time adjusting to the pilot school authorities and needs.


Although the management structure put in place has worked well for the project, it should be revised for project expansion.  The restructuring should be made in terms of overall system reform support, so that the parallel project management system does not simply grow in size. The AEAC’s role should be redefined to become a visioning and community outreach body, with standard operating procedures, a charter and annual work plans. The more technically-qualified EMC is the more logical unit to have governing authority over the expanded pilot project. Support for reform schools should be better integrated throughout the MOE in Alexandria, so that the administrative and support systems reform simultaneously with the schools.  More MOE units (e.g. planning, statistics, training) should be trained and involved in the expanded project. The district’s role should be developed and expansion should proceed by district to create “reformed districts” rather than a few project schools in every district.  It is paramount that the MOE/A develop and put in place a well-designed monitoring and evaluation system that provides for empirical and quantitative analysis of project results and impact on educational quality.  The lack of such a system seriously impedes ability to report progress convincingly, diagnose weaknesses, isolate causal variables, and introduce corrections.  


Although the design called for a “no cost” reform (i.e. no allocation of additional public sector funds), it is actually a “low cost” reform.  Some public resources have been allocated, most significantly staff  and teachers. Most project support funds come from the private sector or donors.  An Education Reform Fund (US$1 million), intended to provide resources to both sustain and expand the project, was established with resources from donations, private schools, and governorate-wide tuition increases. The Fund has been used once to provide incentive payments to all pilot school staff in 2004, but is not sufficient for an expanded project. Project leaders need to realistically assess its potential size and its best uses.  If used for a performance incentive/reward program, this has to be crafted so that it truly motivates, the criteria are fair, well-defined, and publicized, and the selection process is transparent and not limited to pilot schools. Although the governorate has been successful in tapping private sector resources for education and other programs, it is unlikely that these, mostly voluntary, donations can adequately fill the financing gap or deal with big-ticket line items (e.g. school construction, teacher compensation/reward).  At present, financing school improvement places a considerable burden on pilot schools. It is probably not within the power of the schools to finance all their improvement needs. An overall assessment of fundamental school improvement needs, their costs, and the budgetary shortfall should be conducted.


School Administration. The positive effect of decentralization is most apparent at the school level. The school administration-BOT collaboration has resulted in an infusion of resources and visible improvements.  Pilot project schools compare favorably with other comparable schools, distinguished by their improved physical environment, lower student-teacher ratio, the numerous services offered to students, parents and the community, the sense of purpose shared by the administrators, teachers and BOT members, and the enthusiasm of parents and students for the “reformed” schools.


School administrators have embraced and mastered many of the new responsibilities. Decentralization has introduced many new procedures and instruments. Every school has developed a school vision, mission and school improvement plan, which sets out the improvement program for the coming year, the resource requirements, assigns responsibilities and schedules implementation. The SIP and the activities it engenders have resulted in tangible school improvements. School principals see the BOT as an improvement, offering them a layer of protection from higher authorities and troublesome parents. School administrators indicate that they have more and better contact with parents and the community, and are more likely to act on parental complaints and concerns.  Their teacher transfer authority allows them to retain good teachers and rid the school of the non-performing ones. Some school principals have attempted to pay small stipends to show that teacher efforts are appreciated in improving the school. School principals still feel constrained in certain areas by higher management level. They and teachers are confused by contradictory instructions given by district and project supervisors and MOE inspectors.


Decentralization has placed unprecedented demands on school administrators, requiring them to undertake wide range of activities outside their experience and training, specifically business enterprises, social welfare programs, and community outreach.  All stressed the need for more support and training. School administrators identify inadequate school resources as the primary deterrent to school improvement.  Their ability to access, raise or generate sufficient resources is a primary concern. They anticipate competition with other schools over scarce community and business sector resources.  Their focus on school amenities and provision of services to weak and needy students has somewhat eclipsed the notion of overall academic leadership. School administrator attention to instructional quality may be sacrificed to entrepreneurial or welfare ventures. While supportive, school principals were generally disengaged from the teaching-learning process and what happens in the classroom and for the majority of average students.  School administrators need guidance on how to better to define and support the school’s learning objectives, and how to make them part of the SIP.  


Community Mobilization and its effectiveness


The two dimensions of this pillar are (1) the Boards of Trustees, their role and activities, and (2) the involvement, activities and support of parents and the greater community surrounding the schools.


Boards of Trustees (BOT).  The BOTs serve a dual function:  they represent parents and the community and are the primary mechanism for mobilizing community involvement in the school. Reportedly, all 30 schools have established and have acting BOTs, consisting of 17 members drawn from the community, parents, teachers, and school administrators. The majority of members are men.  Community representatives are generally successful business persons or professionals. Although the ability to raise funds or contribute them is not an overt BOT membership requirement, it is a tacit consideration in the selection of members. A core group of 5-6 active members seems to exist in every BOT visited. BOT membership is subject to change every 2 years, but there are no term limits and members can re-propose themselves for appointment or election. Many BOT members seem to have taken this on as their primary job, which could lead to creating an entrenched group of “professional BOT members” and crowd out broader community representation and participation. 


The BOT members consider fund-raising and resource mobilization their major duty, as do school administrators and parents. The BOT-school principal relationship appears collaborative, fostered by annual joint training for SIP development. BOTs serve a “defense mechanism” for the school administration, legitimating school decisions, and protecting it from criticism from both parents and higher authorities. In contrast to non-pilot schools, there appears to be a much lower incidence of parent-school administrator altercations.   The difference between BOTs and PTCs is readily understood and appreciated: the BOTs see themselves as having (i) more authority (both from the MOE and from the school administration) and responsibility, and (ii) being more objective and disinterested because membership is not limited to school personnel and parents.


Activities and action undertaken by the BOTs have substantially contributed to the improvement of the school and well-being of its students. Fund-raising is a major pre-occupation and a critical activity that allows the BOT to fulfill many of its other mandates, such as infrastructure improvements, expanded services, and needy student assistance.  Moreover, it is viewed as the operational definition of and primary objective of “community mobilization.” BOTs raise funds through a variety of methods: school fee collection, income generation, and solicitation.  BOTs turn to a variety of sources for both cash and in-kind resources. They approach local, as well as national, businesses. Many BOT members dig into their own pockets to fund school improvement activities. 


BOTs are implicated in student management issues and are authorized to “counsel school management” on student behavioral and disciplinary problems. The BOT will intervene in cases of drop-out, absenteeism and tardiness, and other disciplinary problems. Generally, BOT monitoring is confined to “tangibles” at the school (e.g. infrastructure).  At most, they receive reports on semester and annual exam results from the school principal and ask some questions.  They do not actively intervene in the teaching-learning process. They do not display much awareness of the innovative, interactive teaching methods introduced into pilot school classrooms, and most say that they have never observed a class in session.


Community and Parental Participation and Mobilization. The BOT and the school administration, undertake community mobilization as part of their mutual responsibilities to improve the school, raise funds and involve “parents, students, and community leaders” to better respond to “the intellectual and physical needs of students.”  In general, community mobilization is understood through the lens of “fund-raising” or mobilizing resources and services from the community and parents. In short, to be “mobilized” is to give. The role of parents and the community in school improvement is still seen largely as financial.   


Schools have used 3 strategies to mobilize their communities. At the annual General Assembly, the SIP is presented, resource needs identified, elections held, appointments announced, and school issues discussed. Schools engage in direct solicitation, generally casual conversations with parents or spreading requests for help through students. Schools also make the school more appealing so parents and the community visit the school, allowing it to demonstrate that it is improved and worthy of their support.  


Schools offer an innovative range of programs, events and services to attract and assist parents and community members (e.g. student tutoring and activities, events that show-case student talent, entertainment, visiting days). Schools provide services that aid the community. Most schools collect and distribute school supplies and clothing to needy students, but several report that they also provide assistance to their families (e.g. clothing, food, money and even employment). Evidence of increased community and parental support are: a higher rate of school fee payment, income generation from activity and service fees, increase in voluntary contributions in cash and in-kind, and increased parental knowledge of the school, its teachers and children’s academic progress.  Even though parents say that they are spending more money now on schooling, they do not begrudge it because they know how the money is being used, see the improvements and appreciate the new eagerness their children for school.   


The General Assembly, the only official venue for the BOT to meet with the parents and community it represents, seems less effective.  Attendance seldom exceeded 50-75 people, even in very large schools.


The BOT is a net benefit for the schools.  They—with school administration—have been able to raise the funds and provide the impetus and/or manpower needed to improve the schools.  Schools—partly through BOT efforts--have reached out to parents and–for the first time—the community. Despite these accomplishments, the community mobilization pillar has so far only been partially developed.  The fund-raising pressures placed on the BOTs both limit the types of interaction with parents and the community and inform the membership of the BOT itself. Parent and community involvement in decision-making at the school appears to be limited to their representatives on the BOT.  There is no organized community or parent stakeholder group that could involve all who want to participate and are not members of the BOT.  Limitations on parental and community involvement weaken BOT accountability.  


Reliance on the BOT to raise discretionary funds to compensate for government budget shortfalls puts increasing pressure on BOT members.  BOT members are concerned about the large time commitment and their inexperience/unease with fund-raising. The psychic fatigue caused by fund-raising—exacerbated by perceived MOE unwillingness to fulfill basic needs—caused some to recommend an increased in the number of BOT members to introduce “new blood” and elimination of quotas for parent and community members to recruit the most capable fund raisers, reducing BOT “representativeness.” 


BOTs’ understanding of educational quality is bounded, mainly defined by tangibles. They need to develop a greater sophistication in tracking the academic performance indicators and diagnosing the learning needs of the school, so their time, effort and resources focus on student learning. 

Improved Teaching and Learning and its Effectiveness


Of the three pillars, the introduction of new teaching-learning methods to the schools most directly addresses educational quality.  The central premise is that students optimize their acquisition, mastery, and retention of new skills when they are actively involved in their acquisition.


New Roles and Responsibilities. The reform introduced dramatic changes in the roles expected of school administrators, teachers, non-teaching school staff, and, to a lesser extent, supervisors with regard to the teaching-learning process. Almost universally, teachers and staff stated that their new role is to adopt active-learning teaching practices in their classroom and school. Only in a small minority of schools were teachers given, or took, great latitude in the extent to which--and even whether--they would employ new interactive methods of instruction. Although no explicit mandate exists for teachers to support the other pilot project-related reforms except as members of the school and at the direction of the school administration. most teachers saw the benefits of increased parent and community involvement and gaining a greater freedom to undertake projects subject only to the authorization of school administrators. 

Extent of Use of Active-Learning Methods. Most pilot-school teachers understand at least the fundamental nature of active-learner pedagogy. All teachers and staff interviewed were able to describe interactive pedagogy and recite a litany of methods and techniques. A large majority of teachers could articulate the benefits of students being actively involved in lessons and compare these benefits with the more transitory results of conventional lecturing, student note-taking and memorization of subject matter. 


Although classroom observation was not possible, evidence suggests that pilot-school teachers have introduced interactive methods into their classrooms to a modest extent. Teachers cited their organization of students into small groups to work on group tasks or individual projects with peer learning and referred to employing role-plays, puzzles, competitions, and debates in class, corroborated by administrators, students and, occasionally, parents.  However, that some teachers reportedly used these techniques in ways that did not alter the lesson’s didactic nature suggests a less than universal understanding of the method. There was also physical evidence of use of student-centered techniques at the schools (with the exception of the one double shift school) and in many classrooms. Walls were liberally displayed with numerous posters, charts and art created by students. 


A common manifestation of active-learning pedagogy is the use of technology (mainly computer) and library resources in classroom instruction. A few teachers have developed Power Point presentations or computer-based self-instructional programs, on which students were observed working. Students confirmed the use of computers as instructional aids or as independent sources of information for assigned tasks. Teachers and librarians reported greater reliance on library resources and increased collaboration in directing students to library book and materials, which have expanded as the result of community assistance. There appears to be a greater use of learning aids; the demand for supplementary materials is high. Some teachers have turned to the Internet to download materials from a variety of sources. Teachers show a new resourcefulness to create their own learning materials.


Teachers, administrators, students, parents and BOT members noted the introduction of “activities” into pilot schools—either for the first time or to a degree not previously witnessed in public schools. In addition to classroom technique (e.g. group learning tasks, question and answer sessions, and handout exercises), teachers also mentioned activities not directly associated with classroom learning (e.g. drama, art, crafts, exhibits of non-artistic student creations, computer-based research, programmed learning, music, issues debates, sports and recreation, and gardening). The most popular of these activities were the field trips and “competitions” between students or student groups either within or between schools. Students were enthusiastic and parents positive about after-school activities, although the latter expressed some concern about the time demands on them and their children. More importantly, when active-learning techniques are transposed to after-school activities, there may be a tenuous integration of the activities—however meritorious—into the classroom instruction.   


Support for Student Learning. One important outcome of the pilot program interventions is improved support to students both inside and outside the classroom. The training given to teachers on assisting children with learning or psychological difficulties and on stimulating student creativity yielded both increased awareness of special needs and talents and actual interventions. Regular classroom pairing of particularly able students with less able students has also facilitated a peer learning process. Pilot-school teachers give able, motivated students an unusual degree of independent learning for Egyptian schools. Teachers’ improved ability to diagnose individual needs more precisely has prompted a greater effort to connect with students personally, involve parents, or simply supply extra explaining. Many parents favorably compared the accessibility and concern of pilot-school teachers to the more detached climate of the non-pilot schools attended by their other children. More positive parental attitudes toward the school has strengthened student learning from outside. Parents admitted that their children’s enthusiasm has caused them to accede to their education-related requests (e.g. books, materials, computer.) 


Pilot schools have instituted, or greatly refined, several programs to assist weaker students. Several schools instituted “between class” tutoring for weaker students, during which teachers, strong students, and even volunteer parents will help weaker students with their lessons. The after-school remedial programs established by the pilot schools are distinguished from other schools by their accessibility, good quality, lower cost, and popularity with students and parents alike. The remedial classes are open to students and children in the community. The quality of the classes is considered better than what many parents—especially in poor neighborhoods—could normally afford to purchase, as pilot school teachers are considered more capable and committed to student learning.  Several schools indicated that they used “interactive” techniques, popular with students, for the remedial classes. The pilot schools offer this service at a reduced price (or free for very impoverished students), which further stimulates demand. The modest price has made the remedial classes an attractive option for average or even good students. Pilot-school teachers say they willingly participate, both because of their commitment to improved student learning and their earnings remain high due to the volume of students. 


Pilot school social workers have an expanded awareness of how their skills can assist in supporting classroom learning. Several social workers mentioned their new focus on the parents of students with learning or behavioral issues and their visits to the homes of these students.  Social workers have been heavily involved in BOT efforts to deal with actual or potential drop-outs and absenteeism.  


Student Assessment. The school charter gives pilot schools the right to devise their own interim tests and set monthly grades—referred to as continuous evaluation--while still obligating them to conduct end of year exams, “according to the regulations of the MOE.” Some pilot-school teachers claimed to use continuous assessment techniques, particularly in the non-transition grades when parents’ concern about final exam scores is subdued. Portfolios were in evidence in some pilot schools, but teachers say that it requires extra effort and is not on the supervisor “checklist” of approved assessment tools. A few schools have developed their own monthly tests, while many schools have not ventured beyond the MOE’s strict end of year requirements and criteria. 


Use and penetration of the interactive techniques is at a beginning stage in the schools, and is affected by both school-based and systemic factors. Teachers suggest that certain subjects may be too “traditional” to lend themselves easily to participatory methods (e.g. Arabic).  Some activity and production-unit teachers complained that the training they received was not tailored to fit their particular specialty. Insufficient computers or, more importantly, Internet connections available to teachers and students was often cited as a constraint that limited the use of interactive methods and independent research that teachers and students could do. Inadequate support from some school administrators has discouraged use of some interactive methods, as principals felt that they themselves were not adequately prepared or trained to assist teachers adopt new instructional methods. Teacher age (and concomitantly, seniority) seems to play a role in the extent to which teachers use participatory instruction In general, it appeared that older teachers had established their teaching habits and were not as willing to change and were less receptive to advice from younger master teachers. 


The larger constraints lie deeper in the system itself. Large class sizes and double shift schools can be inimical to the use of interactive methods.  Too-small classroom space may not accommodate the re-arrangement of student benches and desks, and the noise generated by multiple groups of engaged students can become untenable and counter-productive. In double shift schools, teachers could not re-arrange furniture or display student projects in a shared space, and short class periods (45 minutes) made it difficult to use the methods effectively.


At least half of the teachers in pilot-school focus groups have received officious and, occasionally, punitive treatment from district-level subject matter supervisors, for use of what supervisors considered unconventional methods. Supervisors are part of a larger system that relentlessly enforces traditional classroom practices and content. The threat of being out of compliance themselves has solidified their adherence to long-established principles and practices.


Most inhibiting of all, according to school administrators, teachers and non-teaching staff, is the omnipresent reality of a centralized and rigid curriculum in each subject and grade level. Teachers in nearly every pilot school complained of their inability to deviate far from the prescribed scope and sequence of subject matter content. Characterizations of the curriculum as “overcrowded” were common among teachers. Memorized facts, acquired through rote learning rather than conceptual and critical thinking skills are curricular (and examination) priorities. Since active-learning techniques can take more time than didactic teaching and, necessarily, deviate from information transmission to more experiential learning, the introduction of such methods can easily be—and does get—perceived by important stakeholders as inimical to preparing students to pass important examinations. Consequently, the application and use of the new methods varies among the pilot schools and teachers, declining as the level of school advances and in national exam years.  


Training and Skills Development 

Training support represents the most substantial investment of USAID in the project. Training of staff of pilot schools and Alexandria Ministry of Education staff was needed to prepare them to undertake the new roles and responsibilities embodied in the reform program.  An additional objective of the training was to build local capacity to take on future training tasks.  Most USAID training was done in-country through local training providers. U.S.-based training was provided to school administrators, successful master trainer candidates, and various project leaders on the AEAC, EMC and MOE/A. Pilot school personnel also participated in training programs funded by other donors.


The various training programs provided the orientation and basic skills needed to implement the three pillars.  They also helped forge a shared vision and understanding amongst the multiple groups, who had no experience working together as a team for a common goal.  U.S.-based training, in particular, had a major impact on the school administrator and teacher participants. It introduced new concepts, attitudes and practices that impressed participants. Participants have introduced several new ideas to their schools.  Many of these have been shared with colleagues at their and other schools, and have been emulated. 


Common critiques of the training did emerge.  Some project participants were not initially included in the training program (e.g. supervisors) or did not receive the full scope of training required (e.g. both school principals and supervisors need to participate in the teacher training.  Selection criteria of the participants for various training courses appeared to be based on the job description or English-language ability, without due consideration of their longevity in the position, age, retirement plans, or talents.  Attrition due to retirement and promotion has occasionally wasted scarce training resources.  Some modules were considered too theoretical or some trainers—particularly university professors—were thought to have had little hands-on experience that could benefit participants. The timing of the training—particularly during the school year was problematic for many.


More training is needed to solidify and expand the skill base.  School administrators and BOT members need more training in SIP development, especially to support improved performance, community dialogue, and fund-raising.  School administrators need training in overall academic leadership,  Teachers and master trainers need additional guidance on how to use interactive methods, and other school personnel (e.g. activity teachers and librarians) need to know how to integrate their work into in-class instruction.  The various levels of project management—supervisors, district staff, ERD, MOE/A, EMC—require training and skills to do their jobs, as they are currently defined and may be in the future.


The project currently suffers from the lack of a master training plan, no coordination between training entities, little use of trained trainers within the system, and no systematic monitoring, evaluation or follow-up of training programs.   An overall training plan, including an M&E plan, needs to be developed for both the old and new cohorts of project schools. An in-house (i.e. MOE/A) training capacity should be developed, so that future reform expansion efforts are not dependent solely on donor funds and organizations. There are a number of different training entities that compete for the same trainees, but could contribute to pilot school training, namely the MOE/A Training Unit, the School-Based Training Management Unit, and the local C-DIST branch of the central MOE training unit.


 On-going in-school support and follow-up offers a means to deliver training to far larger numbers of teachers. The Master Trainer program is an idea with merit, but there is little evidence that the master trainers have been an effective means of transmitting and reinforcing skills.  It suffers from operational limitations (e.g. master trainer selection, skill mastery, time, and compensation issues). All members of the School Training Units should be trained in the interactive methods to both increase support and understanding and to spread the load.   On-going support can also be diversified to groups outside the school:  school supervisors should be “inducted” into the master trainer program, and used as advisors rather than solely evaluators. As subject teachers, they are well placed to provide guidance on how to integrate the new methods into their subject once the new methods have been mastered. 


USAID Assistance 


USAID’s approach to supporting the pilot project was unusual. USAID put together a modest 3-person assistance team comprising two consultants and led by the USAID Cognizant Technical Officer from the Education and Training Office.    In total, USAID support is likely to fall under US$4,000,000.


While modest in personnel and budget, USAID targeted strategic areas for support—timely technical guidance and training—that allowed Alexandria to articulate its approach to education reform and to take management and financial responsibility for implementation. The design process for the project was led by the governorate, and the design itself was flexible, evolving with the project needs.  The typical hallmarks of an international project do not exist:  there is no institutional contractor, no chief-of-party, no project office, no set of contractor procedures, and no institutional agenda. USAID maintained a low profile:  neither its personnel nor its equipment figured at the schools and school staff did not receive USAID-funded incentives. Implementation responsibility belonged to Alexandria, primarily the MOE/A. USAID training transmitted needed skills, but the MOE/A had to grapple with the problems and find the solutions to implementing the reforms, advised by the AEAC and EMC. 


The wide-spread sense of ownership of the project by its Alexandrian stakeholders evidences the effectiveness of USAID support. The project has been implemented as intended and without major external assistance, while at the same time USAID’s primary input—training—was critical to its success. Although welcome, no dependency has been formed on USAID technical assistance or resources. Unlike many pilot projects, USAID support did not create artificially favorable conditions that bias results and cannot be sustained after its departure.


Impact Analysis, Implications and Conclusions 


Impact on Educational Quality. The seminal question about the Pilot Project is simply “Has and to what extent has the quality of education improved in the pilot schools?”  Several indicators and hallmarks of educational quality suggest that it has, although reliable quantitative data on student performance and behaviors are lacking.  


The official government  end-of-cycle exam pass rates  show that in 2003/2004, 92 percent of pilot school students passed the exam compared with 88 percent of Alexandrian students overall. Pilot school promotion rates rose from an average 81 percent in 2001/2002 to 85 percent in 2003/2004, while the Alexandrian average increased from 91 percent to 95 percent, a roughly comparable increase. Pilot primary and preparatory school drop-out rates reportedly decreased from a 2.3 percent in 2003/2004 to 1.3 percent in 2004/2005.  Pilot student attendance rates rose steadily from an 89 percent in 2001/2002 to 96 percent in 2004/2005. 


Quantitative measures notwithstanding, the pilot school stakeholders believe that their students were performing better. School administrators and teachers stated confidently that their students are more eager to learn, more involved in class, have learned or—equally important, in their opinion—retained their learning longer than with conventional methods.  Although empirically unsubstantiated, they—and parents—say that test scores have improved. Parent of “weak” students are particularly vocal that their children’s performance has improved. Students are enthusiastic about the new classroom methods, extra-curricular activities, and new services offered by the schools. Parents who were interviewed in focus groups were nearly unanimous in attributing their children’s renewed interest in learning to the changes brought by the reform program and making favorable comparisons of pilot schools to pre-project days or to non-pilot schools attended by their other children Parents say children are more motivated to study and do homework.  Parent and teachers note that students are more verbal and communicative, and less timid. 


Even if students are not learning more, they appear to be learning better. The modest experiments in active-learning pedagogy underway at the pilot schools seem to be, at the very least, re-energizing teachers, creating student receptivity to learning, and increasing parental interest in their children’s school-day, all certainly precursors to improved student skill acquisition. Most teachers have introduced some new interactive methods in their teaching.  Teachers express a more positive attitude about themselves as “professionals.” Parents and students say that the pilot school teachers are friendlier and more approachable than before the project or in comparison with other schools.  Parents say that teachers are willing to help their children with learning problems. 


The pilot schools have become more supportive of students.  The pilot schools offer a variety of services to students to meet their academic, recreational, and welfare needs.  Pilot schools have strengthened academic support for weak students, not only providing the mandated after-school remedial classes at lower cost and delaying payment, but also instituting between-class tutoring, peer tutoring and the use of teacher assistants. Introducing English in the first grade, training children to use newly-acquired computers, and offering “enrichment” activities (e.g. field trips, plays, competitions, and community-oriented projects) have increased learning opportunities, reinforced in-class subjects or skills, and enlarged student perspectives. Schools have instituted more recreational activities for student. Nearly all have refurbished their playgrounds providing play and game space and facilities. Summer camps, after school sports, and clubs have attracted children and parents. Student morale is high.  Students interviewed said that they were proud to be at their schools, because they “won competitions” and their friends and relatives want to enroll in the school. 


Schools have become more welcoming to parents and the community, providing outreach services that appeal to a variety of households (e.g. nursery school, cafeteria, computer classes, literacy classes, English classes, lectures, use of library/computers, a “cyber,” etc.), resulting in greater community involvement in their children’s schooling and material support.

The pilot schools are physically welcoming. The infrastructure is in better repair than non-pilot schools. They are lighter, brighter, cleaner and cheerful:  decorated with student and teacher art, projects displayed, greenery, and have playgrounds adapted to children. Science and computer laboratories and libraries are better equipped.  There are also more human resources at the school, although not necessarily in the classroom; the student-teacher ratio in pilot schools is 11:1, compared with the governorate-wide student-teacher of 18:1, a likely consequence of the transfer policy.


Implications for Effectiveness, Expansion and Sustainability.  Overall, it is possible to conclude that the project’s development hypothesis is valid.  The three pillars—even with weaknesses in implementation and intervening variables—have caused solid improvements at the pilots that contribute to and are precursors of increased student learning and performance. It is unlikely that any one of the pillars in isolation could have produced the results noted in the previous pages. But, the project and its model are not without limitations, which influence or threaten its immediate effectiveness, future expansion, and ultimate sustainability. 


The project model, as currently conceived, is not fully appropriate for, (1) double shift schools, (2) overcrowded classroom situations, and, (3) higher school levels and national exam grades, especially the 12th grade of secondary school.  Although interactive methods can be effective under all three scenarios, teacher training in their use should take into account the special challenges faced and provide special guidance in how to adapt effective teaching with external pressures. The uneven understanding, acceptance and activation of new roles, responsibilities, and classroom and management methods among the different pilot school and MOE personnel who are involved in the project weaken the model’s effectiveness for educational improvement Effort must be made to reconcile current assessment systems with new interactive approaches and methods. Non-promotion year exams should be developed to reflect new learning norms and objectives for the project schools, as a whole.  District supervisors need more guidance in how to assess teacher use of new methods and instructional competency, and their job descriptions and assessment criteria should be changes accordingly.   In-school and on-going support of the administrators, teachers, BOT members and others should be strengthened by expanding the master trainer program, to include the school training unit and supervisors. Pressure on schools to go for visible and “sexy” activities to attract attention and raise resources could be at the expense of educational quality; the many new activities and services at the school may divert attention from the fundamental and more conventional learning venue—the classroom. Better analysis and understanding of student performance by school and BOT personnel should inform the interventions, so that schools do not neglect the large middle block of average-performing students. BOT membership may become increasingly restricted and exclusionary as pressures increase to recruit well-connected and high status individuals able to raise funds. Other channels should be developed for parental and community voices to be heard.


Continuation of the program in the first cohort of pilot schools and replication of the reform model in new cohort schools are different goals and require a two-track strategy: (1) for continuation, deepening and reinforcing the improvements made in the original schools, and (2) for replication, using lessons from the original program in designing and implementing a more effective model for the new schools.  While many in the project are eager to claim new authorities and expand reform measures in the original pilot schools, project leadership should first look to activities and practices that could be reformed or introduced under the existing authorities.  


The model has built-in limitations that expansion will exacerbate.  Competition for private sector, community and even MOE resources will increase as schools pursue fund-raising and improvement goals.  School will compete for better teachers and more able students, given the current transfer policies affecting both. Allowing pilot schools to transfer unqualified or poorly performing teachers to other non-reformed schools will, over time, concentrate “rejects” in the last schools to undergo reform. MOE policy allowing pilot schools to retain experienced teachers whose promotions would ordinarily involve transfers to other schools has begun to create surplus staff at pilot schools. Opting to keep promotion designates at the same school could pit teachers against school administrators and BOTs if schools appeared to be conspiring to prevent career advancement. Pilot schools have enjoyed a relatively privileged status, receiving more MOE resources than generally acknowledged, in addition to training provided by USAID.  If the MOE resource envelop does not expand proportionately with the number of schools, then future cohorts will exist under less favorable conditions. They will have fewer resources with which to effect improvements and may not be as successful in achieving results as the original pilot schools.  


The regular departments/units at the MOE/A have not been involved in the project.  New management and support systems at the MOE/A should begin to be put in place so that a dual education system—one for project schools and one for non-project schools--does not develop as the project expands.  The groundwork needs to be laid for existing MOE/A departments/units to be brought into the project and their capacity developed to increasingly take on routine support for project schools according to new precepts and practices.  In particular, participating district education office organization and operations need to be addressed so that they mesh better with reform objectives, principles and practices. 


Expansion cannot proceed without a well-defined research design, specified indicators and a sophisticated monitoring and evaluation system, without which project impact cannot be quantified and its credibility and usefulness undermined.  The development of a management information system within the MOE/Alexandria with the capacity to collect and statistically analyze school test scores, attendance, and enrollment and retention rates will be crucial to adequately monitor the progress of reform initiatives in diverse districts and compare with other reform-minded Governorates. 


Expansion of the pilot schools should not necessarily be accompanied by expansion of donor assistance to or presence in the schools.  The remarkable degree of ownership among the Alexandrian stakeholders, their efficacy and independence is in part due to the understated role played by USAID.  Future assistance should be equally unobtrusive. Rather than focusing on school support should focus on assisting the various departments of the MOE/A to reform so that they can respond to reformed school needs. 


Alexandria’ education reform initiatives and the project depend on key authorities and decrees that may not technically withstand changes in MOE and governorate leadership and can be revoked.  The project should not be seen as a complete, sufficient or long-term reform package, even when expanded to all schools, although the reforms introduced through the pilot project should be sustained and eventually become the norm for all schools.  At present, there does not appear to be a “master plan” that lays out objectives, strategy, and timetable for either expanding the current reform initiative, as defined by the project, or planning future reforms.  


The current management and support structures are not sufficient to support the reform once expanded to more, and eventually, all schools.  The governorate and MOE/A need to plan for the future  needs, which mean the redefinition of the roles and responsibilities of the various project governing and support bodies, and the re-orientation and restructuring of line departments and units to carry out their duties in the context of on-going reform.  Deepening educational reform will require on-going--not one-off--in-service administrator, teacher and BOT training and support for new reform activities.  This must become an MOE/A responsibility, both budgetary and executive


On-going reform and improvement in educational quality cannot rely solely on ad hoc funding pulled by the schools from the community.  There are inherent limits to community willingness to respond to constant appeals for resource, unequal abilities of schools to organize fund-raising efforts and communities to respond that exacerbate inequities among schools, professional priorities distorted by the imperative of fund-raising, and systemic needs of a magnitude beyond localized funding.  The issue of teacher compensation (not just reward) will become more acute.  Current policies—compensation and promotion based on seniority rather than performance, inadequate salary scale, assessment practices—militate against the continued teachers’ and administrators’ willingness to accept additional responsibilities and/or increased workloads associated with school reform changes. The national curriculum is a binding constraint on further improvement of educational quality to the extent that highly concentrated curricular content and tight time schedules for implementation are antithetical to the more time-intensive active-learning instructional methods.


Conclusions. The pilot project should be considered a success. The project has demonstrated that modest—though ground-breaking—policy changes can carve out the space in which school improvements can occur.  The pilot project shows that change can be made to happen immediately at the school, and—what’s more—can be led and implemented by local stakeholders. Moreover, it accomplished this at a relatively low-cost.   Despite its success, the Alexandria Education Reform Project must make the transition from pilot to governorate-wide standard operations. The project is not the full solution to system transformation.  Changes in the policy and investment framework must take place to deepen the reform and ensure its sustainability.  Work must start immediately in reforming the MOE/A administrative, support, and delivery departments so they assume their rightful functions and do not impede school-based reforms. 


All the participants should be congratulated for their vision, dedication, and energy.


Chapter 1: Introduction


A.
Background/Description of Pilot Project


In response to citizen concern about the declining quality of education in Alexandria, the Governorate—in partnership with the Ministry of Education and USAID—launched in 2001 a small, 4-year project to demonstrate that educational quality can be improved without extensive and lengthy legislative reforms.  Three key areas—“pillars”--were identified as crucial to school improvement:  (i) decentralization or delegation of school management authority to the school level (ii) increased community involvement and support of schooling, and (iii) improvement of teaching-learning methods and practices.
  In order to be easily managed, fit within the limited resource envelop and still provide a robust sample, the project selected 30 government schools in the most disadvantaged neighborhoods of two (of seven) centrally-located districts (East and West districts).   All three levels of pre-university education were included, with an equal number of boys’ and girls’ schools and some double-shift schools.  Twelve primary schools, 14 preparatory schools, and 4 secondary schools—encompassing more than 30,000 students, 1,621 teachers and 222 administrators—participated in the project.


Pilot project policy and implementation was planned and overseen by the Alexandria Education Advisory Committee, comprising members from the public and private sectors. An Executive Management Committee (EMC), including MOE staff and AEAC members, directs and administers project operations. Day-to-day monitoring and support is conducted by the Education Reform Department (ERD) of the MOE/Alexandria. 


At the pilot schools, Boards of Trustees (BOTs)—with representatives from the community, parents and school--replaced Parent-Teacher Committees (PTCs).  Delegation of decision-making authorities to the school included:   teacher transfer authority, fund-raising and programming authority, and the mandate to take non-systemic
 school improvement decisions.  School Improvement Plans (SIPs) set the agenda for school enhancement by school administration and BOTs.  Schools and their BOT undertake activities to mobilize communities, generate revenues and raise funds, and support improved instruction and student services.


The MOE and Governorate contributed personnel resources, and established an Education Trust Fund to underwrite certain reform initiatives. USAID support consisted of (i) the provision of a part-time education advisor to guide and coordinate pilot project development and implementation, and (ii) funding and organization of local and U.S.-based training for classroom and specialized teachers, master trainers, administrators, BOT members, supervisors, MOE principals, and some AEAC members, and (iii) active involvement of a Mission education officer.  


Desired results include: 


· Active school-based initiatives in school improvement, management, and student performance


· Increased community involvement and collaboration in school improvement


· Improved learner-centered teaching practices and behaviors


· Improved students performance and increased problem-solving skills


· Pilot project activities develop a viable foundation for expansion to schools throughout Alexandria


B.
Purpose of the Evaluation and Research Questions


The pilot project is now completing its fourth full academic year, and has stimulated a great deal of national interest. Several other governorates plan to emulate Alexandria’s initiative, and Alexandria has already expanded the pilot to 99 schools. USAID and its partners—the Governorate of Alexandria, the Ministry of Education, other Governorates, and USAID contractors—hope to build a knowledge base of best practices and lessons learned to inform future efforts.  


The purpose of this evaluation is to “assess the effectiveness of the project’s approach to educational reform and to identify the progress to date in implementing the pilot activity in the 30 schools in Alexandria.”  Specifically, the evaluation addresses 85 research questions forming two major clusters:


1. To what extent has the three-pillar approach to implement the reform been effective? What are its strengths?  What refinements are needed?


2. To what extent has the quality of education been improved? Is the original hypothesis of the reform for the pilot project valid for expanding the reform in Alexandria and elsewhere in the country?


C.
Methodology, Approach and Limitations


Data collection for this report was carried out by a four-person team in May/June 2005. Instruments were developed and the data collection methods used for the rapid assessment were:


· Document review including: concept paper; progress reports; delegations of authority, decrees and charters; MOE and pilot school records and data compilations; School Improvement Plans; and training needs assessment and training implementation reports.(See appended list of documents).


· Comparative data tables for pilot and non-pilot schools, with key quantitative impact and output variables, prepared for MOE completion.


· Individual and group interviews at  the governorate level with: H.E. the Governor; AEAC and EMC members; MOE/A H.E. the First Undersecretary, departments and units, district heads, supervisors, and master trainers; local NGOs; MOE C-Dist; University of Alexandria Faculty of Education; and USAID CTO and advisors.


Visits to 9 pilot schools (4 primary, 3 preparatory, 2 secondary) and 2 non-pilot schools, where focus group interviews with school administrators, teachers and non-teaching staff, BOT members, parents and students were conducted, and classrooms and facilities toured. 


Field notes, an interim report, and two briefing papers were prepared.  Preliminary observations and conclusions were presented to the Governor and MOE/A, the national MOE representatives, and USAID mission staff and its ERP contractors.


Although a large amount of information was collected, analysis was constrained by lack of empirical and quantitative data that could be assembled and examined within the evaluation timeframe, specifically:


· Comparative data on key variables—such as student and teacher attendance, promotion, repetition, drop-out, completion, and exam pass rates--were either not available or not viable for analysis. If certain data were available for pilot schools, comparable data were not for non-pilot schools.  Calculation methods were suspect (e.g. promotion and repetition summed exceeded 100 percent, not allowing for drop-out) and did not appear comparable for the pilot and non-pilot schools (e.g. pilot school student who do not sit for the exam are not counted as drop-outs, but their files are assigned to other schools). Exam pass rates are considered inaccurate and unreliable due to widespread inflation and cheating, especially at the primary level. Anomalies in the data could not be explained (e.g. why promotion rates were lower in project schools, but completion rates higher).


· Pilot school data, while collected, is neither aggregated nor entered into a computerized data base, but is summarized in individual school reports, so is not conducive to immediate statistical analysis.  


· Pre- and post-tests conducted on primary school students in the pilot schools in AY 2003/2004 in Math, Arabic and Science (grades 4 and 5 only) provided no basis for analysis because: (1) no students in non-pilot (“control”) schools were administered identical tests in order to compare learning gains over the course of the school year, and—alternatively--(2) comparable pre- and post-tests had not been administered to the same grade levels in previous years to compare either student performance prior to the introduction of new instructional practices or student learning gains over time as an indication of how instructional practices and student support had improved. Instead, the tests only capture the extent to which student mastered the desired skills over the course of the school year, not the extent to which mastery has improved over time in each grade in the pilot schools.


No classroom observations were conducted by the team to ascertain first-hand the extent to which active-learning instruction was being implemented in the pilot school classrooms, as the evaluation took place after classes had concluded for the year and during exams.  Detailed classroom observations of 157 classes in Alexandria, including the pilot schools, were conducted by the ERP team for AY 2004/2005.  However, it was unable to respond to the team’s request to disaggregate the results according to pilot and non-pilot scores due to other work pressures.  Despite concerns expressed that the observations are diagnostic—not evaluative—tools, this analysis should be undertaken, as the data exists in a supposedly accessible format.


Despite these limitations, the evaluation does not rely on “hearsay.” Efforts were made to triangulate information and impressions with the multiple stakeholders of the project, including those who are likely to be most critical—parents and students.


D.
Organization of the Report


The report is organized into three sections.  Section I introduces the evaluation, including project description, purpose of the evaluation, methods and limitations.  Section II addresses the first research question—the extent to which the implementation of the pilot project approach has been effective. It is divided into five chapters: decentralization, community mobilization, improved teaching and learning/instructional quality, training and skill development, and USAID support. Summary strategy, results produced, critical analysis and conclusions are presented in each chapter. Section III addresses the second research question—the extent to which the quality of education has improved and the validity of the development hypothesis proved. An overall assessment of impact is presented, overarching issues and implications for effectiveness, expansion and sustainability are discussed, critical success factors identified, and major conclusions drawn.  This is followed by a discussion of lessons learned and recommendations.  In response to the Governor of Alexandria request,  brief suggestions are made about (i) inclusion of private schools in the project and (ii) transition to new leadership at the MOE/A. Several annexes are appended.


Chapter 2: Decentralization


A.  Summary Description of Strategy


The Egyptian education system is highly centralized.  Policy determined by the Ministry of Education in Cairo is set forth in a series of decrees that prescribe action for MOE offices in governorates, district education offices, schools, and classrooms.  Salaries, promotions, and other employment conditions of MOE personnel are established centrally by the Ministry of Social Affairs, while the MOE budget envelop is set by the Ministry of Finance.  There has been very little discretionary power at the governorate level in terms of personnel and budgetary decisions, and even less room for quick or independent action at lower levels to improve educational quality.  At the school level, managers traditionally have had little say in personnel assignments or transfers, no access to discretionary funds, and little freedom to develop and act on any school improvement program.  Conformity with decrees and decisions coming from above is paramount, and reinforced by frequent—and sometimes punitive—inspections.  School management in Egypt has been characterized “as a permanent condition of waiting to act until told what to do.”
 


The objective of this pillar is to expand and improve decision-making at the various levels in the education system, and to move decision-making authority and responsibility to the lower levels, specifically the school.  The goal was to remove administrative blockages that prevent schools from taking autonomous action to address and remedy constraints to educational quality and improved learning according to local needs and priorities, and to involve non-traditional stakeholders to bring innovative solutions and expand the resource base.  The Pilot Project decentralization strategy includes (1) the official delegation of authority to lower levels, (2) putting in place new management structures and procedures, (3) developing management capacity to act within a decentralized environment, and (4) establishing funding mechanisms and approaches to support decentralization initiatives.


B.  New Authorities and Provisions


Although a law (#43) permitting decentralization of authority to local government had been passed in 1979, it has never been operationally effected in Alexandria (or elsewhere) as it applied to education. The Alexandria Education Reform Pilot Project was intended to show that educational quality and schools could be improved without complicated and lengthy legislative changes. In order to move decision-making power to lower levels, the Governorate of Alexandria sought and obtained (in July 2001) from the Ministry of Education in Cairo authority to “undertake any action necessary to implement the pilot project,” including several that directly contravened standard MOE policies and procedures.  This was the first time such a delegation had occurred, and within the context of the rigid Egyptian education system was revolutionary. The delegation of authority laid the foundation for the pilot project implementation, secured the Alexandria MOE office’s (MOE/A) cooperation, and resulted in a series of new decrees, bodies, and instruments used to reform decision-making procedures and expand school autonomy. 


An initial act by the governor was to establish an advisory board to govern and support the project that embodied a fundamental decentralization concept of pluralism and stakeholder participation.  The Alexandria Education Advisory Committee’s members were drawn from private and public sectors.  (See below for discussion)


Schools were authorized to (i) undertake independent decisions and actions—without approval from higher authorities—to improve the school and student learning, such as maintenance/repairs, equipment and teaching aids, student activities and services, and community outreach activities, (ii) effect or stop the transfer of teachers, and (iii) generate revenue, raise funds, and accept donations.   


At the same time, Resolution #1451 (December 2001) upgraded pilot school PTCs to BOTs with representatives from the community, parents and school, and charged it with participating in school management, monitoring and improvement. BOT authorities and responsibilities are detailed in the Board of Trustees Charter, prepared by the AEAC, MOE, and USAID technical advisor in consultation with the schools.


An early lesson of the project was that authorization to act does not necessarily translate to action.  Although school principals and school leaders (potential BOT members) received training throughout the first year of the project, not all believed that they were truly authorized to act, citing the absence official decrees and documents.  “We thought it was a joke,” said one school principal. Others said that even if they wanted to, they did not know how to proceed.  The project’s solution was to issue decree #583, approved by the governor, which officially set the parameters for school action and reassured decree-dependent participants.  The School Charter (October 2003) is seen by many as providing critical impetus to school improvement.  Nearly two years into project operations, school principals were asked about what authorities they wanted at the school level and what procedures they followed and activities they undertook to improve the school.  The product is a document that serves both as a written authorization outlining roles, responsibilities and authorities, and as a handbook that describes the types of activities and ways to improve the school.  School principals were asked to tailor the charter template to suit their school and the final charter was approved by the AEAC. Although many of the activities in the template were offered as examples of what was happening at the more active schools, it is clear that today most of the pilot schools follow certain provisions to the letter as evidenced by the lack of variation in school improvement ventures.   


Both the School Charter and BOT Charter appear outdated and do not completely mesh with the pilot school operations as they are today. The School Charter defines more authorities than those specifically named in the MOE delegation of authority to the governor and than the evaluation team found acted upon at the schools.  For example, teacher assessment, student transfer for poor attendance, student assessment, and addition of subjects to the curriculum all figure in the charter, but do seem to be observed in many of the schools.  It does not appear the MOE/ A or ERD have yet thought through how to operationalize or support them.  The BOT Charter is somewhat confusing, giving the erroneous impression that PTCs exist simultaneously with BOTs.  Each charter would benefit from revision, with “how to” advice and best practices incorporated into a series of manuals for use at the schools.


The School Charter spurred the preparation of other school-based instruments, such as the Teachers Honor Charter and the Students’ Honor Charter.  Other new decrees (and charters) promulgated in the course of the project are the Executive Management Committee Charter and the Finance Charter authorizing the Education reform Fund.  All are discussed below.


C.  Reform Management and Funding


1. Alexandria Education Advisory Committee (AEAC)


The Governor of Alexandria had productively enlisted the support of the private sector for his “New Alexandria” development program, making use of its ideas, expertise and resources. One of his initial acts of “decentralization” in late 2001 was to establish the public-private Alexandria Education Advisory Committee (AEAC) to set pilot project policy and oversee it progress. Jointly chaired by the Governor of Alexandria and the Minister of Education, the AEAC comprises 17 prominent citizens from the public and private sectors with diverse backgrounds in commerce/business, education, health, law, and economics. Members are appointed by the governor for their interest in education and ability to contribute both intellectually and materially. They serve at the will of the governor, although a system is now in place in which the least active 30 percent of the membership will be replaced every two years, the criteria to include meeting attendance, fund raising and general involvement and support.  The MOE/A First Undersecretary is a permanent member.


The success of this committee depends on perspective of its role. Many point to its value—particularly at the outset of the project--in forging the political linkages with the private sector (especially the business community) to enlist its support for the envisaged far-reaching educational reform.  Many members were/are influential Alexandrian personages and their endorsement of the educational reform has invited support from the wider community.
 They have been able to mobilize both community interest and resources, including their own.  For example, a significant proportion of the moneys in the Education Reform Fund, an AEAC initiative, and gifts of equipment (i.e. computers) are attributed to the efforts of AEAC members.  Others, focusing on the educational contributions of the AEAC are more critical, saying that it “has added little of technical value.” Some members have contributed their professional expertise for the pilot project school training program:  a physician-member trained school personnel in psycho-social development that was greatly appreciated by the participants.  However, other members’ personal interventions in the schools are considered inappropriate and potentially disruptive.  Notably, the individual efforts of various members seem to be what is expected of the AEAC, rather than the force of the AEAC as a governing or decision-making institution.


Overall, the AEAC—with its close link to the governor and high profile membership—has contributed positively to the high visibility and public approbation the small project enjoys.  The early meetings of the AEAC resulted in substantive policy decisions central to the project, such as school selection, personnel transfers, BOT operations, school fund-raising.  It is unrealistic to think that the AEAC should intervene directly to improve school management. However, after four years, some members’ enthusiasm is waning as the bustle and constant new activities of the early project years settles into more routine operations, causing them question the AEAC’s and their continued role. “Before something was happening every day,” said one member. Meeting attendance is reported erratic; some members won’t attend if the governor is not chairing the meeting (although frequent absences can and do result in expulsion). The early “easy” reforms of the pilot project—creation of BOTs, developing the school authorities and instruments, publicizing the project—have been accomplished;   AEAC members say their efforts to tackle key issues critical to reform are constrained by other government ministries.  For example, teachers are governed by three separate ministries; they are tied technically to the MOE, financially to the Ministry of Finance (MOF), and professionally to the Ministry of Social Affairs. Attempting to deal with teacher compensation, promotion, or firing issues is virtually impossible.  Even establishing a matching grant fund involves complicated approvals and authorization from the MOF.


The AEAC exists at the will of the current governor, although buttressed by an official decree.  In order to ensure its continued existence and legitimacy it needs to establish a regular meeting schedule, its meetings needs to  be consistently chaired by a recognized representative of the governor (if not the governor  himself), minutes must be kept and official documents preserved and distributed according to an official list. More importantly, the role of the AEAC should be redefined in light of project and reform expansion, and an annual work plans developed to guide, focus and re-activate members’ efforts.  The Executive Management Committee has appropriately assumed most of the AEAC’s technical and project guidance duties.  Members suggest that the AEAC role should be redefined as a “visioning” advisory and public relations board, rather than a policy-setting or decision-making body. Other factors may also complicate its mandate: the Government has recently decreed that governorate-level Boards of Education be established, and the overlap in duties—actual or planned—should be examined.


2. Executive Management Committee


The Executive Management Committee (EMC) was established by decree in late 2003 to bridge the gap between the AEAC and MOE structures, and create a direct link to the pilot schools. A sub-committee of the AEAC—to whom it reports—EMC membership combines MOE staff, 
 self-selected AEAC members, a governor’s representative, an NGO representative and a USAID representative.  The EMC primarily serves as a steering committee, adjusting pilot project design, ensuring that design parameters are followed, reviewing progress and results, making mid-course corrections, and recommending policy changes for AEAC consideration in line with reform goals. To a certain extent, it serves as a secretariat for the AEAC, as it sets its meeting schedule, agenda and prepares meeting reports.


The EMC is regarded as a productive committee, staffed primarily by educational professionals both within and outside the MOE so that its decisions are seen to have technical merit.  It meets monthly, and most of the members interviewed have a fairly intimate knowledge of the pilot schools and their problems, as well as of project operations (e.g. potential funding sources, USAID contracting policy, etc.)  Some see it as serving a “checks and balance” role on both the AEAC and MOE, stating “we have the freedom not to implement bad ideas,” noting the worst ones are generally soon forgotten by their originator. The actual number of MOE members seems roughly equal to the active AEAC members so the “comfort” level appeared high, although some members alluded to a persistent “gap” in understanding. The “ennui” expressed by some AEAC members is not apparent on the EMC, who are much more focused on the on-going task of project implementation in the schools, and less on the awareness building and fund-raising.


A major task of the EMC is to track and assess progress in performance and impact, not just implementation.  The EMC appears to deal with the latter only; they have neither required nor amassed the data to evaluate overall improvements in educational quality. One of their requests of the evaluation team was to provide outcome data “tell us how the schools and students are doing.”  Ostensibly, they should be doing this.


The EMC is codified in a charter (decree #549), so its longevity for pilot project purposes appears secure.  Some suggested that it is the more logical unit to have governing authority over the expanded pilot project, and should replace the AEAC in this respect. 

3. MOE in Alexandria


MOE/A. The project placed the MOE/A at the fulcrum of a highly-visible project in which both the reform-minded governor and national minister of education took significant political risk disproportionate to the financial investment. Ultimately it is the MOE that executes the pilot project, ensuring that its implicated staff at the governorate, district and school levels understand and act according to pilot project requirements.  Consequently, the First Undersecretary played both an active and pivotal role in ensuring the project’s success. As head of the MOE in Alexandria, her willingness and ability to translate ideas into action within the education bureaucracy have been critical.  She points out that “serving two bosses”—the governor and minister of education—has required that she strike a “delicate balance,” in reconciling the new ideas of the project with the entrenched standard operating procedures of the national MOE.  Several times, she has had to intervene personally to protect her own staff from censure or fines from national MOE representatives when pilot project implementation has been perceived as insubordination or mis-management.  


Rather than delegating major decision-making responsibility to other senior staff members at the MOE, the First Undersecretary has assumed a “hands-on” approach, in which she is essentially the “project director” for the MOE, in addition to being a key member of the AEAC and EMC.  Both the ERD (see below) and the district directors report directly to her—essentially by-passing intervening supervisory levels--about project operations and problems, and she maintains frequent contact with school principals.  In the course of the project she has had to negotiate teacher transfer and promotion issues.


The project has become a personal mission for the First Undersecretary.  As a senior member and “product” of the MOE system herself, she admits that the project put her on a steep learning curve in terms of thinking and doing things differently, and says that she has benefited from her participation in the U.S.-based training program and study tours.  She has developed a close working relationship with the governor and with USAID.   Her retirement in August 2005 and return to Cairo has caused the governor to confront the issue of her replacement, who will be appointed by the MOE from candidates outside of Alexandria.  The management transition is complicated by the fact that no one in the upper echelons of MOE/A has been as closely involved in the project, although the Second Undersecretary has participated in U.S.-based training (but reportedly is also scheduled for retirement soon.)


Education Reform Department (ERD).   The ERD was created to ensure and support project implementation in the pilot schools.
 The ERD is the practical link between the schools and the MOE, the EMC, the AEAC and even the governor, all of whom having ideas for project improvement.
    The five-person staff provide “professional support” to the pilot school administrators, teachers, and BOT members, offer guidance and in-school training on project-related issues, monitor project implementation, diagnose blockages, and advise schools on how to deal with problems or refer them to the First Undersecretary and EMC for resolution.  Most significantly, ERD members played a primary authorship role in the development of the School and BOT Charters. They see their role as both constructive and preventative, in terms of helping the schools act on their new authorities and in keeping the project schools on track.


Each ERD member is responsible for a 5-8 school cluster, which they visit frequently (two times per term, at least), know well and with whom enjoy good relations.  ERD staff meets weekly to compare progress, problems and trends. In some instances they will convene staff from all schools together to discuss a particular issue; more often they will conduct cluster meeting with the principals, teachers, master trainers and/or BOT members to promote exchange and shared understanding. ERD is “on call” to assist any pilot school.  They believe their backgrounds as teachers and/or social workers help them understand the schools’ perspective, although have no background or experience in interactive teaching methods. ERD staff has not received specialized training under the project nor have they participated in the training courses. The ERD has not called on the MOE/A’s teacher training unit for assistance, stating that the training unit has not been versed in interactive methods either.


The ERD identifies its most important task as “analyzing the pilot project experiment.”  However, staff admits that they have not been given or developed a clear research design or well-defined research questions. Some impact and student outcome measures are contained in the survey questionnaire instrument they administer three times a year at each school with school principal assistance, derived from draft instruments prepared early in the project with USAID technical assistance. The instruments inventory infrastructure improvement, community contributions, teacher training status, teacher and student attendance, and “decision-making.” They do collect end-of-term and annual exam results, and review monthly exam results with the school-based training units.
 Although they may occasionally visit classrooms, they do not conduct any classroom observations. A file is maintained for each school. Questionnaire data are compiled manually and presented in an individual school report.  However, the data are not entered into an electronic data base nor are they aggregated to compare either with control schools (there are none) or longitudinally to show change over time.  Analysis and progress reporting are mainly anecdotal, although insightful, and appear to serve project implementation needs, but are inadequate for impact assessment.  While the ERD attempted to comply with the evaluation team’s request for basic student outcome indicators (promotion, repetition, completion, etc.) in the pilot schools and Alexandria overall, it was unable to produce reliable or comparable data for the two sets of schools.  It shares one computer with other MOE units, and has no access to a printer. Although the staff is computer literate on Microsoft Word, only one member knows EXCEL.  They have no expertise with building a data base or with statistical analysis.  ERD has not collaborated with the MOE/A EMIS/Statistics unit to develop analytic capacity or prepare analyses.  One EMC member suggests that they call on the University of Alexandria to second a research specialist to help set up a monitoring and evaluation system.


The MOE/A has approved a job description for the ERD, although not for individual staff. ERD figures in the MOE/A organizational chart, so its existence does not appear transitory. Although the ERD falls under the supervision of the Director for Pre-University Education and Activity Unit Head, it reports directly to the First Undersecretary. The ERD has operated in some respects as a “ministry within a ministry” for the project, serving as a one-stop shop for all school needs.  ERD says that to provide comparable “hands-on” assistance to the new cohort of 66 pilot schools, it needs to expand its manpower and re-organize along thematic lines. It has not considered involving other MOE/A departments. Once the project is taken to scale, both the ERD and First Undersecretary suggest that it serve as “a think tank,” support targeted experiments and undertake special analyses and studies, as “reform will always be ongoing.” At present, the ERD is technically ill-prepared to undertake such tasks, despite its diligent and good work in implementing the project in the pilot schools.  


Districts.  The pilot schools are located in two districts, which have had to accommodate the pilot school reforms into their routine duties.  This has posed a particular challenge and has created some confusion on the part of district-level staff, as the districts essentially operate two parallel systems—one for the pilot schools and one for all the other schools, representing about 85 percent of district schools, where “it’s business as usual.” 


Districts are charged with the supervision and support of schools, reviewing accounts and operations, assessing teacher performance and setting up repair and provisioning schedules.  The two district directors interviewed say that district duties have completely changed in relation to the pilot schools due to the new authorities given: the districts have fewer duties now, not different duties.  The definition of their jobs is subtractive; they list the number of responsibilities the districts have relinquished, such teacher transfer, approval of school improvement projects and plans to “implement the curriculum”, and authority over donations to schools (although districts still review the financial reports).  They note that they are powerless to equalize teacher distribution, favoring pilot schools, because of restrictions on teacher transfer.  In short, “We can no longer hold people accountable.”


District supervisors, who review teacher performance according to procedures and criteria developed by the national MOE, have had the most difficult time adjusting to the pilot school’s requirements.  Supervisors initially received no orientation to the project, and unlike many of the school principals, were not selectively assigned to pilot schools. They continue to supervise both pilot and non-pilot schools.  They learned about the project and its effect on teacher instructional practices on-the-job from the schools and the teachers themselves.  Eventually, following multiple conflicts, supervisors were invited to participate in training to better understand the new approaches and adjust their evaluative criteria.  However, the cadre of supervisors—most on the verge of retirement—has suffered rapid turn-over and misunderstandings continue. The District directors themselves, who have attended all the training courses and “can do everything,” are also due to retire soon.


In the move to delegate new authorities to the school, it appears that the districts were neglected in the conceptualization of the reform.
  Instead, project management is conducted directly between the MOE/A and the schools, with the districts scrambling to adapt their required job duties to the pilot project.  The First Undersecretary says that the districts “can do anything they want” under decentralization, but it clear that they might want more authority than the MOE/A is willing to give and the pilot schools are willing to give back. Nor are the districts comfortable with taking authority, as they have no charter or template for “reformed” operations.  District-initiated improvements, such giving secondary schools two days off a week, still require authorization from the MOE/A, although under decentralization they are allowed to ask and the approval is more likely to be forthcoming.


In short, decentralization went from the MOE to governorate to the MOE/A and then to the schools, skipping the district level. The districts jobs were reduced, rather than reformed.  In part, this could not be avoided as the pilot schools constitute only a small percentage of the district schools.  However, with expansion this is a major gap that needs to be addressed.  Practical concerns argue for the expansion to proceed by whole districts, rather than a few schools in many districts (as has recently happened).  This approach will allow one, reformed set of procedures and operations to be put in place at the district level, and allow the districts to assume many of the responsibilities currently undertaken by the ERD (so the latter’s staff will not have to expand exponentially).. 


4. MOE Resources and the Education Reform Fund  


Since education is funded centrally, governorates traditionally have not had resources to program.
 A precept of the pilot project design was a “no cost” reform, meaning that the Governorate and the MOE/A would not allocate additional public sector funds for the project.  However, implementation of the project has incurred costs, and it has benefited from some reallocation of public resources. The First Undersecretary herself has devoted appreciable time to project management, as have the district directors, but no special provision has been made to compensate for the extra time involved. The MOE has transferred existing personnel to staff the ERD, but programmed no special operating budget. More significantly, there are greater numbers of teachers at the pilot schools due to school authority to block transfers.
 


As a rule, most additional project support funds come from the private sector or donors.  The non-MOE members of the AEAC and the EMC serve voluntarily, and receive neither honoraria nor have operating budgets. In addition to the USAID-funded project-specific training activities, study tours and part-time technical assistance, the MOE has ensured that pilot school personnel participate in other private sector and donor-provided training, such as Microsoft, Intel and the EU.
   (Of course, opportunity costs associated with the training should not be discounted.) Pilot schools have generated resources and raised funds from parents, community and business sector for improvements   


In addition, an Education Reform Fund, intended to provide resources to both sustain the existing pilot project and expand it, was established by Governorate decree (#1634) in 2002. Currently containing 6 million LE (about US$ 1million), the Fund is deposited in a special account and is governed by its Financial Charter specifications.  The Governor, AEAC members, and MOE/A have collaborated in resourcing the Fund, by obtaining donations from businesses, individuals and other donors; raising tuition in all schools (public and private) by 1 LE (US$ 0.20);
 levying a 1000 LE (US$ 180) licensing /permit fee on new private schools or centers and a 500 LE fee for license renewal; adding 0.5 percent to private school tuition charges for every student; and selling an MOE-prepared kindergarten and private school directory for 20 LE and remitting 14 LE to the Fund.


The AEAC manages the Fund and determines its use, although generally in response to MOE/A proposals.  Focusing exclusively on the pilot schools, the Fund’s approved uses include incentives for school personnel, teacher training, minor maintenance and repair (other than GAEB), equipment and teaching aids, awareness programs, and any other authorized improvements.  So far, the Fund has been used once:  in 2004, more than 2000 pilot school staff members—from principals to janitors—received the equivalent of a month’s salary, in recognition of the effort they had put into pilot project participation.
  Many pilot school teachers, while appreciating the symbolic gesture, dismissed the bonus as financially insignificant. Others say it must continue every year. Potential controversy was avoided because non pilot schools were unaware of the incentive paid. At the same time, pilot school staff was warned that any ensuing incentives would be based on performance, as the Fund was not sufficient to cover the 99 schools now participating in the program. So far neither the performance criteria nor the procedures for their application have been developed by the MOE/A.  Given the multi-dimensional nature of school improvement and good teaching, combined with the unreliability of current student performance measures, defining meritorious performance for either school or teacher will be challenging. The information foundation required for this approach has not sufficiently been put in place.  Further, these criteria should be publicized in advance so it can motivate performance and avoid complaints of favoritism in selection.


Moreover, there is the issue of fairness:  should all school children be required to pay for what can benefit only a relative handful of schools? Should pilot school staff receive preferential treatment? The Fund needs to be rethought, so that its purpose is more in line with its resource envelop, and sustainability and fairness issues. Its uses should be determined by helping all schools in sufficient magnitude. One solution that the AEAC has launched is a school “endowment” in which the BOT must match the projects 3,000 LE, with the resulting 6,000 LE placed in an interest-bearing bank account. The three schools selected for the experiment have so far failed to meet the “match,” using the funds they have raised to fund the SIP.  For this approach to be viable the amount from the Fund would have to be increased (after all, 600 LE—if 10 percent interest rate is used--is only US$100), but the Fund could finance this as a one time payment to each school and expand annually to additional reformed schools. The Fund could also be used to help start-up modest ventures that could with no further cost strengthen schools, such as initiating the development of  district-level BOT or friends-of-education associations, funding idea fairs, publishing best practices manuals and guides available to all schools, a training fund, or making small grants to schools or education units to implement meritorious proposals.


The Governor, AEAC and MOE/A recognize that more funds are required for pilot school improvement, beyond that which schools can raise themselves, and that low teacher compensation may present a binding constraint on quality improvement. But, it is not clear that the Education Reform Fund can effectively, even if partially, address the problem of systemic public under-investment in pre-university education.  To a certain extent, the Fund provides a temporary solution, simply because the number of pilot schools is so small.  But even the expansion to 99 schools (less than 10% of public schools) puts a strain on the available resources and is not sufficient to deal with the major challenge of teacher incentives.
  Despite the laudable creativity that went into developing and resourcing the Fund, the Fund so far has served to mask the real problem of chronic budgetary shortfall and the deep material and compensation deficits it has created at the pilot (and all other public) schools.  The Education Reform Fund does not appear to be a model that is feasible for some of its desired uses, such as teacher compensation.  The project leadership firmly believes that more money can be generated for education, particularly given the wealth of Alexandria as a governorate and the high demand for education.  The project has demonstrated that private sector funds can be extracted and used to significant effect for school improvement.  However, more systematic and appropriate methods must be used to increase the education budget to fill the financing gaps for all schools.  Reportedly, the governorates will be granted to right to institute taxes next year; the project leadership is already thinking of ways to raise money for education (such as driver’s license renewal fees and luxury tax surcharges). It is essential that Alexandria’s education policy-makers identify fundamental quality criteria, the costs involved, and the budgetary short fall, so that taxation strategies to yield the needed amounts for all schools can be developed.


D.  Decentralization at the School:  Effect on School Administration and Operations


1. Roles and Responsibilities of School Administrators


Participation in the Pilot Project fundamentally changed the way school principals and their deputies
 do their jobs and the way schools operate.  The delegation of new authorities added many new duties and responsibilities to a group which had had little experience with decision-making and very little management training before assuming their positions. They were accustomed to implementing the established schedule and curriculum handed to them, with teachers and staff assigned from above, and referring any problems to their superiors at the district and governorate education offices.  The numerous school administrators interviewed at the nine schools said that initially their participation was “worrisome” as they were afraid of blame and punishment for any mistakes, especially in the handling of money.  They were hesitant and “overwhelmed” by the range of duties and “did not know what decentralization meant.” They also were concerned that they would be required to master skills that were beyond their abilities, such as computers that they were “too old to learn.”  Because of this uncertainty, some schools reportedly were slow in the first two years of the Pilot Project to act on their new authorities and fully implement the range of activities open to them.  The School Charter (discussed above), which established pilot school operating procedures and guidelines, did much to allay their concerns, as did subsequent additional training.  One dynamic principal interviewed emphasized how the observation tour she and 29 other administrators took to the U.S. opened their eyes to the opportunities afforded by expanded school leadership authority.  She declared, “We are the implementing agents of reform.”


Now in the fourth year of the project, the school administrators interviewed seemed comfortable with their new role and most were enthusiastic, pointing to the benefits of decentralization.  In their view, they now have more authority over their school to:


· Introduce projects, program and initiatives to improve the school, such as starting 1st grade English classes and making repairs. In the past, they had to wait for approval from higher up, which often never came.  One principal said, “Since the beginning—15 years—I asked permission to have English taught (in 1st grade), but never received an answer.  With the Project, I realized I could and I did.” Said one principal, “Now I can make decisions, before I took orders.”


· Manage school personnel, by effecting or preventing teacher transfers, making teacher assignments, revising teacher schedules, and disciplining teachers.  One principal pointed to how she was able to prevent the transfer of two teachers in mid-school year and recall a talented teacher who had been transferred earlier. Another noted how, when a teacher had had a problem with a particular class, she was free to change his schedule and assignment. And another pointed to how she could let the English-speaking Arabic teacher also teach 1st grade English. 


· Delegate and divide duties among administrative staff, introducing the concept of decentralization to even lower levels within the school. Many principals said the deputies need not always consult the principal on decisions related to their work now that they have an agreed-upon School Improvement Plan.


· Receive and retain local resources/funds. Most perceived this as the most significant benefit of decentralization, noting that for the first time they had discretionary budget that they could program.
  Several principals said that previously they had had to turn down assistance offered to the school (e.g. computers) or that delayed response by higher-ups caused the opportunity for resources to slip away.


· Activate and work with the BOT to develop and implement the School Improvement Plan (SIP) and raise resources. “Two-way decision-making is the most important change,” was the consensus of school administrators at one school.


· Mobilize the community by creating partnerships with them and making greater efforts to meet parents.


Support teachers in using new and better teaching methods to improve student learning and performance. 

Principals state that their job is more complex now as they have many more areas of responsibility (“My focus is ‘total quality assurance.”), but at the same time they say they now have the “tools” with which to work.  They have the freedom to create a team at school by retaining or expelling the teacher, are not hampered by interference from above in most school decisions, and can act swiftly without waiting for the “inevitably negative” response from above. 

2. Changes in School Management


School Vision, Mission Statement and School Charter.  Every school has developed a school vision and mission statement, in accordance with training precepts, which generally is prominently and decoratively displayed at the school entrance.  Although this was developed by the school administrators and staff, many parents and students interviewed could repeat the school vision or slogan.  Parents indicated that they thought it was a good idea to “let everyone know what the school believed in.”  The School Charter, developed in consultation with the BOT, is appreciated as an evolving document which can be modified and changed, but some schools report that they have not yet received approval of their Charter from ERD (acting on behalf of the AEAC).


As recommended in the School Charter, Parent Contracts have been developed at several of the schools.  Parents must sign the contract when they enroll their child in the school.  It requires them to ensure: children are punctual, maintain attendance, get medical check-ups, submit problems to school administration, pay required fees (if they are able), and pay fine for excessive absences.  In one school, parents are required to present their problems to the principal and not go to the teacher because then there is no opportunity for the teacher to coerce private lessons, etc.  Besides weeding out the problematic households and students (and thus biasing performance in favor of the pilot school), principals say that the contract has had a positive effect on fee payment and student behaviors, as parents know that the school is “serious about learning.”  Parents also said that they thought the contract was a good idea because “it helps us know the rules better and how to deal with problems” and they agree with the requirements.  They said that the fines for absenteeism were administered fairly, and most never had to pay. They said that parents ensured that their child met the 85% attendance requirement not because of the fines, but because they were unwilling to risk expulsion from an improved schools (as allowed in the school charter.)


Although all the schools interviewed had developed “honor charters” for both teachers and students, in compliance with the School Charter parameters, these documents do not seem to figure significantly in school governance.  Teachers were aware of the honor charter, but felt that it expressed the obvious about teacher goals and behavior that they followed anyway.  Except for of student council members, no students interviewed at the preparatory and high school levels (where its application would be most appropriate) knew about the student charter, although the student leaders stated it had been the subject of school announcements and meetings.  Even they were hard-pressed to specify its contents.


School Improvement Plan and School Improvements.  Each year the school administrators and BOT jointly develop a School Improvement Plan, which sets out the improvement program for the coming year, the resource requirements, assigns responsibilities and schedules implementation. The plan has typically been developed during an annual summer training session that unites school teams of BOT members and administrators from the pilot schools.  With assistance from trainers, each school team prepares its plan, submits it to the training facilitation team for final editing/typing, and receives it a few weeks later.  An early review of the school improvement plans noted “their emphasis remains on physical facilities” with too little attention to student learning.
 Three years and three training sessions later, the several 2004/2005 SIPs reviewed are less focused on physical enhancement, and have placed primary emphasis on teacher capacity building (especially in IT), needy and talented student support, and community participation. However, the means by which these will be accomplished is not detailed.   Learning goals are generally addressed by vague statements (e.g. “enhance the quality of education,” “increase student success rate”) or by non-specific activities (e.g. “introduce more learning activities” or “making parents aware about education.”).  


Nevertheless, the SIP plays a central role in school management and operations.  It unites the school administration and the BOT around a common agenda, gives a sense of purpose and generates a greater sense of control at the school level.  Since the SIP is prepared with the BOT, approved by them, and then presented at the General Assembly, principals say is add to their sense of security about making decisions to implement it. “My job is easier now because I have a plan, I have control and I am not doing the work alone,” said one principal.  In part, this greater comfort is due to procedural considerations rather than substantive ones, given the still rudimentary state of some of the SIPs.


The SIP and the activities it engenders have resulted in tangible school improvements that range from physical improvements and income generation activities to a variety of student services and parent/community services. Table 1 provides examples of the numerous types of school improvement activities undertaken by the school administrators and BOTs.


Table 1:  School Improvements


		Category

		Examples



		1. Infrastructure

		Classroom and toilet renovation, new roof, new playground surfacing, outside door to clinic, mosque built in school, improved/repaired electrical and plumbing systems, sewage systems, painting, gardens/greenery, decoration (paintings, mosaics)



		2. Equipment and furniture

		Better desks and tables, whiteboards, computers, science labs, first aid kits, model classroom



		3.  Student Educational Services

		1st grade English, after-school remedial classes, between class tutoring



		4.  Student Enrichment

		Field trips, Student academic competitions, dramas, community-oriented projects (e.g. health survey), computer classes, internet



		5.  Student Recreation

		Summer camps, after school sports, dramas, clubs



		6.  Student Morale

		Private school type uniform, student id card, presents and prizes, graduation party



		7.  Needy Student Support

		Medical services, free drugs, clothing, school supplies, free or low-cost remedial classes, fee payment, employment for parents



		8.  Parent Events

		Plays, celebrations (mother’s day), regular visitation days, lectures



		9.  Parent & Community Services

		Nursery school, cafeteria, computer classes, literacy classes, English classes, use of library/computers, a “cyber”



		10. Income generation

		Production unit craft sales, cafeteria entry fee and drinks charge, rental of school facilities (gym, theatre), service user fees (camps, computers, remedial classes, etc.), food production garden



		11. Teacher Support

		Invited speakers and training, stipends, gifts, nursery for teachers’ children





 Although improvements are planned with the BOT, the school principal is ultimately responsible and accountable to the MOE/A for all the activities that take place at the school, the use of school facilities, and policies/practices regarding students.   Most of the improvement activities noted above are overseen, managed and implemented by the school principal and/or her deputies, although in some instances the BOT may take charge.  The number of activities shows how a principal’s job has expanded under decentralization, in some very reform-oriented pilot schools to daunting degrees.  Not only must a school administrator ensure the normal business of schooling take place, but now must oversee a variety of new activities, some far removed from the educational.  As part of the schools’ fund-raising efforts, several principals have undertaken income generation activities that demand particular time, attention, and entrepreneurial skill. For example, the rental of one school’s historic theatre had to be negotiated.  At all schools, fees must be set, collected and accounts kept for the multiple services offered.  New services must be marketed and publicized. One principal publicizes her school’s summer camp and cafeteria by personally placing notices in coffee houses and supermarkets, and –of course—manages it.  


Work with the BOT:   School principals see the BOT as a major improvement. Formerly, with the principal as PTC chairman, parents would not come to meetings: “men were afraid we would ask for money and would create problems to avoid coming.”  School administrators point out that BOT members are different than the “quarrelsome” parents of the PTC, and bring better skills and motivations.  Said one principal, “The BOT is the best thing that has happened”


Rather than perceiving the BOT as usurping their authority, the principals see it as reinforcing it and offering them a layer of protection from higher authorities and troublesome parents they previously did not enjoy. Several principals see the BOT as a “defense mechanism” against criticism of decisions taken by the school.  BOT approval endows authority and community approbation, and protects the principal, as he or she is not solely accountable.


There were no reports of school principal-BOT disagreements. Relationships with the BOT appear to be largely collaborative, although one principal claimed he “activated the BOT.”  Others note that they “brainstorm” with the BOT to come up with innovative ideas to improve the school and include in the SIP, although they also underscore that the BOT can not make decisions about the school independent of the school administration. (BOT members make similar comments about the checks and balances of decision-making power of school administrators.) 


Different emphases are placed by school administrators on the BOT role. In some instances, principals sees the BOT as a source of innovative ideas and their role is to implement them: “They decide; I execute.” In others, they view the BOT as the community outreach mechanism and liaison with parents and community, citing how BOT members as neighborhood residents can discover student addresses and  with the social worker visit homes of students with problems, whereas before the school could only contact parents by letter.  However, in all cases, principals state that the BOTs’ major role is to raise funds by publicizing the school, soliciting donations, and cultivating relationships with businesses and other funding sources.  Even the most dynamic of principals generally refrain from direct solicitation of funds (as opposed to income generation) themselves, preferring to give their ideas to the BOT for implementation. As one explained, they are “careful to try not to seem like they are always asking for money.”  Nonetheless, many are intrepid and innovative implementers of income generating activities.


Relations with Parents and the Community: School administrators indicate that they have more and better contact with parents and the community than before, a statement that is corroborated by the parents and students interviewed.  Increased parental appreciation of the school (discussed in Chapter 3) has changed the dynamic and quality of interaction. School administration is perceived by parents as more open and sympathetic to their needs.  The BOT also serves as a buffer between parents and the school administration, mediating disputes and problems, taking the principal out of the front line of fire and allowing him or her to be seen more often in positive circumstances.  This is in stark contrast with the non-pilot schools visited where tensions between school administrators and parents were high. (In one school, the not-so-sympathetic principal admitted that several times parents had to be restrained from entering the school with the intent to assault him.)


Much of the school administration’s community mobilization work is performed in partnership with the BOT.  However, several principals in recent years have inspired great loyalty and support on the part of parents and the community due to the improvements made at the school and students’ new eagerness to learn:  “We can’t say no to the principal.  She serves our kids, we must serve her.”  School principals are more likely to act on parental complaints and concerns:  in one school a teacher was punished for swearing in class; in another, a road crossing was established to reduce student walking time and increase safety. Community involvement is not without problems; several principals mentioned the challenge of restricting potentially disruptive parental visits to scheduled, and publicized, visiting days.


Teacher Management and Instructional Support:   Strikingly, all principals interviewed say they have tried to foster a “loving relationship” with and among teachers, and that they are “a family.” Teachers in several schools have stated that they have refused better opportunities or transfers with promotion in order to stay at the schools (with the--perhaps unintended--consequence of reducing the student-teacher ratio).  Principals grapple with the possibility of losing a good teacher to promotion.  While their new authorities allow them to control teacher transfers, they have no authority to promote teachers within their own schools, although in some cases appeals have been made to the MOE/A to promote and keep a teacher.  While there were no reports of a teacher being denied a transfer with promotion, this policy has the potential of straining school administration-teacher relations.  While principals may not always be able to feasibly maintain a good teacher, they are able to rid the school of the non-performing ones due to their teacher transfer authority.  Of course, the bad teachers—rather than leaving the system—are inflicted on another hapless school, so that this policy’s efficacy becomes less viable as the number of pilot or reform schools expand (and the weak teachers become increasingly concentrated in unfortunate schools.) One principal stated that decentralization gave him “punishment authority” over teachers, relating how he could now dock teacher pay for infractions.


Some school principals have attempted to pay small stipends to show that teacher efforts are appreciated in improving the school, as suggested in the School Charter. For example, one school pays a stipend to teachers who work the evening shift in the cafeteria.  More often, appreciation and support is shown in other ways.  Small gifts or tokens are given by some principals and BOTs; one school raised 1000 LE through the sale of student i.d. cards, using it for both teacher and student awards for participating in an inter-school competition. Another school has established an in-school nursery school for the children of its largely female staff, in order to compensate them for their hard work.


Although a few school administrators seemed indifferent to whether their teachers were employing new interactive methods of instruction, most school administrators attempted to support the new techniques and methods their teachers adapt, by providing materials and intervening when teachers were subject to supervisor criticism.  However, since school administrators have not received the teacher training, they are largely ignorant of the methods and struggle to understand them. Consequently, they unable to really manage or support teachers in this area, although it was stated that the brief orientation to interactive teaching they did receive “opened our minds to new approaches.”  For the most part, they say they can only assess teacher performance through student results, which could prove problematic given the incongruence between the critical-thinking goals of active learning and the memorization-based information required for the traditional exams. School principals largely leave instructional improvement in the schools to the in-house teacher training and testing units.  Another challenge signaled by school principals is the annual and extended absences of teachers who are taken from the classroom for training during the academic year.  Despite the large number of administrators, principals say that they lack a supply of suitable substitute teachers and that student performance suffers. 


Relations with Other MOE Offices:  Although school administrators appreciate that they do not have to wait for supervisors to solve problems at the school or with teachers, they still feel constrained in certain areas by higher management level.  District supervisors, unfamiliar with or resistant to the Pilot Project may upset teachers with harsh criticisms of noisy classrooms, deviations from the class program, etc. and require principal intervention. They say that they and teachers are confused by contradictory instructions given by project supervisors, district supervisors and MOE inspectors. Principal ability to stand up to hostile supervisors seems to vary with the person, although—when forced—top MOE officials say that the principals’ evaluation of teacher performance prevails. Early project documents refer to school administrator complaints to excessive and frequent visits by supervisors, inspectors and other evaluators, and the School Charter states that these visits will be consolidated.  However, school principals and administrator still complain about the frequency of these visits, the amount of work it entails, and the disruption it causes.


E.  Analysis and Conclusions


Despite observations that the MOE delegation of authority to the governor was largely symbolic, it has resulted in the ground-breaking transfer of some key management authorities to the school that have produced real school improvements. It ensured MOE/A cooperation and provided the “space” in which the pilot project could operate. In a system based more on punishment than reward, this and the other decrees and charters were essential to jump-starting school-level change. Although the MOE’s delegation has been characterized as a “blank check”, the Alexandrian authorities have understood both the practical and political limitations, choosing to focus on a manageable handful of reforms that would give schools more freedom and the wherewithal to act, rather than attempting to deal with complex, systemic issues, such as the curriculum, exams, and teacher compensation. However, as these initial reforms take root at the schools, the various participants at all levels have become aware of the constraints to deepening the reform.  Rules and regulations of other ministries, such as the Ministry of Finance and Ministry of Social Affairs, encroach on Alexandria’s ability to substantively deal with issues of teacher compensation, promotion and firing.
  The governorate’s right to raise, retain and program revenues through taxation has not yet been established.  The MOE’s curriculum and exam policies and assessment criteria limit and distort improvements in instructional practices (see Chapter 4 for discussion).  


While resolution of many of these issues require national action and concerted pressure from reform-minded governorates, there is still room to push the reform envelop and/or lay the foundation for change. Several of the practices and procedures named in the School Charter and allowed under the MOE delegation, such as “improvement of promotion exams” and teacher assessment, can be further developed. Some policies, such as teacher and student transfer, need clearer guidelines to decrease any deleterious effects they may have on non-pilot schools, such as disparity in student-teacher ratios or creating repositories of bad teachers and administrators. Other Alexandria-wide issues, such as how to most effectively use the over-large number of non-teaching staff to reduce class size or directly support learning, could be addressed under the current authorities.  With a raft of far-reaching reforms being proposed by the MOE in Cairo, it is important that their impact on Alexandria’s school operations be assessed, and appropriate exemptions obtained (if required). For example, BOT composition, selection and duties appear to conflict with the effective system Alexandria has forged.


To both prepare for anticipated increased taxation authorities and assess the feasibility of the Education Reform Fund, an overall assessment of fundamental school improvement needs, their costs, and the budgetary shortfall must be analyzed. Although the governorate of Alexandria has been remarkably successful in tapping private sector resources for education and other programs, it is unlikely that these, mostly voluntary, donations can adequately fill the financing gap or deal with big-ticket line items, such as school construction and teacher compensation/reward.  At present, financing school improvement is predicated primarily on additional resources raised from local school-based efforts, and the burden is not inconsiderable.  It is probably not within the power of the schools to finance all their improvement needs. The Education Reform Fund must also be examined more pragmatically.  Project leaders need to realistically assess its potential size and its best uses.  If it is to finance a performance incentive/reward program, then this has to be crafted so that it truly motivates, the criteria are fair, well-defined, and publicized, and the selection process is transparent and not limited to a fortunate few schools. 


The management structure put in place for the project should be revised in light of project expansion.  It is time to stop solely thinking uniquely in terms of project management requirements; the restructuring should be made in terms of overall system reform support, so that the parallel project management system does not simply grow in size. The AEAC’s role should be redefined, standard operating procedures, a charter and annual work plans developed.  Support for reform schools should be better integrated throughout the MOE in Alexandria, so that the administrative and support systems reform simultaneously with the schools.  As the level closest to the school and most implicated in its support, the districts’ role should be developed. A practical corollary is that expansion of the project should proceed by expanding schools to create “reformed districts” rather than assigning a few project schools to every district.


More MOE units—such as planning, statistics, training, etc.--should be trained and involved in the expanded project, while—in the short-term, at least—ERD continues its role of monitoring the schools.  However, it is paramount that the MOE/A develop and put in place a well-designed monitoring and evaluation system that provides for empirical and quantitative analysis of project outputs, outcome and impact on educational quality.  Research questions should be developed, indicators and measures defined, multiple data collection methods devised (e.g. skills tests, classroom observations), control schools or comparative base planned, and statistical analyses specified.  The lack of such as system seriously impedes ability to report progress convincingly, diagnose weaknesses, isolate causal variables, and introduce corrections.  In short, it undermines the credibility of the project. 


When asked whether certain authorities could be rescinded or revoked, most respondents firmly stated that politically it would be impossible “to turn back.”  While this is likely the case, it is also true that some of the delegations could be solidified or re-affirmed.  Foremost is the MOE delegation of authority to the governor, which was signed by a former minister and given to a particular governor. It exists at the will of the present Minister of Education.  It would be prudent for the governorate to consider renewing and perhaps expanding the delegation to include MOE/A and district reform activities (although it is admirably inclusive of many possible improvements).  Until the project is expanded to all schools, many of the “legal: instruments of the project must remain gubernatorial decrees (e.g. school, BOT, EMC, charters), rather than pass into law.  Should the governorship change hands, these decrees are subject to repeal.  It may be possible to find some means by which to ensure their continuation other than good-will.  The development of standard operating procedures, manuals and routinized operations at all levels in the system provides added security and will facilitate the transition of new personnel at the MOE/A.  Finally, the AEAC exists at the will of governor. Once its role has been refined and elaborated, its stature and longevity would benefit from a decree and charter.


 As intended, the positive effect of decentralization is most apparent at the school level. The school administration-BOT collaboration has been a productive one, resulting in an infusion of resources and visible improvements.  Pilot project schools compare favorably with other schools in similarly poor neighborhoods, distinguished by their improved physical environment, the numerous services, the sense of purpose shared by the administrators, teachers and BOT members, and the enthusiasm of parents and students for the “reformed” schools.”  ERD-provided data suggests that the pilot schools have fewer teachers per student, so it is likely that the school’s control over teacher transfer increased pilot school staff. 


In contrast to earlier Pilot Project status reports, school administrators appear to have embraced and mastered many of the new responsibilities associated with decentralization and the delegation of new authorities.  Most of the schools administrators interviewed could demonstrate that not only did they understand their new authorities, but took an active role in improving their schools and solving its problems without recourse to higher authorities. In general, principals willingly assumed their school leadership roles, reassured by the School Charter, the SIP, BOT back-up, and—significantly—sympathetic support from the MOE First Undersecretary and the ERD.   Indicative of their comparatively high comfort level with decision-making, several principals identified the need for even greater authority to improve their schools.  Specifically, they want more control over major infrastructure improvements (as opposed to repairs); teacher selection, evaluation, and promotion; and student enrollment (so schools do not exceed manageable class size limits). They view overcrowded classrooms and overly large schools as primary impediments to their ability to improve student performance and create a feeling of community among staff, students and parents.  A few even despairingly lamented that they had no power to change the “overcrowded” curriculum.


Decentralization—as defined by the pilot project—has placed unprecedented demands on school administrators, requiring them to undertake—with competency and creativity--a wide range of activities outside their experience and training. Not only are they charged with managing an educational institution, but also a business enterprise, social welfare program, and community outreach agenda.  All stressed the need for more support and more training.


While school administrators see low household socio-economic status (not instructional quality) as the largest impediment to student performance, they identify inadequate school resources as the primary deterrent to school improvement.  The ability to access, raise or generate sufficient resources is a primary concern about how well they could act on their mandate to improve the schools. While it is notable that none specifically have asked for larger operating budgets from the MOE, nearly all school principals (and BOT members)  stated that the school should retain 100 percent of the school fees for use at the schools “that had worked hard to collect the fees.” 
  The most pro-active principals also foresaw that with time the challenge of raising/generating funds to meet more ambitious and profound school improvement needs would increase.  Most often mentioned were:  computers and IT equipment, more teachers (i.e. locally contracted ones to overcome the teacher shortage), teacher capacity building, and higher incentives for teachers who were recognized as having to “work more and harder.” They expressed concern about competition with other schools over scarce community and business sector resources, and even expropriation by other schools of their resource generating activities that might now “give their school an edge.”   Several principals stated the need for more sophisticated training in “public relations” and “media management” in order to improve fund-raising, publicize the school, and attract major business donors.  


Because pilot schools have been so seriously starved for resources and the high visibility of the numerous well-equipped private schools in Alexandria
, pilot schools often attempt to emulate their obvious physical manifestations, such as imitating the types of uniforms or facilities.  This “cargo cult” tendency causes both pilot school staff and BOT members to define school improvement primarily in terms of infrastructure, furniture, supplies and equipment, especially IT.  In addition, the School Charter adds the emphasis on helping the needy and weak students, providing a cook-book of recipes that pilot schools faithfully follow.  This focus on school amenities and provision of social services has somewhat eclipsed the notion of overall academic leadership on the part of school administrators.  The risk is that school administrator attention to instructional quality is sacrificed to entrepreneurial or welfare ventures. While one non-pilot school principal scornfully—and unfairly--derided the project as “reform that only consists of painting the building,” there is a lesson to be extracted.


Many of those interviewed do not appear to fully understand that they could do more to directly improve student performance, believing that their job is to provide more and better supplies/equipment and not interfering in teacher application of new interactive methods.  While supportive of it, school principals were generally disengaged from the teaching-learning process and what happens in the classroom (not just after school or in summer) and for the majority of students (not just the weak or the gifted).   School administrators need guidance on how to better to define (i.e. student achievement targets) and support the school’s learning objectives, and how to make them part of the SIP.  


Finally, the nine pilot schools visited--and reportedly the remaining other 21 schools--are all attempting to participate fully in the pilot project, diligently following the guidelines set forth in the School Charter and complying with the evolving plans and requirements of the AEAC, EMC, and ERD.  While much in the Charter has not yet been fully implemented, it is time to re-examine the School Charter, expand its requirements and guidance in key areas—most notably the classroom teaching-learning process and student performance—on which school administrators can act, and to assess the new skills that will be needed by the schools’ leaders to strengthen their support. As pointed out by one district official, “Continued community support depends on constant improvement in student performance; soon parents are going to demand test results when schools approach with their hands out.”


Chapter 3:  Community Mobilization


A.
Summary Description of Strategy


The highly centralized education system in Egypt (including Alexandria) has traditionally excluded parents from any role in school decision-making, limiting their input to financial support. Most Egyptian parents have felt beleaguered by constant requests for money, and have deliberately avoided contact with the school, distancing themselves from meaningful involvement in their children’s schooling
. Community participation in--and support of--education is the central concept of the Alexandria Education Pilot Project, and a critical objective of the decentralization strategy described above. This pillar aims at engendering greater feeling of parental and—unprecedentedly—community member ownership of the school, promoting these stakeholders’ involvement in school decision-making and management, and eliciting their material support.  The intended results are school-appropriate decisions and actions defined by the immediate stakeholders to meet individual school improvement priorities, greater accountability of the school administration and personnel for the type and quality of educational services offered, and an increase in the private sector resources available to the school for effecting school improvements, as specified in the communally-developed annual School Improvement Plan. 


The two complementary dimensions of this pillar are examined below:  (1) the newly-created, school-based Boards of Trustees, their role and activities, and (2) the involvement, activities and support of parents and the greater community surrounding the schools.


B.
Boards of Trustees (BOT)


A key reform activated under the Pilot Project is the creation of the BOTs which have replaced the dysfunctional Parent-Teacher Committees (PTCs) in the 30 pilot schools.
  The primary purpose of the BOT “is to monitor the activities of the school and look for ways to enhance and improve the educational experience of the students, as well as to raise additional resources.”
   The BOTs serve a dual function:  they are seen as representing parents and the community and have become the primary mechanism for mobilizing parent community involvement in the school.


1. Status and Profile of the BOT


The ERD reports that all 30 schools have established and have acting BOTs; this is the case in the nine schools visited. These BOTs have filled prescribed membership positions, appointed officers, established bank accounts, produced required reports, held the required monthly meetings, and convened annual public general assemblies.


Each BOT consists of 17 members drawn from the community (6 appointed members), parents (4 elected members), teachers (2 elected members), and school administrators (principal, deputy for activities, deputy for student affairs, social worker, and school doctor). The chair and vice chair must be either a community member or parent. Many of the BOT community and parent representatives interviewed had formerly been PTC members. The majority of members are men.  One female community representative is mandated in the BOT charter, but it is reported that female membership seldom exceeds four women (not counting school personnel.)  One BOT suggested that a two-female quota be established, arguing that a solitary woman from the community or among parents is very unlikely to attend meetings alone. 


The BOT members interviewed—and reportedly their colleagues--are well-educated and uniformly literate, in contrast to many PTC members.
  Community representatives are generally successful business persons or professionals, tapped because of their skills, standing and connection within the community.  Unlike parent and teacher representatives, they are appointed rather than elected, in a rather informal process.  In some schools, a position automatically goes to a former alumnus.  Generally, if appropriate community members do not propose themselves, other BOT members will recruit persons that offer some particular advantage (especially for fund-raising) to the school.  While elected, interested parents are free to nominate themselves, although it appears that the BOT also encourages certain “desirable” parents to stand for election.  


BOT members name various motives for serving on the BOT, not all having to do with education or school improvement.  To some, BOT membership conveys status and prestige, and may offer advancement to higher political office.  However, other members point to their interest in education, in general, or to their specific investment in their children’s schooling. In some cases, altruistic activism is the motivation. One BOT’s indefatigable female chairperson not only served the school visited--raising money, holding weekly personal conferences with parents and students, and even hand-painting wall decorations--but served on several boards, including another school (outside Alexandria).  


A core group of 5-6 active members seems to exist in every BOT visited, consisting primarily of the officers, who admit that not all members do much beyond attending the meetings. (Missing two consecutive meetings could result in expulsion.) BOT members report that they meet regularly, once a month according to the BOT charter, with attendance averaging about 70 percent. (Because school personnel must attend, this means that the attendance rate of community and parents is probably much lower.  However, the school doctor was frequently identified as being chronically absent, prompting the suggestion the school-based nurse—with her knowledge of the students and parents—would make a better member.) With the exception of school administrative personnel, BOT membership is subject to change every 2-3 years
, but this does not mean that the actual members change.  There are no term limits and members can re-propose themselves for appointment or election. 


Indeed, many BOT members seem to have taken this on as their primary job, which could lead to creating an entrenched group of “professional BOT members” and crowd out broader community representation and participation.  A few parents interviewed indicated that they wanted to become BOT members, but the 4-parent member limit reduced their chances for election. Other parents, however, were satisfied that they could participate and contribute at will. The trade-off of the current system is between committed and active membership and the risk of reducing greater participation.

2.  New Roles and Responsibilities:  How the BOTs See Their Job


The Board of Trustees Charter—prepared by representatives from the two participating districts and the MOE—details the principles, objectives, authorities and operational procedures for the BOTs. While there are numerous interpretations and understandings of the rules, regulations and procedures governing BOT operations (despite the Charter), the BOT members interviewed define and prioritize their duties in the same way.  Fund-raising and resource mobilization is considered their major duty, not unsurprisingly so as at least 8 of the 15 responsibilities listed in Article #12 of the BOT Charter specify “locating unconventional sources of funding” and name the types of services—requiring local funding—that the BOT should organize.  This is followed by school management, which is defined as planning improvements (expressed in the SIP) and helping the school administration as requested. Monitoring or follow-up-- “keeping an eye out for problems” and reviewing school results—is somewhat less important, although the BOT Charter repeatedly refers to upgrading professional and academic performance.  Liaising with the community and parents ranks last among BOT-listed duties, both because it is seen primarily as the responsibility of the school social worker (a BOT member) and the membership composition of the BOT, encompassing parents and the community, is thought to inherently fulfill this task and obviate the need for any formalized contact, other than the annual General Assembly.  Indeed, this somewhat narrow perspective that parental and community participation is satisfied by BOT membership has been expressed also at the MOE/A and governorate levels, and the BOT Charter itself does not list it as a specific duty (apart from the General Assembly) but rather as an objective.


The relationship between the BOT and the school principal and other school personnel appears to be collaborative one.  There were no reports of conflicts or divergent decisions between the BOTs and the school administration, in contrast to reports about the recriminations between parents/community members and school personnel that distinguished consultative meetings in the early development stages of the pilot project.  Collaboration has been fostered by annual joint training on and development of the School Improvement Plan. Although the BOTs state—somewhat erroneously
—that no school decisions can be made without their approval, they also point out that school administrators are an integral part of the BOT. Congruent with the school administrator views noted in the previous chapter, the BOTs say that they serve a “defense mechanism” for the school administration, legitimating school decisions, and protecting it from criticism from both parents and higher authorities. In contrast to non-pilot schools, there appears to be a much lower incidence of parent-school administrator altercations.
  


The difference between BOTs and PTCs is readily understood and appreciated. The BOTs see themselves as (a) having simultaneously more authority (both from the MOE and from the school administration) and responsibility;  (b) being more objective and disinterested because membership is not limited to school personnel and parents, but includes community members, and the principal is no longer chairperson; and (c) having the authority to raise funds and determine their use.  Says one member, “BOTs make decisions, not recommendations.”  Another member stated, “All the children are the BOT’s’ concern, not just our own.”


3. BOT Activities and School Improvements


Activities and action undertaken by the BOTs have substantially contributed to the improvement of the school and well-being of its students.  However, changes, improvements and activities at the school can seldom be uniquely attributed to the BOTs, as they work in collaboration with the school administration to implement the jointly-developed SIP, although often they may have complementary foci.  For example the BOT may raise funds for an improvement activity and the school administration may execute it.  As general rule, the evaluation team found that the relative weight and investment of effort of each seems to vary in an inverse relationship.  For example, if the principal or school administration is particularly weak or passive, the BOT’s leadership and implementation role appears to be augmented.


Major improvement activities that the BOTs have supported are (in order of BOT priority) are:
 improving the infrastructure and physical environment of the school (e.g. .building renovation; upgraded electrical and plumbing systems; improved grounds, furniture and equipment); provision of educational services and support (e.g. field trips, inviting psychology specialist to speak to the training unit, printing of final exams); provision of needy student (and non-student) support (e.g. clothing, fee payment, family employment); and mobilizing the community (e.g. organizing General Assemblies and elections, casual encounters with parents, accepting/soliciting donations)


As noted earlier, fund-raising is a major pre-occupation and a critical activity that allows the BOT to fulfill many of its other mandates, such as infrastructure improvements, expanded services, and needy student assistance.  It is the primary task most often attributed to the BOT by school administrators, parents, and by the BOT members themselves.  Moreover, it is viewed as the operational definition of and primary objective of “community mobilization.” 


BOTs raise funds through a variety of methods:


School fee collection.   The BOT Charter encourages BOTs to “encourage parents to pay children’s school fees and tuition.”  The inducement is that not only are the pilot schools are allowed to retain 70 percent of these fees, but they are free to program them as they wish. 
  Although the contract parents sign stipulates fee payment, in some few cases the BOT has had to follow-up with parents.  More often, the BOT confirms households that can’t pay and then reduces or exonerate payment.  BOTs and school administrators are adamant that the school—which collects the fees—should be able to retain 100 percent.


Income generation.  As discussed in the previous section, the schools—assisted by BOTs—provide a variety of services to students, parents and the community for small fees, such as after-school tutoring,  summer camps, cafeteria, facility rental, etc.   At one school, with ample grounds, a BOT organized the planting of food crops for sale.


Solicitation.  BOTs turn to a variety of sources for both cash and in-kind resources. They approach local, as well as national, businesses.  Examples of local business support include transportation for school field trips, donations of building materials and paint, contributions of clothing and supplies for needy children, and even internships.   All schools visited—both pilot and non-pilot—have applied for assistance from Summit Petroleum’s national school support program.  Local NGOs and alumni associations have also been tapped.  While BOTs are less likely to aggressively “buttonhole” parents for funds than had their PTC predecessors, BOTs “gently” encourage donations or contributions from parents and the greater community by highlighting specific needs in the annual presentation of the SIP at the General Assembly and sending word through the schools’ students. Parents able to offer a service, such as electrical work, will generally receive a concession of some sort, such as free after-school tutoring for their child.  Finally, many BOT members dig into their own pockets to fund school improvement activities.  One BOT member mentioned how the BOT undertook the repair of a leaking ceiling he discovered on a routine school inspection, and then sheepishly admitted that he contributed the funds.  


Although the ability to raise funds or contribute them is not an overt BOT membership requirement, it is a tacit consideration in the selection of members.  Fund-raising is mainly done through individual BOT members’ network of professional ties and personal relationships, on a one-on-one basis.  Some members will visit even coffee-houses and mosques to ask for donations.  BOT members indicate that success in fund-raising generally is contingent on the prestige and status of the member, which has caused suggestions that membership be limited to those with connections in “high places.”


BOTs also play an active—albeit secondary--role in school management, primarily through the joint development and implementation of the SIPs. Each year, four BOT members have joined 7 school personnel in joint training, resulting in SIP development.  This deviation from the original BOT Charter, which calls for post-hoc BOT approval of the SIP prepared by the school administration, has ensured BOT ownership of the SIP.
  The BOTs interviewed were able to cite the details of their respective current SIP.   Several BOTs noted how they tracked SIP implementation progress, with one school having a SIP checklist prominently displayed on a new whiteboard and completed activities ticked off.  Many of the new authorities granted to the BOTs—such as fund-raising, improvement planning, and budgeting/accounting—necessarily overlap with school management and administration, and require joint effort and coordination.  In particular, BOTs are implicated in student management issues and are authorized to “counsel school management” on student behavioral and disciplinary problems. In many cases, the BOT will intervene in cases of drop-out, absenteeism and tardiness, and other disciplinary problems.  In one school, the BOT arranged for a guest speaker to talk to school staff about student psychological problems.  School administrators—in exercising new authorities that do not fall directly under the purview of BOTs--will routinely present management issues for their consideration at monthly meetings.  For example, teacher transfer and discipline decisions, although not specifically in the BOT Charter, are made in consultation with them.  One BOT summarized its “value added” to school decision-making as “clarifying the picture, bringing another viewpoint, and speeding up the process.”


BOTs are charged with monitoring the school and its administration in order to “upgrade professional and academic performance.”  In particular, they are required to keep a data base that would identify school needs and requirements, particularly for training.  Several of the schools visited were able to display rudimentary data and even some graphics about student performance on the office computer, but only in one case was this demonstrated by a BOT member (who coincidentally had received USAID training as a school principal before his retirement.)  The analysis of the factors behind student performance was a recitation of the poor SES background of their families, and did not serve to inform any supply-side school interventions.   For the most part, BOT monitoring is confined to “tangibles” at the school, such the state of the infrastructure.  At most, they will receive reports on semester and annual exam results from the school principal and ask some questions.  They do not actively intervene in the teaching-learning process. They do not display much awareness of the innovative, interactive teaching methods introduced into pilot school classrooms, and most say that they have never observed a class in session. 


C. Community and Parental Participation and Mobilization


1.  Operational Definition of Community Mobilization


At the school level, “community mobilization” is the responsibility of the BOT and the school administration, undertaken as part of their mutual responsibilities to improve the school, raise funds and involve “parents, students, and community leaders” to better respond to “the intellectual and physical needs of students.”   The School Charter specifies that the school should (1) ask the community for help as problems arise and (2) undertake activities to “improve relations with the community,” such as providing services or undertaking projects.  However, as noted above, the paucity of funds coming from the MOE, the resource requirements associated with undertaking school improvements (as identified in the SIP) and fulfilling new roles detailed in the School and BOT  charters, and the new authority to raise and program funds have combined to shape school and BOT definition of community mobilization. In general, community mobilization is understood through the lens of “fund-raising” or mobilizing resources and services from the community and parents. In short, to be “mobilized” is to give.  Despite rhetoric to the contrary, the role of parents and the community in school improvement is still seen largely as financial.   


2.   School-Based Community Mobilization Activities


Schools (including school administrators and BOTs) have employed three strategies to engage and mobilize their communities. 
   First, at the beginning of the academic year they convene General Assembly where the annual SIP is presented and resource needs identified, elections held, appointments announced, and school issues discussed. One BOT indicated that it held two assemblies a year, but overall the annual General Assembly is the only formal meeting held at the school by the BOT (or school administration), unless an emergency arises.  Parents “are welcome to attend monthly BOT meetings, if they are invited,” but the BOTs interviewed indicate that they typically invite neither parents nor students.  It is generally a closed meeting.


Second, they engage in direct solicitation of services, albeit with a lighter touch than previously.  With the exception of school fees (which parents agree to pay when they sign an annual contract with the school), parental contributions are voluntary.  Casual conversations with parents or spreading requests for help through students is the most common way of  raising resources or obtaining services (cash, labor or in-kind) from parents and the non-business sector community, especially for needy students where donations can be relatively modest and still make a difference. On occasion, motivated parents at some schools have solicited donations on behalf of some activity at the school.


The evaluation team heard no reports of coercion, although one very successful BOT fund-raiser admitted that his influence with an extensive list of community contacts was due to his position with the local political party.  More often heard were stories of how school had to refuse assistance from politicians or business owners, because of government regulations prohibiting school use for political, private profit and religious purposes. For example, a political candidate’s offer to sponsor a summer camp was considered to cross the line of propriety.  A biscuit factory’s offer to set up an outlet (“kiosk”) in the school for a profit-sharing venture was also turned down.


The third and more sophisticated strategy of community mobilization is to make the school more appealing to parents and the community so that they visit the school, giving the school the opportunity to demonstrate that it has improved and is worthy of their support.  The pilot schools offer numerous services to students that are appreciated by parents, such as after-school tutoring and field trips.  In addition to these greater and lower-cost services offered students, the pilot schools have instituted a variety of services directed at parents and the community.  For example, local children not enrolled in the school are allowed to participate in many activities.  More often than other schools, the pilot schools regularly stage events aimed at parents and the community that show-case the talents of their children (award ceremonies, graduation parties), provide entertainment (sports competitions, plays, recitals, concerts), or recognize them (mothers’ day celebration, local guest lecturers).  Pilot school have also established regular school visiting days and schedule for parents, in contrast to non-pilot schools where school visitation exists only in theory.  


Schools also provide services that aid and assist the community. Most schools collect and distribute school supplies and clothing to needy students, but several of the schools reports that they also provide assistance to their families, in the form of clothing, food or money (collected specifically for this purpose, reportedly not taken from the BOT account).  Some schools have even found employment for the parents: one pilot school employed a group of impoverished mothers to clean the school. Other pilot schools have undertaken community-service oriented projects and received community recognition and gratitude. 


Many of the services offered to parents and the community (including children who are not students) also—and importantly--generate revenue for the school. These include: nursery schools, adult literacy classes, English classes, computer classes, use of the library, gym and computer facilities, a “cyber” (internet), TV/video/CD viewing, and a summer camp cafeteria.  The sums earned are not negligible to cash-strapped schools; several report having earned between 3,000 and 4,500 LE ($500-900) from these activities.


3. Community and Parental Response


Although initially school principals and BOT members were concerned that parents would think that they were only asking for money, they now say benefits of the activities are appreciable.  Parents are inspired “by the beauty and cleanliness of the grounds” and by the services offered for students and the community.  “Now they support the school,” even in modest ways (such as giving a light bulb, or helping to clean the classrooms).   Evidence of increased community and parental support is:


An increase in fee payment rate. The schools visited indicated that they now collect between 85-100 percent of school fees, in contrast to the average 50 percent prior to the Pilot Project. The non-pilot schools visited report a similarly low fee payment rate.  ERD confirms the elevated payment rate for the other pilot schools as well. 


Income generated.  As noted above, the amounts are not insignificant for schools that previously had only tiny operating budgets earmarked for maintenance.


Community and parental contributions to the schools.  Pilot schools are now free to accept contributions for parents and the community without prior approval.  Nearly every school interviewed mentioned skilled parents who help repair the school for free (quid pro quo being reduced or free rates for after-school tutoring).  Some educated mothers have helped in the after-school remedial classes or served as classroom assistants. One father, on the faculty of Art, has established hand-writing/penmanship classes for teachers and students. Parents volunteer materials (e.g. concrete for the play ground), labor (e.g. paint the school) or money (e.g. parents covered all the school fees for needy children).  


Community members and parents (except those who are on the BOT) say they have received no organized training or even orientation to the pilot project and its reform objectives and strategy.  Knowledge has been picked up piece-meal from their children and inferences made from the various new activities undertaken at the school, including formation of the BOT.  Although many of the parents interviewed at the schools were not initially aware of or particularly interested in the Pilot Project, over time they have become aware of the changes at the school.  Their children’s excitement about new activities and the new services offered, and even the new spirit of friendliness on the part of school staff have been noted and are appreciated.  Several parents admitted that they used to “run” or “cross to the other side of the street” when they saw the school principal or teacher, knowing they would ask for money. “Now we greet and chat with them in the market.” Even though they say that they are spending more money now on schooling for activities, materials, and services they themselves enjoy, they do not begrudge it because they know how the money is being used, see the improvements and appreciate the new eagerness their children express about school.   


The one community mobilization strategy employed by the schools that does not seem to work as well is the annual General Assembly, the only official venue for the BOT to meet with the parents and community it represents.  BOT members noted that they sent out hundred of invitations and announcements, but seldom had more than 50-75 people attend (even in large 800+ student schools.)  Most of the parents interviewed had not attended a meeting, although many were aware they were held.  One declared he was only concerned with his child’s learning and did not need to attend the meeting, “as nothing is wrong.”


D.  Analysis and Conclusions 


“We—as parents—are not giving this power back.”—BOT member


The transition from PTC to BOTs in the pilot schools is a net benefit for the schools.  The BOTs—in partnership with school administration—have been able to raise the funds and provide the impetus and/or manpower needed to improve the schools.  Although the ERD was unable to provide the aggregate amounts of funds raised by the BOTs over the course of the Pilot Project, the pilot schools stand in stark contrast to the non-pilot schools visited in similar neighborhoods.  Infrastructure has been improved, more services are being provided to students, and needy students have received attention that previously was aimed uniquely at the most gifted students (or the children of active PTC members).  BOTs are appreciative of and are actively using their new authorities to improve the school and support its students, although not always with full understanding of procedures, rules and most effective educational inputs.  


Schools—in part through BOT efforts--have reached out to parents and–for the first time—the community, enlisting their involvement and support.  Schools offer an innovative range of programs, events and services to both attract and assist parents and community members, in order to generate revenue, integrate the school into the community, and increase appreciation and understanding of the school. The results of increased community and parental support are more resources (cash and in-kind) and increased parental knowledge of the school, its teachers and their own children’s academic progress.  Parents and the community are much more supportive of the school and its staff, and are more interested and involved in the school and their children’s education.  


Despite these accomplishments, the community mobilization pillar has so far only been partially developed and its goals realized.  The fund-raising pressures placed on the BOTs both limit the types of interaction between the school and parents and the community, and informs the membership of the BOT itself.  Although parents and the community are more willing to provide material support to the school, reassured by the visible signs of improvement and relative transparency in expenditure, they are not yet an integral part of the school decision-making process. Parent and community involvement in decision-making at the school appears to be limited to their representatives on the BOT. The BOT members, school administrators and others view the BOT not only representing the parents and the community, but as a proxy for them, with the result that opportunities broader parental and community participation, involvement and support of the school may be lost.  For example, the schools did not consider including parents and community members in crafting the pilot schools’ vision and mission statements.  Parent and community input to annual SIP development is done on an ad hoc basis.  


Currently, there is no effective system for giving voice to the wider community.  Formal meetings with parents or the community to discuss or deal with the school is limited to the annual General Assemblies organized by the BOTs, which do not appear to be structured to encourage community participation and feedback.  There is no organized community or parent stakeholder group that could involve all who want to participate and are not members of the BOT.  Moreover, BOTs are accountable to parents and the community, unlike PTCs which were supervised by the district education offices.  Limitations on parental and community involvement weaken this oversight mechanism.  Both districts and ERD staff have complained that some BOTs have not performed their duties as expected, but that they are powerless to intervene.  An association of BOTs at the district level could help promote self-policing and quality control.


Heavy reliance on the school and BOT to raise discretionary funds to compensate for government budget shortfalls puts increasing pressure on BOT members.  BOT members expressed concern about the large time commitment that this (and other BOT duties) required, and their relative inexperience and unease with fund-raising. (“It makes us feel like beggars.”) They pointed to their lack of knowledge on how to approach businesses, attract media attention, and generate a “buzz” about the school.  They felt that their ability to raise funds was constrained by their schools’ location in  poor communities, where local resources were relatively limited and affluent businesses would see little return on their “investment” in the school in terms of publicity, favoring instead “higher class” neighborhoods.  In some instances, they felt that the needs of the school far exceeded their ability to raise funds.  For example, a BOT for a school occupying a dilapidated, but historic building, pointed to how simple maintenance consumed most of the funds they raised. Both BOT members repeated school principals’ concern about increasing competition for resources and resource-generating ideas with other schools also bent on fund-raising. Moreove,r as the pressures and competition for funds increases, the risk is that ultimately parents and the community begin to view the BOT as no different from the primarily fund-seeking PTC. The psychic fatigue caused by fund-raising—exacerbated by perceived MOE unwillingness to fulfill basic needs—caused some members to recommend that the number of BOT members be expanded to introduce “new blood” and quotas for parent and community representatives be abandoned so that the most capable fund raisers be recruited, possibly reducing its “representativeness.”   While the upper echelons of Pilot Project leadership see great potential in tapping private sector resources for education in wealthy Alexandria, the ability to raise funds at the school level, in amounts sufficient to compensate for inadequate MOE budgets, may prove too onerous and reduce BOT enthusiasm for assuming school support roles overtime.


Together, the BOTs and school principals have done an admirable job in establishing a variety of services and activities for students, parents and the community, some even producing income for the school.  Many of these have enhanced the learning environment of the school:  students entering a clean, well-maintained school with supplementary learning materials/tools and needy students equipped with clothing and supplies faced fewer distractions or hurdles to learning. However, BOTs’ understanding of educational quality is highly bounded, and is mainly defined by tangibles, such as physical infrastructure, services and extra-curricular activities, with little understanding of the changes that must take place within the classroom.  While it can be argued that their role in the direct support of the teaching learning process should be limited—after all, BOT members are not educators and intervening in the classroom is outside their skills and scope--BOT efforts could be made even more supportive of the teaching-learning process if their understanding of the process and elements were deepened.  At present, their activities are primarily based on a “discrepancy analysis” approach to school improvement, and their work aims to fill the gap between what they believe a “good” school has and what theirs does not. Along with school administration, they need to develop a greater sophistication in tracking the academic performance indicators and diagnosing the learning needs of the school, so that the investment of their time, effort and resources does not stray from the ultimate goal of improving student learning.

Chapter 4:  Improved Teaching and Learning 


A.
Summary Description of Strategy


Teacher-directed, and dominated, classroom instruction has long been both a tradition of Egyptian public schools and an integral part of a larger centrally controlled curriculum and examination system. Strict conformity to one instructional modality can stifle the natural ingenuity of good teachers, discriminates against students who learn best through non-didactic means, and, collectively, denies its graduates versatile skills and knowledge that might be more beneficial to them and Egyptian society.  


Of the three pillars, the introduction of new teaching-learning methods to the schools and their staff most directly addresses educational quality. The interventions are predicated on a central assumption about instruction: students optimize their mastery and retention of, and ability to apply, knowledge and skills to new tasks when they are actively involved in their acquisition. This rationale has, of course, become dogma to education reformers everywhere in efforts to loosen the rigid orthodoxy of a didactic pedagogy and hierarchical, often, punitive class management style. 


The Ministry of Education, Alexandria Governorate and USAID opted to re-orient existing classroom teachers through USAID-supported in-service training (see Chapter 5) rather than wait for radically restructured pre-service training programs to eventually transform teaching practice.  Teachers in the 30 pilot schools were expected to apply new student-centered interactive instructional methods to classroom instruction. Non-teaching staff, including social workers, activities directors, and deputy principals, were required to support and consolidate the new instructional practices. 


B.
School Staffing Configuration and Roles 


The Pilot Project’s strategy for the improved teaching-learning pillar encompassed both teaching and non-teaching staff. Classroom teachers, like teachers everywhere, are expected to impart content and skills to students in the specialized subjects in which they are trained. Egyptian teachers often teach classes in subject areas in which they do not necessarily have formal training. As noted earlier, the pilot schools have a more favorable student-teacher ratio (i.e. more teachers) due to school teacher transfer authority.


Numerous non-teaching staff at all three levels are also indirectly involved in instruction. School “social workers” serve as guidance counselors to students, assisting teachers with behavioral issues, learning challenges or financial deprivation. Resource specialists such as school librarians and multi-media coordinators comprise still other non-teaching staff members in Egyptian schools. As noted earlier, the pilot schools have a more favorable student-teacher ratio (i.e. more teachers) due to school teacher transfer authority, although they may not be functioning as classroom teachers.


Egyptian schools usually have at least 4 school administrators, including the school principal and deputies. One category of deputies, referred to as “activity directors,” has particular relevance to the reform program, in that activities directors have ultimate responsibility for arranging and conducting the activities in which students participate either within the school day or after scheduled classes. 


District supervisors perform a role that combines quality control and technical assistance. They visit schools periodically, examine lesson plans and instructional notes, observe classes, and assess teachers’ performance. Supervisors’ long experience as subject matter specialists make them important resources for teachers, but their obligation to assure that teaching accords with the national curriculum also heightens their status as the front-line “enforcers” of the established order and curriculum.. 


C. 
New Roles and Responsibilities


The reform introduced some dramatic changes in the roles expected of school administrators, teachers, non-teaching school staff, and, to a lesser extent, supervisors with regard to the teaching-learning process. While not altering adherence to the national curricula and all national examinations, the reform decrees and charters did officially authorize and encourage the pilot reform schools to begin moving toward a more learner-centered classroom environment and flexible student evaluation process.  As the Alexandria School Charter
 states on teaching methods, “the school should apply suitable teaching methods according to the school level and class level (sic) the students should apply active learning and modern methods that improve their intellectual performance.” Moreover, the decree advised schools to organize educational activities curriculum that “includes the needs of the students (the talented and the slower) and “to include the activity lesson as part of the teachers' lessons…” Significantly, the charter also explicitly directed schools to both identify and nurture talented students and student leaders, as well as “initiate special programs for the slower students by using untraditional methods.”


These edicts and general guidelines could not realistically be—and were not--translated into changes in day-to-day teaching and administrative practice without specific training of school personnel. However, that the MOE authorized the precepts of active-learning instruction, and the Governor of Alexandria Governorate approved the charter, conferred more legitimacy that mere training alone could have done. 


Almost universally, teachers and staff stated that their new role is to adopt active-learning teaching practices in their classroom and school. Only in a small minority of schools were teachers given, or took, great latitude in the extent to which--and even whether--they would employ new interactive methods of instruction. Those who accepted this role of adopting new practices made statements such as, “before teachers were not allowed to use and did not know of these methodologies.” “Now, the goal is for efficient development (of students). Instead of teacher-directed teaching, it is student-centered—both inside and outside the class.” In contrast, teachers who expressed skepticism of the reform philosophy were less certain about how the reform applied to their subject or whether it made any difference.  

There appears to be no explicit mandate for teachers to support the other pilot project-related reforms, except as members of the school and at the direction of the school administration. Despite this, most teachers saw the benefits of the other innovations such as increased parent and community involvement in the school and the decentralization of some decision-making authority to the school level. For example, they acknowledged the resources brought by community members to the school, including such highly valued items as whiteboards and additional computers provided by affluent community members. Just as important was the transformation of their relationship with parents from potentially adversarial to, if not close, at least cooperative. Decentralization of authority also changed teachers’ roles in ways that met with teachers’ approval, such as, for example, gaining a greater freedom to undertake projects subject only to the authorization and support of school administrators rather than from higher MOE decision-makers—a process that has generally been lengthy and problematic.


D.
Extent of Use of Active-Learning Pedagogy 


Active learning pedagogy comprises a wide array of techniques and activities that share the common goal of maximizing the involvement of learners in the learning act. This method seeks to engage as many of the learners’ senses and intelligences as reasonably possible in classroom settings. Students are seen as fully capable of choosing when and by what means they interact with the lesson content. Rather than empty vessels intended to be passively filled with knowledge, student minds are viewed, instead, as alert, curious and capable instruments for making sense of the world around them, given opportunities that allow comprehension, organization and reinforcement of meaningful messages. Most important, this pedagogy mandates a far lesser reliance on what is, arguably, the most widely used classroom instructional technique—teacher lecturing. 


1.  Classroom Instruction 


First, the preponderance of teachers, students, school administrators and parents interviewed indicates that pilot school teachers understand at least the fundamental nature of active-learner pedagogy.
 All teachers and staff interviewed were able to describe interactive pedagogy and recite a litany of methods and techniques, although, often, it appeared to be mainly mastery of jargon. One primary school teacher put this awareness succinctly, “Now teachers realize that students are the ones who do the talking.” When asked about the philosophy and goals of the pilot project in the context of Egyptian formal schooling, a large majority of teachers could articulate the benefits of students being actively involved in lessons and compare these benefits with the more transitory results of conventional lecturing, student note-taking and memorization of subject matter. While some pilot-school teachers admitted to initial skepticism about active-learning methods, their rhetorical support, at least, is firm and consistent. 


Second, these same interviewees indicate that pilot-school teachers have introduced such methods into their classrooms to a modest extent. As one pilot school secondary teacher observed, “Teaching in this school is now totally different. We use different methods; it is not just theoretical. Classes are noisy now. Students speak and share opinions.” Teachers cited their organization of students into small groups to work on group tasks or individual projects with peer learning. One primary teacher spoke of allowing her students to teach a lesson to their classmates—an assignment corroborated by students as a challenging exercise. Administrators, students and parents mentioned classroom use of group learning. so frequently that it may be the most widely used active-learner teaching technique, although teachers and students also referred to role-plays, puzzles, competitions, and debates in class.


However, the fact that some teachers reportedly used certain alternative techniques in ways that did not alter the lesson’s didactic nature suggests a less than universal understanding of the method. For example, there were references to using lessons/presentations on pre-prepared CD-ROMs, which appeared to be little more than another way to transmit large amounts of material. Teachers admitted to arranging students in groups only to continue lecturing and putting notes on board or assigning students to work individually on dictation.


In addition, physical evidence suggests the use of student-centered techniques at the schools (with the exception of the one double shift school) and in many classrooms. Walls were liberally displayed with numerous posters, charts and art created by students. 


One particularly common manifestation of active-learning pedagogy is the use of technology and library resources in classroom instruction. Technology tends to be synonymous with computers--particularly classroom use of Power Point and Internet access. Teachers frequently referred to their use of Power Point (PP) and/or pre-prepared CD-ROMs to present content systematically, and students independently confirmed such classroom use of PP. Beyond this, a smaller group of teachers, mostly in the sciences or English, has engaged students in limited research using the worldwide web.  And a few cyber-savvy teachers have actually developed Power Point presentations or computer-based self-instructional programs with built-in test sequences, on which students were observed working. Students confirmed the use of computers as instructional aids or as independent sources of information for assigned tasks in some of the science and language classes. 


The whiteboard—the modern version of the blackboard--elicited such universal acclaim among pilot-school teachers that it, along with the computer, was regarded as a fundamental piece of modern classroom equipment. While the existence of whiteboards is not yet widespread even in pilot schools, teachers gave vivid descriptions of how multi-color renderings on whiteboards had enhanced—or could enhance—the effectiveness of their lessons. Some schools had cleverly crafted their own whiteboards.


Greater reliance on library resources for classroom instruction was another project-induced change. Both teachers and librarians reported increased collaboration in directing students to library books and materials, which have expanded as the result of community assistance as well as USAID and other agency book donations. In one school, the librarian meets with students after they have all read a particular book to discuss it. In another, the librarian directs student research projects. Students frequently spoke about reading library books and the need for more books in some of their school libraries. Librarians produced book loan slips to show increased levels of student readership. 


Instructional materials and other learning aids have also begun to enrich the lessons of some teachers, most notably the master trainers who visited American schools. These teachers have turned to the Internet to download materials from a variety of sources and trained many of their colleagues to do the same. Teacher and, even, student comments suggest that demand for supplementary materials is high, particularly in the sciences, math and English. A science teacher who visited the U.S. complained about not being allowed to use resource money to purchase instructional equipment or materials in addition to books during their U.S. stay. Even so, the results are noticed. “My son brought home a little device of some sort from science class that had a broken motor. He fixed it, and I was very proud that he was able to apply his knowledge from school,” a mother of primary school student commented.

Exposure to varied instructional materials in American and British schools has, in addition to creating demand for pre-prepared materials, spurred a new resourcefulness among pilot-school teachers. For example, primary teachers cited examples of simple but effective learning aids made from beans and macaroni and cultural items such as songs and poems. One master trainer, noting the large number of instructional materials made by American teachers that were prominently hung on classroom walls, marveled that the materials were so “highly respected by the students.” The extent to which pilot teachers, especially those who did not visit foreign schools, make their own materials is uncertain but may depend on the access of teachers to computers, printers, photocopying machines, and supplies.


At a more profound level, teachers and administrators at one preparatory pilot school described its fledgling interdisciplinary instruction across subject lines, all with the cooperation of subject supervisors.  The sustainability of this modest experiment may depend on the level of support from parents and the larger system. Yet, this kind of innovation does represent an audacious opening up of the school curriculum to non-textbook content. 


2.  Student Activities



A primary focus and interpretation of active-learning pedagogy in pilot schools is activities, especially extra-curricular ones. Teachers, administrators, students, parents and BOT members all noted the introduction of “activities” into pilot schools—either for the first time or to a degree not previously witnessed in public schools. Activities were sometimes “linked” to the curriculum, even when they did not occur during the actual class period, such as after-school research projects. In addition to typical classroom techniques such as group learning tasks, question and answer sessions, and handout exercises, teachers also mentioned activities not directly associated with classroom learning such as drama, art, crafts, exhibits of non-artistic student creations, computer-based research, programmed learning, music, issues debates, sports and recreation, and gardening.
 


These “activities” are, perhaps, the hallmark of the instructional changes effected by the pilot program. In all the sampled pilot schools, the “products” of these learning activities were prominently displayed (such that they could be displayed) on classroom and corridor walls and in the so-called activity rooms of some schools.  School staff were, uniformly, proud of these examples of creative, or practical, talent--both by their students and, in some cases, by their teachers. There were models of animals and depictions of electricity, the solar system or sub-atomic structures studied in science classes. Production unit objects included paintings, pen and ink drawings, fabric creations and other decorative objects. 


The most popular of these activities were the occasional field trips outside the school and so-called “competitions” between students or student groups either within or between schools. Special excitement was generated by field trips made by several pilot-school classes to the world-renowned Alexandria Public Library, which many students had never visited. One preparatory school teacher on his own initiative took his students to a nearby soap factory. Students in every pilot school mentioned their participation in competitions that have been organized in drama, debates, musical performance and sports. There was a strong demand for more competitions among students and between schools. 


Students were enthusiastic and parents positive (particularly at the primary level) about after-school activities, although the latter expressed some concern about the time demands on them and their children. Parents in a couple of the sampled schools reportedly denied their children the opportunity to experience certain activities, possibly because of cost, religious/cultural reasons or perceived irrelevance. In contrast, numerous parents referred to the transformational effects of activities on their children’s attitudes toward school. 


3.  Support for Student  Learning 


Reformed Relationships. In many pilot schools, learning is beginning to be viewed as a collaborative venture in which the whole benefits when the weakest individual elements are brought along. It has already been noted that in-class, intra-school, and inter-school competitions are popular with students, including the less able ones. The regular classroom pairing of particularly able students with less able students in small groups has also facilitated an informal peer learning process. These arrangements may have the dual benefit of providing opportunities for bright students to learn leadership skills and provide significant remedial assistance to under-achieving students.  Some of the able students who reported doing such tutoring expressed satisfaction, even pride, in being able to assist less able students. The weaker students said that it is sometimes easier to understand an explanation given by a classmate. 


One important outcome of the pilot program interventions is improved support to students both inside and outside the classroom. The training given to teachers on assisting children with learning or psychological difficulties and on stimulating student creativity yielded both increased awareness of special needs and talents and actual interventions by schools. In some pilot schools, heightened staff awareness of individual strengths and weaknesses appears to have evolved into a genuinely caring and nurturing ethic. A deputy school principal in one school said, “Before the reform, weak students were neglected. If a child got low grades, the teacher would send the grades to the parents to protect himself but would not meet with them.” 


Training in the development of creativity and in instructional techniques for gifted students has also emboldened pilot-school teachers to give able and motivated students a degree of independent learning unusual for Egyptian schools. One preparatory school science teacher said that he provokes creative thinking “by not telling students their answers are wrong,” and another said he gets students “to imagine new things.” Among the many topics pilot school students said they independently researched were proverbs in different cultures, the life of former President Sadat, and pollution in the Mediterranean.


Teachers’ improved ability to diagnose individual needs more precisely has prompted a greater effort to connect with students personally, involve parents, or simply supply extra explaining. As one primary teacher stated, “We as teachers can have a relationship with parents and can organize meetings with parents on our own.” A teacher in one school said that parents, sensing a more supportive atmosphere, have responded with more positive attitudes of their own toward teachers and administrators, setting in motion a kind of “virtuous cycle” of increasing mutual trust, support, and effort among teachers, non-teaching staff, administrators and parents. Many parents confirmed this, and others favorably compared the accessibility and concern of pilot-school teachers to the more detached climate of the non-pilot schools attended by their other children. This is illustrated by a primary teacher, who noted that “even students with bad grades tell teachers they feel they are contributing something,” and by a mother, who said that she “had no idea that her daughter could draw well.”


More positive parental attitudes has strengthened student learning from outside the school. Many parents have responded to increased student interest in school learning and to the pilot schools’ invitations for greater parental involvement by becoming far more interested in, and supportive of, their children’s school work. Parents frequently alluded to the improved motivation of their children for schoolwork. A parent of a preparatory students said that “It’s great to be a student now, not like when we were in school or even my older children.”  Parents have also—ruefully—admitted that their children’s enthusiasm has caused them to accede to their education-related requests, such as the purchase of books, materials, or—even--a computer. 


However, a sizeable minority of parents still admitted not regularly visiting the school or talking with their child’s teachers, either for personal reasons or, in some cases, because of an absence of a system for them to meet with teachers and social workers.  A number of pilot-school teachers acknowledged that their schools’ relationship with parents still remains to be developed.


Academic Support Structures. Pilot schools have instituted, or greatly refined, several programs to assist weaker students. One of these introduced by several schools is “between class” tutoring for weaker students. Teachers, strong students, and even volunteer parents will help weaker students with their lessons, during what is essentially a “study hall” period. The perception of a more energized school prompted some parents to volunteer as classroom assistants or to actually teach extra-curricular classes, often on an informal basis. One grateful parent said that her daughter’s academic success was due to another mother, a former teacher, who volunteered to tutor.  At the end of the year, she gave her daughter’s tutor a present. Another parent, who was concerned about her son’s Arabic learning, agreed to informally tutor both him and his friends in the language.


A more concrete change is the revamping of the after-school remedial tutoring programs that all Egyptian schools are mandated to provide to assist poorly performing students. Critiques of these programs indicate that many students (not just weak ones) are often coerced by teachers to attend them, the fees charged are exorbitant, and the quality of instruction is poor (as teachers prefer the remuneration obtained from private lessons). In contrast, after-school remedial programs established by the pilot schools are distinguished by their accessibility, good quality, lower cost, and popularity with students and parents alike. First, the remedial classes are open to students as well as children in the community not enrolled at that particular school, making them a great convenience to neighborhood parents. According to students and teachers, this diversity of learners causes a “friendly” competition, which spurs student to take the classes seriously. Teachers at one secondary boys’ school said that the presence of girls in the class “made everyone study harder.” Second, the quality of the classes is considered better than what many parents—especially in poor neighborhoods—could normally afford to purchase, as pilot school teachers are considered more capable and committed to student learning. Moreover, several schools indicated that they used “interactive” techniques such as group work for the remedial classes, which is popular with students. Third, the pilot schools offer this service at a reduced price (or free for very impoverished students), which further stimulates demand. The modest price, coupled with the discouragement of the high-fee tutoring normally offered—and the inevitable coercion put on students to attend--by teachers in conventional schools, has made the remedial classes an attractive option for average or even good students. Such additional academic support, thus, appears to be a tangible and significant improvement for a wide range of students and their families. 

Pilot-school teachers say they willingly participate in low-fee or free revision and remedial classes: in part because of their commitment to improved student learning and, also, because little or no income will be lost. While teachers receive a lower fee per student, the volume of students compensates for the differential between this and private tutoring fees. A few schools even reported that teachers from other schools wanted to participate as tutors in the pilot school remedial programs, evidencing that the reduced price is not a significant damper on teacher income.


Expanded Involvement of Non-Teaching Staff. The training given to pilot-school social workers on the roles of school social workers has expanded awareness of how their skills can assist in supporting classroom learning. Several social workers mentioned their new focus on the parents of students with learning or behavioral issues and their visits to the homes of these students.  According to a parent of a primary school student, every class in one school has a teaching staff that is responsible just for behavior and is accessible to both parents and students. Another primary school holds a special reception for incoming first-graders, which one parent credited for helping her son “feel like coming to school.”


Social workers have been heavily involved in the pilot schools’ efforts to persuade the families of potential, or actual, drop-outs and partially absent students to keep their children enrolled. This has required the schools, with social workers often taking the lead, to become involved in alleviating financial pressures on families and soliciting/brokering income producing opportunities for parents or subsidizing fees for school services. For example, one school had a craft-making program for mothers during the summer vacation. 


Finally, the presence of extra qualified teachers in pilot schools potentially allows more than one teacher to be posted to classes (sometimes to deal with concerns such as behavior), thus reducing the student-teacher ratios and lightening the burden for classroom teachers.  


4.  Student Assessment


The school charter gives pilot schools the right to devise their own interim tests and set monthly grades—referred to as continuous evaluation--while still obligating them to establish exams, meaning end of year exams, “according to the regulation of the MOE.” End of year exams, both for the school level-transition grades (6, 9 and 12) and for ordinary grade progression, continue to be prepared by and administered according to uniform standards of the central MOE. However, the authority to manage continuous assessment gives pilot schools some limited flexibility to test students according to content that might have diverged from that of the national curricula and on criteria other than scores alone, including participation, behavior, attendance and punctuality. The monthly student report certificates are to be developed collaboratively, with input solicited from social workers, activity directors, parents and BOT members and results reviewed by a monitoring committee within the school. Continuous assessment data, as well as final exam scores, are intended to inform the preparation of the school improvement plan.


Many pilot-school teachers spoke of their use of continuous assessment techniques, particularly in the non-transition grades when parents’ concern about final exam scores is subdued. Portfolios—a mechanism for combining various “products” of a student’s learning--were in evidence in some pilot schools. However, some schools say the method has been officially discontinued based on a class-action lawsuit by parents in another governorate. Some teachers do persist on their own initiative but indicate that it requires extra effort and is not on the supervisor “checklist” of approved assessment tools. A few schools have developed their own monthly tests, while many schools have not ventured beyond the MOE’s strict end of year requirements and criteria. In one school teachers debated whether multiple choice questions were valid means of testing knowledge learned through interactive methods. One secondary school teacher objected to monthly exams as time-consuming, preferring instead a system of two exams a year and assessment of practical work, as she had experienced in one of the Gulf States.


E.
Analysis and Conclusions 


Although the depth to which active-learning methods have suffused pilot-school teaching practice must await a future classroom observation study, it is clear from this study that classroom teachers in pilot schools have adopted these new methods to varying degrees in their classrooms and, probably, with varying results. The causes of this range from the school-specific to the systemic.  


1. School-based Factors that Affect Use  


Use and penetration of the interactive techniques is at a beginning stage in the schools, despite enthusiasm of teachers. While teachers are able to describe and provide examples of how they use them, it is clear that they have not completely mastered either the concepts or the techniques.  Most rely on one or two techniques, such as group work; and some teachers misunderstand and actually misuse interactive methods.  Willingness and ability to use active-learning pedagogy depends, in many respects, on the teacher’s view of himself and the individual school context. Some inhibiting in-school factors are:


Perception of Subject. The comments of some teachers suggest that certain subjects may be too “traditional” to lend themselves easily to participatory methods, with Arabic probably being the best example. Most Arabic teachers admitted that active-learner teaching is difficult due to the perceived need for students to copy and memorize text. History and/or social studies appeared to have a mixed pattern of adoption. Science, math, and English are the subjects in which active-learning methods have been adopted to the greatest extent. For example, one first-grade class demonstrated a highly participatory—and, admittedly, well rehearsed--English lesson, in which students clamored to transpose unordered English letters into actual English words on the blackboard.
  A French teacher in a girls’ secondary school told of how—inspired by her visit to the U.S.—she had helped her students recreate a French bistro, with each student playing the part of a chef, a waiter, or a customer.  This has become a highly anticipated annual event. 


In some cases, teachers were receptive to the use of interactive methods, but complained that the training they received was not tailored to fit their particular specialty.  Some master trainers said that their classroom observations in the U.S. were not in their own subject areas. A physical education teacher was disappointed that trainers could not advise him on how to adapt these methods to his class, and felt that “physical education is not valued as important.”  Several non-classroom teachers, such as activity and production-unit teachers, felt that they had been “ignored” by the program and were inadequately prepared to work with classroom teachers.   


View and Use of Instructional Resources.  Teachers often cited the learning resources that were introduced in their training as critical to the practice of interactive pedagogy. Despite the fact that many teachers use low-cost found materials to create teaching aids, there was a particular emphasis on computer-based technology. The teachers interviewed appreciated that computers enabled alternative instructional techniques (most often PowerPoint presentations) and that an abundance of pre-prepared teaching aids and handout materials applicable across countries could be accessed through the Internet. However, teachers may lack the supplies (namely, paper) and equipment (computers, printers, overhead projectors, CDs, Internet connections, photocopiers) promoted for active-learning, as well as their own lesson preparation. Insufficient computers or lack of Internet connections available to teachers and students were often cited as constraints that limited the amount of independent research they could do—at least electronically. Although most had received computer training, not all teachers were comfortable using computer technology, and their skill levels varied. For some teachers, the emphasis that their training placed on technology in facilitating a participatory classroom appeared to discourage their whole-hearted embrace of other interactive techniques, thus confusing particular tools with the active-learning method itself.


That teachers have opted for more participation-inducing class environments is evidenced by their new ways of arranging desks: in small circles in some classes and in a “U” shape in others. Yet, the greater prevalence of rows of desks attests to the strong hold of conventional classroom organization, although large class sizes or double shifts in some schools preclude the easy re-arrangement of furniture. Group work is so new in Egypt—and resources so constrained--that none of the visited pilot schools has yet replaced their student desks with round tables, which are most conducive to group-organized learning. 


School Administration. Inadequate support from some school administrators has discouraged use of some interactive methods. As noted, principals felt that they themselves were not adequately prepared or trained to assist teachers adopt new instructional methods. One principal said that her teachers were free to conduct their classes as they wished. If they felt comfortable with the new methods, they could use them, but she herself would focus on reviewing student performance results. One former pilot program official identified a pilot school—not visited by the team—in which the principal’s outright opposition resulted in little or no implementation of the educational quality improvement reforms.  


Personal Characteristics.  Finally, teacher age (and concomitantly, seniority) seems to play a role in the extent to which teachers use participatory instruction. While younger teachers have been exposed to these methods—largely in theory—at university, older teachers were being exposed for the first time. In general, it appeared that older teachers had established their teaching habits and were not as willing to change. Master-trainers who had toured U.S. schools revealed that older, senior teachers in their schools were less receptive to advice from these relatively young teachers about how to introduce interactive pedagogy, thus, removing an important and information resource to these older teachers. 

2. Systemic Factors that Affect Use 


The deeper constraints lie in the system itself.


Class Size and Double Shift Schools. The high demand for schooling in Alexandria (and elsewhere in Egypt) has strained the system.  Schools in urban Alexandria are generally large, numbering several hundred students at the lower grades and exceeding 1000 students at the upper grades.  Pilot schools are no different in having no inherent advantage in limiting the student numbers, and, in some respects, may suffer from their success in attracting transfer students from other schools.
 The result is very large class sizes and, in some instances, mandatory use of double shifts, both of which can be inimical to the use of interactive methods, particularly with inexperienced teachers. 


Despite the presence of a more favorable student-teacher ratio, all schools visited reported a minimum of 45 students per class, and a few of the pilot schools were also one half of a two-shift school facility. While not preventing use of active-learning methods, class sizes of 40 and above do require refined class management skills to prevent desirable student participation from turning chaotic. Limited classroom space may not accommodate the re-arrangement of student benches and desks, and the noise generated by multiple groups of engaged students can become counter-productive. In double shift schools, not having sole possession of a classroom was viewed as a constraint that kept teachers from posting valuable teaching materials on walls, displaying student art, re-arranging furniture, or establishing the classroom as a “home” that students could relate to with ease and comfort. Teachers complained that short class periods (45 minutes) made it difficult to use the methods effectively.


Although Egyptian teachers are obliged to fulfill whatever level of homework review work is demanded of them, their job is obviously not made any easier by use of active-learning techniques in very large classes, especially they consist of handouts, quizzes and other individual or group assignments that require teacher reviewing and grading. Moreover, as discussed above, the continuous assessment methods—particularly the maintenance and review of student portfolios—requires time and effort that increases with class size.

Teacher Supervision and Assessment.  Supervisors practices are mixed, and have alternately reinforced or undermined pilot-school teachers’ experiments with active-learning pedagogy. Some teachers in said that their supervisors were—or had become--receptive to the new methods. In one secondary school, a teacher said that she has succeeded in getting her supervisor to realize the benefits of a little noise in her classroom, since “discussion does make some noise.” However, at least half of the teachers in pilot-school focus groups have received critical and, occasionally, punitive treatment from district-level subject matter supervisors, after introducing what supervisors considered unconventional methods not likely to accomplish curricular goals. Numerous teachers gave accounts of supervisors criticizing their “noisy” classrooms and using “traditional” criteria to assess their performance, which focused only on their lesson plans, the notes in their copybooks or on whether or not they had put lesson notes on the blackboard. Many supervisors’ fixation on the essential elements of traditional teaching suggests a relatively high degree of misunderstanding of--or non-support for--one key part of the reform’s educational quality improvement goal.  Several supervisors say they have developed their own assessment criteria for pilot schools, but discussion revealed wide variation and inconsistency with interactive methods.


One explanation for the above attitudes in Alexandria, at least, was the initial delay—later remedied--in training supervisors in the purpose and philosophy of the reform program and their role in ensuring its success. Supervisors confirmed that they first learned of the pilot when visiting the schools they supervise. The older age and higher status of supervisors compared to teachers also renders them more resistant to easy change. Moreover, in Alexandria, district supervisors are in the final stage of their career and, reportedly, the two pilot districts have suffered a rapid turnover in personnel, so that any special raining provided would often be lost with retirement. At a deeper level, supervisors are part of a larger system that relentlessly enforces classroom practices and content. Above district supervisors are the general inspectors and counselors of the central MOE, who frequently sweep into schools unannounced to inspect the staff’s compliance with ministry regulations and decrees and, by extension, the oversight of supervisors. The threat of being out of compliance themselves has, according to supervisor focus group data, solidified their adherence to long-established principles and practices.


Curriculum and Examination System.  Most inhibiting of all, according to school administrators, teachers and non-teaching staff, is the omnipresent reality of a centralized and rigid curriculum in each subject and grade level. Exams are seen as high-stakes enterprises, tightly controlling progression to the next level and, ultimately, to university. From early primary grades, the majority of Egyptian school children receive private tutoring in order to pass the national exams. Teachers in nearly every pilot school complained of their inability to deviate far from the prescribed scope and sequence of subject matter content. Characterizations of the curriculum as “overcrowded” were common among teachers. Indeed, the Egyptian pre-university curriculum is widely known for the numerous subjects and topics it expects its teachers to teach and students to master. Memorized facts, acquired through rote learning rather than conceptual and critical thinking skills are curricular (and examination) priorities. As one preparatory pilot school teacher noted, “The curriculum is full of information that is not important. It takes class time away from developing the multi-intelligences teachers need to develop in their students.” 
 And, in a criticism of the exam system, teachers in two schools said there are books that contain somewhere between 95 percent and 100 percent of the questions to be on future national exams.  Several teachers suggested that the pilot schools be given their own curricula and exam system.

Since active-learning techniques can take more time than didactic teaching and, necessarily, deviate from information transmission to more experiential learning, the introduction of such methods can easily be—and does get—perceived by important stakeholders as inimical to preparing students to pass important examinations. These negative views of any teaching practices that might delay or dilute full curricular mastery tend to be more overtly communicated in the exam years that determine passage to the next cycle—i.e. grades 6, 9, and, most forcefully, in the final two years of secondary school, when the anticipated results of the 12th grade final exam become central to both parents and schools.  Parents, of course, see high scores by their children as necessary both for graduation from a lower level and, at the 12th grade, for successful entry into university or a remunerative job in the marketplace. Consequently, the application and use of the new methods varies among the pilot schools and teachers, declining as the level of school advances.  It is probably no coincidence that the principal of a secondary school, according to teachers, sometimes limits the amount of time devoted to active-learning methods—a fact acknowledged by the principal, who felt obliged to “look at the big picture of the curriculum and the school calendar.” 

The real pressure from supervisors, administrators and parents, along with the self-imposed pressure on teachers to cover all topics in the expected time frames limits classroom use of active-learning techniques to shorter time periods and to techniques such as Power Point presentations, which have the advantage of being seen as both innovative and compatible with timely coverage of course content. Most noticeably, the inviolability of national curricula appears to have resulted in the transposition of many student activities linked to lessons and curricula to non-classroom and after-school time-frames and, sometimes, out-of-school settings. In other words, the diverse dramas, debates, art and craft work, and competitions that could easily be interpreted as extra-curricular activities by a casual observer do, at least in theory, reinforce classroom teaching objectives despite, often, occurring outside the actual class periods. 


Despite the popularity of activities, their educational value has not necessarily been evident to some students and parents. In one of the secondary schools, teachers said some of their students complain that activities are “not what they will be tested on and that they just want the knowledge,” an opinion that may be influenced, in part, by the large number of courses in the secondary grades. And the teachers in this same school wished that some parents were “more accepting of activities for their students.” More importantly, there may be a tenuous integration of the after-school activities—however meritorious—into the classroom instruction to which they relate, being disconnected from class and implemented through clubs. After-school activities fall under the purview of the school Activity Unit, which is independent of classroom teachers and whose staff are either untrained or under-trained in their roles by the pilot program. Whether such activities do, in fact, have the same instructional effect as active-learning techniques occurring during classes is, of course, a question deserving of a focused study. 



Despite both the school-based and systemic constraints noted above, the extent to which pilot school teachers appear to have attempted (at least) to introduce interactive methods in to their classrooms is notable.  Most are receptive to the techniques, and—in the short-term and at the lower grades—are primarily constrained by their need for better understanding, more practical training, and a greater repertoire of approaches (other than group work).


Chapter 5: Training and Skills Development


A. Summary Description of Strategy 


Training support represents the most substantial investment of USAID in the project, and has been crucial to the successful implementation of the project. Training of staff of pilot schools and Alexandria Ministry of Education staff was needed to prepare them to undertake the new roles and responsibilities embodied in the reform program.  An additional objective of the training was to build local capacity to take on future training tasks.  


The training of all school personnel—school administrators, teaching and non-teaching staff and BOT members—was provided with the intent that only trained personnel would be working on the initiative by the end of the first year. USAID conducted an initial training needs assessment that identified 50 topics to be covered for all stakeholders in the pilot program. A series of orientation sessions for teachers, administrators and support staff launched the project.


Most USAID training was done in-country through local training providers at local venues, such as hotels or even schools with adequate meeting spaces.  Significantly, trainees received neither honoria nor per diem allowances, although lunch and refreshments were provided.  U.S.-based training was provided to school administrators, successful master trainer candidates, and various project leaders on the AEAC, EMC, and MOE/A.. Pilot school personnel also participated in training programs funded by other donors.


B. School Administrator and BOT Training


1. Summary Description


Training for the pilot schools started with intensive leadership training for school administrators (including the principal, deputies and head masters).  Reportedly, each administrator attended at least five programs.  Training focused on school management under decentralization, introducing the concept and preparing school leadership to act on the new authorities, including leadership skills, strategic planning, decision-making, human resource management, conflict management, financial management, and computer skills. This training was complemented by U.S.-based training for all school principals, although in some cases visa and age constraints caused deputies to be substituted.  The training included workshops and seminars, culminating in the development of an Action Plan, and school observation visits to Maryland, North Carolina, and New York.


At the same time, BOT members received basic orientation to the BOT mission and procedures, as described in the BOT Charter.  Two workshops were conducted focusing on the role of BOTs in decentralized school management, community participation and school improvement. BOT members were not included in the U.S. training.


Other training workshops included both pilot school administration and BOT members. Annual training on SIP development is provided to groups of school teams comprising school administrators and BOT members. Each year a different theme is addressed.  The school teams then develop their SIP under the guidance of trainers. 


2. Effectiveness of School Administrator and BOT Training


Both school administrators and BOT members stress that training was crucial, given their inexperience with decentralization and the new job duties it entailed. It was their first exposure to new ideas and instruments, such as school vision, mission and improvement plan. Both expressed satisfaction with the various training programs they had participated in. “Training opened our minds to new approaches,” said a principal.  “It reinforced my leadership skills,” said another.  “We were blind, but the training helped us see.  We learned to define our thoughts,” said a BOT member stressing how he and his colleagues needed orientation as none were education specialists.  Now they feel they can discuss education issues.


Evidence of the impact of the U.S.-based school training was observed during the evaluation mission as many principals spoke about things that they observed and applied upon their return. “This training was the best and most important as before I did not know how to deal with people such as BOTs and parents,” said a principal. Another stated, “I saw how parents can help in the education process, so now I ask mothers to come and help teachers tutor weak students.”


Joint school administration and BOT training appeared to be particularly appreciated.  A school administrator observed, “Now we are prepared to work as a team, accept new ideas and change.”  They also enjoyed being exposed to other school teams to exchange ideas and experiences. Both groups were enthusiastic about computer training, and in one school the BOT demonstrated a PowerPoint presentation about the school, including photos and graphs on student and teacher data: “We are all now computer literate in this school.”  Some pilot principals and BOT members have actually trained other schools.


The major constraints to effectiveness identified are:


Trainee Orientation.  Participants said initially they were not well prepared for the training and recommend that an awareness-raising campaign and orientation sessions be conducted before commencing training. As noted, conflicts between school administration and the different supervision departments at the district and governorate level arose. 

Trainee Selection.  Not all the principals who participated in the training programs, including the U.S.-based training, remained with the project schools.  Some were promoted out of the school (prompting a decision to restrict transfers and promotions of pilot school principals and good teachers to the pilot schools), whereas others retired.  In one case, a school principal who retired just months after returning from the U.S. became a BOT member in another pilot school. Each year, the same 3-4 BOT members participate in the annual SIP training, so skills are not spread through BOT membership. One BOT chairman suggested that some non-BOT member parents should also participate in the training.  


Timing Scheduling and Venue.  Both school administrators and BOT members suggest that the timing of the various trainings could be improved.  School administrators would like their specific training to either be spread out throughout the academic year or concentrated in the summer, so that they need not spend blocks of time away from the school. BOT members find that the training scheduled in the evenings for 4 hours is too long after a day spent at work, and travel time often means they must leave their jobs early or take vacation days.  They suggest that a letter from the MOE/A or governorate releasing them from their jobs would be helpful in arranging for leave time without financial penalty.  Finally, although many expressed appreciation of the comfortable (and for some impressive) training venue at the Ramada Hotel others felt that it was a waste of money and should be conducted at various schools.  


Quality and Relevance. Although one BOT member said “[The training] was perfect,” there is some evidence to suggest that it not meet all its goals.  For example, despite repeated SIP training, the several SIPs reviewed were deficient in content and activity specification.  BOT members felt that in some instances the training provided to them should be better calibrated to the variation in member skills and education, including more practical and “down-to-earth” examples for those with less education.


Adequacy/Sufficiency.   Both school administrators and BOT members stressed the need for more training in fund-raising, including public relations and the media, approaching businesses, and community.  BOT members want more training on “follow-up” or monitoring, while school administrators say they need to be included in teacher training in order to better understand interactive methods and support teacher use of the new methods.


C. Teacher Training


1. Summary Description


In order to introduce better learning and teaching practices, pilot school teachers received training. In addition to local teacher training, the project developed a cadre of in-school master trainers intended to provide on-going support to teachers on interactive teaching methods.  


Teacher training addressed content that targeted both the school as a unit—namely, community mobilization and team building—and teachers as individuals—classroom instruction and management. School-focused training was administered to a small portion of the 1,621 pilot-school teachers along with their school administrators.  For training directed to individuals, most, if not all, pilot school attended at least 2 USAID-funded 5-day workshops on effective teaching methods and student-centered learning that covered: lesson planning, classroom management, interactive methods, learning styles, critical thinking motivation, and assessment.  Non-classroom staff—librarians and social workers—also received training. For the first time ever, librarians were trained on library management, data base development, and indexing.  Social workers (2 per school) developed a social worker work plan, to assume an active role as the school’s main link to students and the community.


Varying numbers of pilot school teachers also received training from sources other than USAID. While some were open to all Alexandrian teachers, pilot schools were given priority. Pilot school teachers participated in MOE-provided subject matter training and the European Union-sponsored Education Enhancement Program. Two hundred forty pilot school teachers attended a basic computer skills course provided by Microsoft and Intel in order to utilize donated computers, and 60 teachers were trained on the use of SPSS for data analysis. The Future Generation Foundation trained newly-graduated teachers in English and computers. The Alexandria Library provided special training for science teachers. The University of South Africa trained 30 pilot teachers in educational quality, via distance learning.  


Finally, training was offered to various pilot school teachers by the community.  AEAC member Dr. Shereen Abbas, a pharmaceuticals magnate, provided 65 top new graduates from the Faculty of Education assigned in the pilot schools with “mind mapping” and student-centered learning training in weekly sessions through out the academic year 2003/2004. Another AEAC member and president of the Child Mental Health center, Dr Amira Seif El Dien, taught a course to 30 teachers on student mental health its diagnosis and treatment. Several other local groups also provided training.  The NGO, Caritas, presented lectures about the dangers of smoking.  Individual schools also invited speakers to present of train teachers on different topics, such a child psychology, health and the environment.


2. Effectiveness of Local Teacher Training


Overall the USAID (and other) training has been sufficient  to provide pilot school teachers with a fair understanding and modest ability to use interactive teaching methods, student-centered techniques, teaching aids, and technology in their classrooms. Teachers were generally pleased with the training received, aptly expressed by one teacher, “We had never heard the message before.  The training introduced us to the idea and the techniques.”  Especially appreciated were the programs on teaching methods and computer training.


However, according to project personnel, school administrators, teachers and training reports, limitations of the USAID-funded local training include:


Quality and Relevance.  Time and budget constraints prevented the development of specially-crafted training curriculum and modules.  Local training contractors “customized” existing off-the-shelf modules, which were reviewed and approved by USAID.  The quality of training delivery was inconsistent among the contractors—some reportedly did an excellent job, using interactive methods and different media themselves to impart skills, while others were more didactic and traditional, using a lecture format.


Some of the training was criticized as “too theoretical” or inapplicable to the cycle level.  For example, teachers—especially those at the secondary level--found that the student assessment module, promoting the use of portfolios and revised exams, could not easily be implemented. Others stated that the training was more geared to use at the primary level. More practical training is needed—“Give me an example on my actual calendar for class-time management,” requested a teacher.  Others suggested that practicums, would have been more effective had they included actual classroom work or shadowed expert teachers; others want actual lesson plans. Some modules were redundant and did not make efficient use of time. 


While teachers were grouped according to school cycle, the training modules were not necessarily tailored to their particular level or qualifications. Not all teachers brought the same basic skills to the training and were not equally able to understand it.  Non-academic and non-classroom teachers felt that the trainers did not help them adapt the methods to their special subjects, such as physical education or production units.  Although activity-based learning is an important interactive teaching method, activity teachers say they were always not included in the training.  If they did attend, they received no special guidance on how to work with classroom teachers to incorporate activities into classroom instruction or to link them with the curriculum.


Training in computer and software, including SPSS, operation was highly valued, but the MOE’s provision of unlicensed software prevented use of this application. Training offered by the community was ad hoc, given only due to the goodwill of the provider rather than being a part of a comprehensive training plan or based on any real needs, although it generally was appreciated by participants.


Timing and Scheduling:  Training was conducted during the school year, which took teachers out of their classrooms for a “big block of time.”  Moreover, teachers did not receive advance notice of the training but were “commanded” to attend, so they had a difficult time arranging their schedules.  Some teachers said that they received training near the end of the academic year, when the chance of immediate implementation and retention of content were problematic.


Adequacy/Sufficiency.  Although some principals and (older) teachers complained about being “over saturated” with training, most teachers pointed to the need for even more training. As teachers admitted, training was not sufficient to allow complete mastery, especially in such areas as the creation and accessing of instructional materials, classroom management, and computer and Internet use.


Teacher requests included: specialized training for primary school first grade teachers (because first-graders are so different than other students) and for secondary teachers (because the exam pressures impact classroom activities so much more); training on child development and health in order to know how to deal with children at different ages; training in preparing materials and using the computer; training in managing large class sizes (although teachers ruefully suggest that circumstances should have made them “experts by now”); English language training so teachers can better use the Internet; and more resource materials on best practices and international experience.


3. Effectiveness of In-School Teacher Training and Support Provided by Master Trainers


On-going training and in-school support for teachers is provided by school-based master trainers. Three hundred fifty master trainer candidates were selected from among pilot school teachers and enrolled in English language and computer classes to prepare them for advanced U.S.-based training.  Of these, 59 were sent to the U.S. for training intended to show the classroom implementation of student-centered approaches and provide exposure to a different school system.  Divided into two groups the teachers attended a 15-day training course provided by either the University of Pittsburg or the University of Santa Cruz. Fifteen of the teachers who did not qualify for U.S. training were given the chance to observe classes at the Shutz American School in Alexandria. Upon return, the master trainers received additional training on teacher training management and delivery, as well as advanced student centered methodology. The TOT training was offered also to MOE trainees that had been on UK training for science and math teachers, bringing the number of pilot school master trainers to 89.


In addition to their teaching duties, master trainers have become members of the school training unit (STU).  Master trainers are expected to provide training to the pilot school teachers on interactive, student-centered pedagogy, based on a training needs assessment they conduct.  Training sessions are conducted twice/month during the academic year and summer, and some teachers from other schools are invited to the training. Master trainers have organized and taught a number of training courses, dealing with different methodologies and teaching skills such as: how to deal with problem students, presentation skills, developing creativity, using the internet in teaching, using visual aids,  and activity-based classes. 


Master trainers are a generally dedicated and enthusiastic group, who feel they have a special status which motivates them to assist teachers outside the project as well. “The TOT changed my perspective as a teacher. Before, I thought that the practical application was most important. After, I realized that the preparation for the lesson is most important,” said one master trainer, a sentiment shared by most of his colleagues.  There is, unfortunately, little evidence that the master trainers have been an effective means of transmitting and reinforcing skills.  While teachers acknowledged that they had attended training from the master trainers, few expressed appreciation of the training they provided.  One schools’ teachers did praise their master trainers for activating the moribund school training unit. In another school, teachers described how master trainers organized monthly meetings to look for learning goals common across different subjects, resulting in the addition of two new elements--understanding and problem-solving--to memorization in their monthly student assessments.


 Master trainer effectiveness is limited by:


Master Trainer Selection.  English mastery was the key selection criteria to participate in the U.S.-based master trainer program.  Candidates who could not pass the English language proficiency test were disqualified.  Some teachers expressed resentment about this and wondered why they had been selected as candidates in the first place, saying that they were required to give time to training for which they were not compensated and  it “resulted in nothing.” Several teachers felt that the master trainers are not the best or most qualified teachers, and that some are “just not interested” in fulfilling the master trainer role. Others felt that since some of the master trainers are administrators and not classroom teachers, they are unable to appreciate the reality of the classroom and cannot help the teachers.  “We prefer to turn to experienced teachers, who have traveled the same road.”  Some of the master trainers have since retired or been promoted away from the school.


Skill Mastery:  Despite the title, the master trainers are not yet masters of interactive pedagogy. Their skills are still rudimentary, and, mostly, applicable to their own subjects.  For example, the evaluation team observed part of a lesson in one school about interactive teaching, presented in English, which was incomprehensible.    Moreover, master trainers are only specialized in one or two subjects and may not be prepared to advise other subject teachers. As one teacher said, “they are not qualified to teach us, they are not specialized in our subject.”   Master trainers, themselves, expressed the need for more training in applying their pedagogical knowledge to a wide range of subjects.


Dual Jobs and School Time.   Master trainers are given one day per week to do training. However, most are still class-room teachers and they must conduct in-school training in addition to all their normal class lessons, which have not been reduced in number.  They receive no extra compensation, even though now they are part of the school training unit.  And, at times, the other teachers do not have time for training, especially at grade levels with particularly heavy course loads for students.  


Teacher Attitudes.  Teachers generally prefer local contractor training for a variety of reasons.   They can exchange experience with teachers from other schools, and are not subject to work pressures. There is also a certain reluctance to accept or acknowledge expertise in formerly “equal” colleagues and some jealousy about the increased status (and opportunity to visit the U.S.) of the master trainers.  Teacher cooperation depends on the topic of the training.  For example, if the topic deals with technology, such as computers in education, they are very interested.  If the topic deals with instructional themes, they do not attend.   Also, some older teachers have difficulty accepting training from younger teachers.


4. Other In-School Teacher Support


USAID contracted one of the local training providers, CDC, to follow up on teacher’s performance and provide on-the-job training based on actual instructional gaps observed in classroom performance. The purpose of this training was to empower the group of teachers, supervisors, administrators and STU staff in the 30 schools with knowledge, skills, and attitudes required for critically reflecting on their own practices in view of their previous training and to develop their professional conduct. The training identified 41 standards for best teaching practice and a check list was developed for classroom observation. Pre- and post-observation conferences were held with teachers, and training sessions were developed based on teacher observation and needs specified by teachers. Supervisors, school administration and STU staff were to be included in the training, and supervisors were to beinvolved in the classroom observation. 


Although the contractor’s final report claims a remarkable enhancement of teaching skills, other project participants say that the on-the-job training was largely unsuccessful.   Reportedly, the contractor did not effectively integrate school personnel into assessment activities, primarily conducted the observations itself, and—in the end—did not provide as much training as specified. Moreover, the training provided was in lecture format, theoretical, and not practical for the participants.    


D.  Project Supervisors, Managers and Leaders Training


1. Supervisors


Despite of the vital role that supervisors play in the education process and their influence on teacher’s classroom behaviors and instructional practices, supervisors were not slated to receive training at the outset of the program. Only when conflicts began to emerge when newly-trained teacher attempted to put new methods into practice was supervisor training addressed.  Supervisors received two kinds of training. 


The “Supervising Student Centered Learning” course trained 350 subject supervisors in how to support teachers using interactive methodology. The training handled issues such as:  assessing student centered training, standards for performance, the supervisor as trainer, motivating change and leadership styles, conducting classroom observations and positive teacher interviews. The previously mentioned in-school support training was supposed to involve supervisors in class observations and pre-and post-conferences with teachers, as well as identifying supervisors’ training needs. Supervisors also received English-language training.


The effectiveness of the supervisor training has been affected by three major factors.  First, the supervisors interviewed said that they need to receive the same training as the teachers, not just a summary version, in order to fully understand and support teachers. Second, the supervisory assignment changes annually, so many of these supervisors who were involved with the pilot schools were given other schools to supervise and new supervisors with no training were assigned the pilot schools. For many the supervisor job is the last career assignment, and a large number of trained supervisors retired soon after they received the training.  Third, supervisors are set in traditional concepts of supervision, both by choice and by the education system. Although they all claimed that they believe in student centered approaches, supervisors interviewed seemed reluctant about new methodology. They also indicated that they cannot change their supervision methods as they are bound by MOE regulations.


Supervisors suggest that they also need training on new ways of conducting examinations and that they would benefit as well from U.S. training to observe supervision in American schools.   


2.  ERD 


Although it was established to manage the reform schools, the training provided to members of the newly-created Education Reform Department has been minimal.  Some of them have attended a few sessions of different training programs, but have not fully participated in school administrator, BOT or teacher training. Although they participated in a 3-day workshop dealing with general management issues, they have not received any training targeted specifically to their job, such as research design, monitoring and evaluation, data base development and data entry, or statistical analysis. There is an obvious need for training for this group to be able to perform their jobs adequately. 


3. AEAC, EMC, MOE/A and Others


Several members of the AEAC and EMC and MOE/A top-level managers (First and Second Undersecretaries) have participated in Observation Study Tours to the U.S., some more than once. These have included meeting with education professionals in the U.S. government, at universities, in school districts, and at schools. Those interviewed said that they benefited from seeing the decentralized U.S. school system and interactive methods in action, but there was very little recorded information about the programs. One obvious drawback of the “training” was that many of the participants have left or will soon leave the program.  For example, the First Undersecretary who just completed a tour in May will retire in August.  Currently, one of the EMC members is attending a policy and planning seminar at Harvard. It is not clear how, specifically, this training will be used or any new tasks or conditions associated with it.


E.  Analysis and Conclusions


It is clear that the various training programs, primarily funded by USAID, provided the orientation and basic skills needed to implement the three pillars.  They also helped forge a shared vision and understanding amongst the multiple groups, who had no experience working together as a team for a common goal.  Said one teacher, “Before we were islands, now there is a bridge we can all walk together, even supervisors.”  


U.S.-based training, in particular, had a major impact on school administrator and teacher participants. It introduced new concepts, attitudes and practices that impressed participants.  For example, the idea of “no child left behind,” U.S teacher professionalism and pride in their work, and teacher licensing were frequently mentioned by participants as “opening their minds.”  New teaching behaviors and methods were observed first-hand and put into practice in the pilot schools by the master trainer teachers. “I saw new ways, admired them and have copied them here,” explained a teacher.  Participants have introduced several new ideas to their schools, including how to use technology, constructive disciplinary measures, enlisting parents as tutors, and “fun” teaching methods to engage children (e.g. setting up a French Café.)  Many of these have been shared with colleagues both at their schools and other schools, and have been emulated.  “In the U.S., I was my teachers’ eyes and ears,” declared a principal.


Common critiques of the training did emerge.  Some project participants were not initially included in the training program (e.g. supervisors) or did not receive the full scope of training required (e.g. both school principals and supervisors need to participate in the teacher training), which heightened opposition to instructional experiments made by reform-minded teachers and, sometimes, left them uncertain of support within the school.  Selection criteria of the participants for various training courses appeared to be based on the job description, without due consideration of their longevity in the position, age, retirement plans, or talents.  Attrition due to retirement and promotion has occasionally wasted scarce training resources.  Some modules were considered too theoretical or some trainers—particularly university professors—were thought to have had little hands-on experience that could benefit participants. The timing of the training—particularly during the school year--was problematic for many.


Both the findings of the observation team and the opinions of the project participants confirm that more training is needed to solidify and expand the skill base.  School administrators and BOT members need more training in SIP development, especially to support improved performance, community dialogue, and fund-raising.  School administrators need training in overall academic leadership,  Teachers and master trainers need additional guidance on how to use interactive methods, and other school personnel—such as activity teachers and librarians—need to know how to integrate their work into in-class instruction.  The various levels of project management—supervisors, district staff, ERD, MOE/A, EMC—require training and skills in order to do their jobs, both as they are currently defined and may be in the future.


The project currently suffers from the lack of a master training plan, no coordination between training entities, little use of trained trainers within the system, and no systematic monitoring, evaluation or follow-up of training programs.  An overall training plan, including an M&E plan, needs to be developed for both the old and new cohorts of project schools. While an opportunistic approach to other donor training has benefited project schools, training needs should be defined according to project parameters.   An in-house (i.e. MOE/A) training capacity should be developed, so that future reform expansion efforts are not dependent solely on donor funds and organizations. There are a number of different training entities that compete for the same trainees with no coordination among them. For example, the MOE/A Training Unit has not been involved in the pilot project, and—although used primarily for promotion training—could be developed as the training organizer and provider. The School-Based Training Management Unit, in charged with supporting School Training Units (of which the Project master trainers are members), has also been marginalized by the project.  At the very least, these two MOE/A groups should participate in project training, as eventually they are bound to be implicated in its delivery when the reform goes to scale.  The local C-DIST branch on the central MOE training unit might also be another option, although concerns have been expressed about its ability to offer substantive expertise beyond contracting with local providers and its tractability in cooperating with the MOE/A. 


On-going in-school support and follow-up is essential, and generally more cost-effective than episodic training programs.  It offers a means to deliver training to far larger numbers of teachers, when venue and time constraints would not allow summer-only scheduling. The Master Trainer program is an idea with merit, but it suffers from operational limitations, such as master trainer time and compensation.  All members of the School Training Units should be trained in the interactive methods to both increase support and understanding and to spread the load.   On-going support can also be diversified to groups outside the school:  school supervisors should be “inducted” into the master trainer program, and used as advisors rather than solely evaluators. As subject teachers, they are well placed to provide guidance on how to integrate the new methods into their subject once the new methods have been mastered. 


Chapter 6:  USAID Assistance


A.  USAID Management, Support and Resources


For USAID, the reform-minded Governor of Alexandria’s interest in education in Alexandria opened a window of opportunity for education reform, not available at the national level.  With the hope of eventually expanding a reform support program to other like-minded governorates, USAID decided to assist Alexandria experiment with a pilot project.  Even before the  project was fully  conceptualized, in March 2001, USAID signed a joint Memorandum of Intent with the national Ministry of Education, the Governorate of Alexandria and the Alexandria Development Center (representing the private sector in Alexandria) to cooperate on the implementation of a pilot project.  


USAID’s approach to supporting the pilot project was unusual. Rather than contracting with an institution to provide technical assistance, deliver service, and channel resources, USAID put together a modest 3-person assistance team comprising two consultants and led by the USAID Cognizant Technical Officer from the Education and Training Office.  Between 2001 and 2004, the part-time international technical advisor, a senior education specialist, spent about three days a week in Alexandria, supported by an administrative assistant.  Initially, the advisor played an important role in working with the AEAC to develop the concept paper that set forth objectives and parameters and provided the basic project design.  With the Project leadership, he helped guide the development of protocols, procedures, and documents (i.e. Charters) required for implementation and address various problems that arose.  Once training began, the advisor and assistant dealt primarily with the planning and coordination of the USAID training program, including both local and U.S.-based training.  


The CTO, a senior FSN education officer, essentially assumed the role of Chief-of-Party, in addition to her USAID management duties.  The two USAID consultants reported to her.  She played a key role in obtaining the MOE delegation of authority, and maintains an active role in advising the governor and MOE/A, having developed a productive relationship with project leadership. As a member of the EMC, she has input into the technical decision-making, and has managed to keep up a frequent presence in Alexandria, especially important since the departure of the technical advisor nearly a year ago. It is estimated that until recently about 50 percent of her time—on average--was devoted to the project.


The USAID resources to the project fall into three areas:  (i) the CTO’s prorated salary and related expenses, (ii) the salary and expenses for the part-time technical advisor and the administrative assistant, and (iii) the costs associated with the USAID-provided local and international training.  Although no cost data for the CTO is available, USAID estimates that US$250,000 for the technical advisor and administrative assistant and US$3,000,000 were spent over the life of the project (for which USAID support technically ended in 2004.)
  However, USAID has also contributed additional resources recently probably not included in these figures, such as the recent US observation tour, Harvard-training for an EMC member, and this evaluation.  In total, though, USAID support is likely to fall under US$4,000,000. USAID was unable to provide documentation, during this assignment, which would allow for more precise estimates or the breakdown of per participant training costs for local and U.S.-based training for comparative and analytic purposes.


B.  Effectiveness


The project’s results bear testament to the effectiveness of USAID’s support of—and its novel approach to—the pilot project.  The project has been implemented as intended and without major external assistance, while at the same time USAID’s primary input—training—was critical to its success. Although welcome, no dependency has been formed on USAID technical assistance or resources. Motivation for action comes from local stimuli, not from donor per diem or honoraria. And the wide-spread sense of ownership of the project by its Alexandrian stakeholders is not often apparent in other donor-supported projects.


While modest in personnel and budget, USAID targeted strategic areas for support—timely technical guidance and training—that allowed Alexandria to articulate its approach to education reform and to take management and financial responsibility for implementation.  First, while the memorandum of understanding laid the basis for proceeding, the design was driven by the governor-led AEAC, with inputs from the USAID technical advisor.  Based on the concept paper, the design itself was flexible, evolving with the project needs.  Unlike many host-country agreements, the level of confidence and trust between the governorate and USAID seemed to obviate the need for numerous and legalistic conditions of performance that often establish an adversarial relationship from the start between the “suspect” recipient and the “doubting” donor.  The usual status inequalities had been eliminated.  


Second, the typical hallmarks of an international project do not exist:  there is no contractor, no chief-of-party, no project office, no set of contractor procedures, and no institutional agenda. Even USAID’s training intervention was delivered by a series of local contractors and international institutions hired for specific training courses and no particular name stands out among them.  The pilot project is shared jointly by its stakeholders, with USAID figuring among many.  


Third, implementation responsibility belonged to Alexandria, primarily the MOE/A. USAID was underwriting only a  small—albeit important—portion of the overall project’s costs. USAID training transmitted needed skills, but the MOE/A had to grapple with the problems and find the solutions to implementing the reforms, advised by the AEAC and EMC.  Alexandria’s schools had to raise the funds for improvement and implement them.  USAID maintained a low profile:  neither its personnel nor its equipment figured at the schools and school staff did not receive USAID-funded incentives.  Unlike many pilot projects, which are not allowed to fail, USAID support did not create artificially favorable conditions that bias results and cannot be sustained after its departure.


USAID’s touch has been possibly “too gentle” is in the area of monitoring and evaluation.  USAID has been vigilant in monitoring the project and its role as EMC member keeps it abreast of implementation progress.   However, it does not seem to have pushed for the same rigor in data collection, analysis, and results reporting that often characterize other projects, especially those filling an experimental or research purpose.  This perhaps is the disadvantage of not having a conventional contractor-managed project, which typically either sets up the M&E system or—better--works with counterparts to do so.  USAID should give priority to assisting the MOE/A to establish such systems as the project expands.


The project concept paper calls for USAID to have funded the construction of 20 schools, to help alleviate overcrowding.  Although the resources reportedly were available, funds were never released because the appropriate contracting mechanism could not be found within the project timeframe.  Future support planning efforts should take these considerations into account early on.


Chapter 7: Impact Analysis, Implications and Conclusions


A.  Impact on Educational Quality


The seminal question about the Pilot Project is simply “Has and to what extent has the quality of education improved in the pilot schools?”  Several indicators and hallmarks of educational quality suggest that it has, although reliable quantitative data on student performance and behaviors are lacking.  


1. Improved Student Performance


The foremost indicator of improved educational quality—and ultimate goal of the project--is student learning and skill acquisition. It is precisely in the area of student performance that the Project has been unable to provide reliable or complete data for pilot and non-pilot schools, constraining the team’s ability to assess improvement. The reader is cautioned not to place too much on importance on the quantitative data presented in the next two paragraphs, for reasons noted in Section 1. The data are summarized in a Performance Comparison Table in Annex 4.


Pre- and post-tests,
 administered at the start and end of AY 2003/2204 show over 72 percent of students in pilot school primary grades 1-5 mastered basic skills appropriate to their grade in Arabic, Math, and Science, but no comparative base was provided.  The official government  end-of-cycle exam pass rates
  show that in 2003/2004, 92 percent
 of pilot school students passed the exam compared with 88 percent of Alexandrian students overall.  This represents a 9 percentage point increase for pilot school students over the 2001/2002 base year, and a 6 percentage point increase for Alexandrian students overall.  It is unclear what interventions occurred in Alexandrian schools overall that caused this increase.  


In-cycle promotion rates are equally perplexing.  Pilot school rates rose from an average 81 percent in 2001/2002 to 85 percent in 2003/2004, while the Alexandrian average increased from 91 percent to 95 percent, a roughly comparable increase.  Comparative data is not available for student drop-out or attendance rates.  Pilot primary and preparatory school drop-out rates reportedly decreased from a 2.3 percent in 2003/2004 to 1.3 percent in 2004/2005.  (One primary school reported that its rate fell from 9 percent to 1 percent over the course of the project.) Pilot student attendance rates rose steadily from an 89 percent in 2001/2002 to 96 percent in 2004/2005.


Clearly, these statistics provide little basis for comparison or conclusion about whether pilot school students are performing better or learning more than those in non-pilot schools.  There is the perverse possibility that pilot schools could regularly score lower on end-of-year exams than non-pilot schools, because the official government tests do not accurately measure skill acquisition and the new interactive teaching methods do not promote fact acquisition. Teachers in both pilot and non-pilot schools suggested that conventional schools using highly didactic teaching might actually better prepare students for the official exams, which are designed to measure large amounts of memorized knowledge.  


Quantitative measures notwithstanding, the pilot school stakeholders did express the belief that their students were performing better and demonstrating positive attitudes towards learning. Almost without exception, school administrators and teachers stated confidently that their students are more eager to learn, more involved in class, have learned or—equally important, in their opinion—retained their learning longer than with conventional lecture and note-copying methods.  Although empirically unsubstantiated, they—and parents—say that test scores have improved. Parent of “weak” students are particularly vocal that their children’s performance has improved.  Parents at one school said that group study improved their children’s Arabic test scores, which they verified by quizzing them at home. Principals cited the school performance in inter-school competitions.


Students are enthusiastic about the new classroom methods, extra-curricular activities, and new services offered by the schools. Nearly all agreed that now “school is fun.” The profound changes in the attitudes of students toward learning and school are not unnoticed by their families. Parents who were interviewed in focus groups were nearly unanimous in attributing their children’s renewed interest in learning to the changes brought by the reform program and making favorable comparisons of pilot schools to pre-project days or to non-pilot schools attended by their other children. “My older daughter who also went to this school and now is at university can’t speak English nearly as well as my younger daughter who started English in first grade,” said one mother.   


Parents are positive about changes, noting children are more motivated to study and do homework. One observed, “It used be hard to get my children out of bed for school, now they get up early because they are so eager to go to school. They do their homework with less fuss because they want to be allowed to participate in the school activities after school.”  Parent and teachers note that students are more verbal and communicative, and less timid. Parents say that their children now tell them what they did in class and learned at school. Teachers in several pilot schools indicate that students are less afraid to express themselves in class than before the reform. Youthful ebullience and enthusiasm for learning are not a substitute for high scores on mandated final exams but do offer an alternative and meaningful metric with which to measure the schools’ efficacy in transmitting required competencies. 


1. Improved Teacher Practices, Behavior and Attitudes 


The Project posits that the use of interactive, student centered methods will contribute to educational quality and student learning. Pilot school teachers are enthusiastic about and well-versed in the concept of active, student-centered learning.  For many, the project was the first time they had been exposed to interactive methods or “heard the message.” The several teachers said that their view of their role has changed dramatically from being the central or sole imparters of knowledge to being. “facilitators of learning.” Most teachers have introduced some new interactive methods in their teaching, ranging from the modest use of additional teaching aids to full-fledged group learning on a regular basis.  From teachers’ statements, few appear to have fully mastered and consistently integrated these techniques in to their daily instructional routine.  If the ERP is able to disaggregate pilot school classroom observation data from non-pilot schools collected in 2004/2005, this empirical evidence will provide insight into the extent to which techniques are being used and used appropriately.


Teachers express a more positive attitude about themselves as “professionals.” They are excited about being part of the pilot project. Sseveral have foregone promotions or more lucrative jobs to stay in their schools. (Less enthusiastic—or bad-- teachers, of course, can be transferred out of the pilot schools.) More teachers than requested voluntarily attended the focus group interviews and vigorously debated the benefits and challenges of the new pedagogy.  They were eager to show the various instructional tools they had developed and talked with enthusiasm of positive student reaction.  The attention generated by the project makes them feel “special” at the same time putting them under more “pressure to act on their training.” They point to the extra effort it takes to use the new methods and the risks of supervisor disapproval. At the same time, however, teachers (and students) benefit from the presence of more qualified teachers in the pilot schools, due to the teacher transfer policy, resulting in lower class sizes and lightened teaching burden. 


Parents and students say that the pilot school teachers are friendlier and more approachable than before the project or in comparison with other schools.  Parents say that teachers are willing to help their children with learning problems, and students say that their teachers now allow debate and discussion in class. Numerous pilot-school students expressed, with slight variations, their enthusiasm for group work and peer tutoring: “kids learn better from each other than from teachers.” Older students say they particularly appreciate “workshops” where they can tackle a subject, do research and then present it for discussion. At first skeptical, parents now think that these methods teach cooperation, leadership and creativity. These kinds of attitude changes are a meaningful indicator of parental and student receptivity to changes in the school and in instruction brought about by the pilot project.  Of course, teacher and instructional transformation and is not universal.  A group of pilot preparatory school girls did finger one “un-reformed” older teacher as quick to use the stick to hit them for infractions. 


The modest experiments in active-learning pedagogy underway at the pilot schools seem to be, at the very least, re-energizing teachers, creating student receptivity to learning, and increasing parental interest in their children’s school-day, all certainly precursors to improved student skill acquisition.  Even if students are not learning more, they appear to be learning better. 


2. Improved Student Support  


The pilot schools have become more supportive of students.  The pilot schools offer a variety of services to students to meet their academic, recreational, and welfare needs (see Table 1, Chapter 2).  Pilot schools have strengthened academic support for weak students, not only providing the mandated after-school remedial classes at lower cost and delaying payment, but also instituting between-class tutoring, peer tutoring and the use of teacher assistants. It appears that many “average” students take advantage of these services.  Parents of ‘weak” students are particularly appreciative.  One father —not a BOT member—whose daughter received math help voluntarily collected funds for the school from local businesses. Other parents say they do not need to spend as much time helping with children’s homework. The conventional priority of funneling resources to the talented students has not been eliminated.  All pilot schools say they provide extra support (e.g. allowing additional computer or library time), but one school principal said its 2003 SIP focused exclusively on “taking care of the gifted,” as this—inexplicably--was the biggest constraint to school performance, particularly winning local academic competitions..


Introducing English in the first grade, training children to use newly-acquired computers (primary students were eager to get team member’s e-mail addresses), and offering “enrichment” activities, such as field trips, plays, competitions, and community-oriented projects, have increased learning opportunities, reinforced in-class subjects or skills, and enlarged student perspectives. The pilot schools have participated in a special program with the Alexandria Library, which many pilot students had never visited.  In fact, one poor mother asked to be allowed to go along on the field visit, saying she—a native Alexandrian—would have never seen the Library if not for the school.  Parents have praised their children’s new awareness of the community, saying they are now “more open-minded.”  One parent said his first-grader is diligently learning to read, because he wants to write a play like the one he saw produced at school. 


Schools have instituted more recreational activities for students. Nearly all have refurbished their playgrounds to provide play and game space and facilities. Summer camps, after school sports, and clubs have attracted children. With more sports available, more average children have the chance to play, increasingly their overall confidence according to some parents. One BOT member said that he transferred his daughter from private school to take advantage of the additional activities. Although parents admit children prefer recreational and enrichment activities to studying, they say that these support creativity, and fear of losing their participation privileges causes their children to study. “More quality time is now spent at school,” said a parent.


Student morale is high.  Students said that they were proud to be at their schools, because they “won competitions” and their friends and relatives want to enroll in the school. In addition to the improvements already noted, schools have targeted morale-building through a variety of means: adopting private school-type uniforms, creating student i.d. cards, awarding prizes, holding graduation parties, etc. Needy students are not excluded, but provided with goods and services—clothing and uniforms, school supplies, medical services and drugs, fee exoneration for tuition and remedial classes, and even parental employment--to lessen the economic distinctions and promote their full participation in the learning process. 


3. Improved Learning Environment 


The pilot schools are physically welcoming. The infrastructure is in better repair than non-pilot schools. Pilot schools are “friendlier.”  They are lighter, brighter, cleaner and cheerful--decorated with student and teacher art, projects displayed, greenery, and have playgrounds adapted to children. Science and computer laboratories are better equipped.  The libraries have more appealing books, and students marvel at how they now are allowed to borrow them. “This is the same school, with the same teachers, only totally different” says a pilot student father.


There are also more human resources at the school, although not necessarily in the classroom.  According to ERD-provided data for 2004/2005, the student-teacher ratio in pilot schools is 11:1, compared with the governorate-wide student-teacher ratio of 18:1, a likely consequence of the transfer policy.


4. Improved School Management and Support 


School administrators have taken on new roles and responsibilities with enthusiasm and creativity. BOTs take an active role in improving the school and supporting the administration. Schools now have the discretionary budgets needed to effect several school improvements.  Annual school improvement plans (SIPs) are developed and followed.  Schools have become more welcoming to parents and the community, providing outreach services that appeal to a variety of households (e.g. nursery school, cafeteria, computer classes, literacy classes, English classes, lectures, library/computer use, “cybers,” etc.)

B.  Implications for Effectiveness, Expansion and Sustainability


The Project’s development hypothesis posits that educational quality can be improved by a combination of decentralization, community mobilization and improved teaching-learning methods and practices. The lack of empirical data and the bias introduced by the additional “hidden” or unacknowledged support provided pilot schools, such as un-programmed training, priority treatment for maintenance and equipment, and more teachers, complicate analysis.  Overall, however, it is possible to conclude that these three pillars—even with weaknesses in implementation and intervening variables—have caused solid improvements at the pilots that contribute to and are precursors of increased student learning and performance.  The three pillars have worked in tandem to create a well articulated ‘three-legged stool” so that it is unlikely that any one of the pillars in isolation could have produced the results noted in the previous pages.  Decentralization laid the ground-work, endowing the schools with critical decision-making power, fund-raising authority, and a new body—the BOT—to support school improvement.  Community mobilization, through the activation of a more representative and community-based BOTs and outreach activities, has revitalized the schools, bringing in needed financial and human resources to underwrite the improvement agenda, as well as community and parental support for trying new and relatively radical instructional approaches.  Promoting improved teaching-learning methods has generated student enthusiasm for learning, introduced more effective instructional practices in the classroom, and expanded school support for previously neglected groups of students, thus winning wider parental and community support.  The synergies and complementarities of the three-pronged project approach have laid the foundation for a virtuous cycle for school transformation.


But, the project and its model are not without limitations, which influence or threaten its immediate effectiveness, future expansion, and ultimate sustainability. 


1. Effectiveness 


The project model, as currently conceived, is not fully appropriate for (1) double shift schools, (2) overcrowded classrooms, and, (3) higher school levels and national exam grades, especially the 12th grade of secondary school.  Double shift schools—with their separate staffs, students and BOTs—inhibit the physical and psychological ownership needed for school improvement.  Project schools lack control over the physical space, so they are generally unable to make the physical improvements, associated with interactive methods—furniture groupings, display of student projects, etc.  They are hesitant to invest in improvements that will be used and/or abused by the other schools sharing the space.  Because of constant use of the facilities, time for after-school and extra-curricular activities are limited.  Large class sizes hinder the use of highly participatory methods such as small group discussions, and require adept facilitation and class management by teachers.  At higher levels of schooling and in national exam years, teachers and administrators appear to tend to forgo or reduce the use of active-learning methods in exam year subjects, in order “to teach to the exam.”   Although interactive methods can be effective under all three scenarios, teacher training in their use should take into account the special challenges faced and provide special guidance in how to adapt effective teaching with external pressures.


The uneven understanding, acceptance and activation of new roles, responsibilities, and classroom and management methods among the different pilot school and MOE personnel who are involved in the project can weaken the model’s effectiveness for educational improvement, even when continuation of the reform itself is not in jeopardy. “Multi-channel” approaches—training, on-going support and supervision--can mitigate these problems. Effort must be made to reconcile current assessment systems with new interactive approaches and methods. Non-promotion year exams should be developed to reflect new learning norms and objectives for the project schools, as a whole.  District supervisors need more guidance in how to assess teacher use of new methods and instructional competency, and their job descriptions and assessment criteria should be changes accordingly.   In-school and on-going support of the administrators, teachers, BOT members and others should be strengthened by expanding the master trainer program, to include the school training unit and supervisors.  Other existing MOE/A departments and units should also be enlisted. 


Pressure on schools to go for visible and “sexy” activities to attract attention and raise resources could be at the expense of educational quality. The “whistles and bells” of the many new—and meritorious—activities and services at the school may divert attention from the fundamental and more conventional learning venue—the classroom. Better analysis and understanding of student performance by school and BOT personnel should inform the interventions.  Many of the extra-curricular activities, while promoting student enthusiasm and community interest, should be examined for their link to supporting curricular learning objectives and re-oriented or strengthened, as appropriate.  In particular, schools should not neglect the large middle block of average-performing students, in their new zeal to help the weak and needy students or continued preferential treatment of strong students (on whom a disproportionate amount of school resources are still lavished). Services offered and active teaching-learning methods applied should keep all children’s learning needs in mind. 


BOT membership may become increasingly restricted and exclusionary as pressures increase to recruit well-connected and high status individuals able to raise funds. The current procedures for selecting BOT members, in which only 4 of 17 members are elected at large, may predispose BOTs’ membership to the affluent and could ultimately prove inimical to broad community mobilization. On the other hand, prolonged tenure of the most able, interested and active members may best serve materially the school and fulfill the BOT’s fund-raising mandate.  In configuring BOT membership, the challenge is to balance the need to maximize parental and community participation in the school and the need to ensure reliable funding for the school.  In addition to the BOT, other channels should be developed for parental and community voices to be heard.


2. Expansion 


Continuation of the program in the first cohort of pilot schools and replication of the reform model in new cohort schools are different goals and require a two-track strategy: (1) for continuation, deepening and reinforcing the improvements made in the original schools, and (2) for replication, using lessons from the original program in designing and implementing a more effective model for the new schools.  Project leaders should not expect to proceed into new schools without effecting changes in the model’s procedures, process and content. While many in the project are eager to claim new authorities and expand reform measures in the original pilot schools, project leadership should first look to activities and practices that could be reformed or introduced under the existing authorities.  The school charter lists many practices—such as student assessment and promotion exam development—that could be developed. Existing authorities should be fully exploited and capacities “perfected” before tackling major new, and more difficult, reforms.

In addition to the weaknesses in the current model noted above, it also has built-in limitations that expansion will exacerbate.   The competition for private sector, community and even MOE resources will increase as schools pursue fund-raising and improvement goals.  School will also compete for better teachers and more able students, given the current transfer policies affecting both. Allowing pilot schools to transfer unqualified or poorly performing teachers to other (non-reform) schools will, over time, concentrate “rejects” in the last schools to undergo reform. Conversely, MOE policy allowing pilot schools to retain experienced teachers whose promotions would ordinarily involve transfers to other schools has begun to create surplus staff at pilot schools. Moreover, opting to keep promotion designates at the same school could pit teachers against school administrators and BOTs if schools appeared to be conspiring to prevent upward mobility in the educational establishment.  Students who do not meet the attendance requirement or fail to sit the final exams can also be transferred to other non-reform schools.  Such practices, while beneficial to pilot schools in the short-term, are not viable as system reform policies and are less tenable as the number of schools increase.  They may eventually provoke charges of “dumping” problem staff and students, which could discredit the reform effort.


The pilot schools have enjoyed a relatively privileged status, receiving many MOE resources than generally acknowledged, in addition to training provided by USAID and those they raise themselves.  If the MOE resource envelop does not expand proportionately with the number of schools, then future cohorts will exist under different and less favorable conditions. They will have fewer resources with which to effect improvements and may not be as successful in achieving results as the original pilot schools.  Similarly, if the resources provided to the current schools are diminished it may reverse some of the progress already made.  The resource pressure on the MOE will increase with the number of schools.


The regular departments and units at the MOE/A have not been involved in the project.  New management and support systems at the MOE/A should begin to be put in place so that a dual education system—one for project schools and one for non-project schools--does not develop as the project expands.  At the same type the number of reform schools increases, reforms should also be taking place in system administration and service delivery.  Control of planning and implementation of in-service training by a specially created unit, ERD, while crucial to the initiation of a complex MOE-supported program involving procedures, communication, administrative backstopping, and resources beyond those normally employed for schools, will become a less efficient mechanism as the reform program expands.  The groundwork needs to be laid for existing MOE/A departments and units to be brought into the project and their capacity developed to increasingly take on routine support for project schools according to new precepts and practices.  In particular, participating district education office organization and operations need to be addressed so that they mesh better with reform objectives, principles and practices.  To obviate the creation of parallel systems within the district, project expansion should take place by district, in which all schools in the targeted district become pilot schools.  This means that immediate expansion should be concentrated on the East and West Districts.

Expansion should not proceed without a well-defined research design, specified indicators and measures, and a sophisticated monitoring and evaluation system, without which project impact cannot be quantified and its credibility and usefulness undermined.  The development of a system and capacity within the MOE/Alexandria with the capacity to collect and statistically analyze school test scores, attendance, enrollment and retention rates will be crucial to adequately monitor the progress of reform initiatives in diverse districts and compare with other reform-minded Governorates. Valid comparative assessments of the expansion program outcomes will require use of an evaluation design that contains a variety of instruments—skills-based pre-and post-tests, classroom observations, sample surveys—and scientific treatment and controls.  


Expansion of the pilot schools should not necessarily be accompanied by expansion of donor assistance to or presence in the schools.  The remarkable degree of ownership among the Alexandrian stakeholders, their efficacy and independence is in large part due to the understated role played by USAID.  While it did provide critical resources, timely advice and on-going encouragement, USAID and its agents did not figure prominently in project implementation.  These tasks were undertaken by Alexandria’s leaders, administrators, school staff, and community members.  No dependency was formed on USAID initiative, expertise, or resources. School support was provided by the MOE/A, and USAID presence in the schools limited to initial discussions and later status checks.  The low profile and light footprint of USAID can be credited with contributing to the potential sustainability of the project and its expansion. Future assistance should be equally unobtrusive. Rather than focusing on school support, it should focus on assisting the various MOE/A departments of  to reform so that they can respond to the needs of the reformed schools.


Expansion of the reform model to other governorates is already underway.  The evaluation team did not visit these governorates, so it can not specifically advise on what in the Alexandrian model is appropriate or needs be changed to suit their context.  However, some of the contextual factors and conditions existing in Alexandria that contributed to its success are identified in the following text box.


3.  Sustainability


Alexandria’ education reform initiatives and the project depend on key authorities and decrees that may not technically withstand changes in MOE and governorate leadership and can be revoked.  A major example is the MOE delegation of authority, which may need to be renewed.  Further, the education reforms currently planned by the MOE in Cairo—a type of centralized decentralization that prescribes BOT composition and principal hiring practices—could necessitate changes in the possibly more effective Alexandria methods and practices, and latitude for Alexandria to continue may require negotiation. 


The reforms introduced through the pilot project should be maintained and eventually become the norm for all schools. The project per se should not be the object of sustainability concerns. While the project launched Alexandria’s education reform, it should not be seen as a complete, sufficient or long-term reform package, even when expanded to all schools.  At present, there does not appear to be a “master 


plan” that lays out objectives, strategy, and timetable for either expanding the current reform initiative, as defined by the project, or for planning future reforms.  Reform management, wide-scale reformed service delivery and support, and funding issues will affect sustainability.


The current management and support structures established for a 30-school pilot project are not sufficient to support the reform once expanded to more, and eventually, all schools. Nor are they the most feasible.  The governorate and MOE/A need to plan for the future  needs, which mean the redefinition of the roles and responsibilities of the various project governing and support bodies (e.g. AEAC) and the re-orientation and restructuring of line departments and units to carry out their duties in the context of on-going reform.  Expanding and deepening educational reform will require continued--not one-off--in-service administrator, teacher and BOT training and support for new reform activities.  The MOE/A must plan to assume both executive and budgetary responsibility.  The existing School-based Training Unit at the MOE/Alexandria and the C-DIST units at the Governorate and central levels that plan, coordinate and monitor in-service training within schools potentially have the institutional capacity and lines of authority to better handle training functions on a larger scale and continuing basis. Continued reliance on donor funding for what must become routine operations could put the reform at risk.


Even in a wealthy governorate, such as Alexandria, on-going reform and improvement in educational quality cannot rely solely on ad hoc funding pulled by the schools from the community.  First, there are inherent limits to community willingness to respond to constant appeals for resources, unequal abilities of schools to organize fund-raising efforts and communities to respond that exacerbate inequities among schools, professional priorities distorted by the imperative of fund-raising, and systemic needs of a magnitude beyond localized funding.  It is unrealistic to expect schools to make up for major budgetary shortfalls. In particular, the issue of teacher compensation (not just reward) becomes more acute.  Current policies—promotion based on seniority rather than performance, inadequate salary scale, assessment practices—militate against the continued teachers’ and administrators’ willingness to accept additional responsibilities and/or increased workloads associated with school reform changes. This is likely to depend on perceived appreciation of their efforts, including salary increases or other institutionalized tangible improvements in their work conditions.  Simple performance awards to a few teachers are not sufficient to maintain morale and motivation. 


The national curriculum is a binding constraint on further improvement of educational quality to the extent that highly concentrated curricular content and tight time schedules for implementation are antithetical to the more time-intensive active-learning instructional methods.


Disappointment and frustration over the absence of change in the broader system--such as the curriculum, national exam system, amount of instructional equipment, supervision, and salary scales and promotion-- and the slow nature of educational reform itself may discourage continued commitment to existing reform changes over time.  Constant, perceptible improvements must continue, as well as on-going public dialogue to increase understanding and regulate expectations. Perceptions among school staff that accomplishments are recognized and additional support for future improvement will be forthcoming may be crucial to sustain and build upon reform changes in the existing pilot schools. 


C.  Conclusions


The pilot project should be considered a success.  Its development hypothesis has proved valid.  Schools have been able to act on their new authorities to effect improvements associated with educational quality, although it may be too soon, the metric inappropriate and the data insufficient to deduce its impact on student performance.  School staff, community, parent and student attitudes have become more positive. Significant resources have been raised from the private sector to provide schools with discretionary budgets for the first time.


The project has demonstrated that modest—though ground-breaking—policy changes can carve out the space in which school improvements can occur.  Its decentralization efforts created a small air pocket in the suffocatingly rigid national education system that allowed school-based initiatives to flourish. Too often education reform efforts are uniquely aimed at the highest levels of the education system, and expected to trickle down to the schools.  The pilot project shows that change can be made to happen immediately at the school, and—what’s more—can be led and implemented by local stakeholders. Moreover, it accomplished this at a relatively low-cost.  


Alexandria’s efforts have not gone un-noticed. The national MOE is planning to institutionalize some of the innovations pioneered by the pilot project. Other governorates are now initiating similar reform efforts.  Replication of the Alexandrian experience depends on the extent to which other certain critical conditions exist in these other places, particularly the exceptional leadership and cooperation provided by the governor, the private sector and MOE/A. 


Despite its success, the Alexandria Education Reform Project is still a pilot project that has yet to be taken to scale.  It must make the transition from pilot to governorate-wide standard operations. Several modifications are needed to make it more effective, so that there is a genuine improvement in educational quality beyond desirable changes in schools’ appearance, operations and participant attitudes.  Steps must be taken to ready the MOE/A management and support structure for expansion. Nor is the pilot project the full solution to system transformation.  Changes in the policy and investment framework must take place to deepen the reform and ensure its sustainability.  Work must start immediately in reforming the administrative, support, and service delivery departments of the MOE/A so they can exercise their rightful functions and do not impede school-based reforms.  


Alexandria’s ownership of the reforms and project is remarkable.  In part, this is due to the sensitivity exercised and the approach adopted by USAID.  While USAID support was critical and is gratefully acknowledged, the impetus, the management, and the implementation were the sole responsibility of Alexandria.  All the participants should be congratulated for their vision, dedication, and energy. 


Chapter 8:  Lessons Learned and Recommendations


A. Lessons Learned


Primary lessons learned from the pilot project, and applicable to other similar efforts, are:


1. That the genesis of the education reform project was found in Alexandria institutions and civil society, rather than originating from an external proposition, strengthened the sense of ownership that accelerated the project acceptance and implementation..  


2. The “light foot print” of USAID assistance reinforced genuine ownership.  Primary and operational funding and implementation responsibility were solely that of the Alexandrian institutions, personnel and community.  The absence of usual incentives associated with USAID projects—equipment, honoraria, per diem—did not stimulate artificial and temporary motivation.


3. Understanding of educational reform as a long-term and on-going process, requiring continuous support and changes in administration, management and service delivery structure,  is essential  for sustainable reform efforts. However, sense of progress and motivation should be fostered, based on a set of realistic and achievable milestones and associated measures, developed for all levels of the reform from the school and community to the district and governorate MOE offices, and publicized to give credit and encourage participants for the long haul.


4. Before start-up, a research design (with comparative controls) and monitoring and evaluation system should be put in place, with appropriate measures, methods (including skills tests and classroom observations) and instruments. A computer-based data base should be developed at the Governorate, district, and school levels that allow electronic tabulation and manipulation of data for quantitative reporting and statistical analysis. Prior to intervention, a base-line study should be conducted. 


5. Interventions and expansions should be based on “whole” districts, rather than dispersed over multiple districts, in order to develop the district structures and systems necessary, and to avoid parallel systems.  District personnel, especially supervisors, should be implicated in training and treatment early.


6. From the beginning, appropriate departments and units should be involved in the reform effort, including training, capacity-building effort, district/school/teacher support, and service delivery. An important factor for success is the orientation of all other parties involved with the school, such as inspectors and supervisors, so that they can support reform rather than resist change.


7. Awareness raising and publicity at the outset of and during the reform generates community buy-in. 


8. If possible, governorate reform should be approached simultaneously at multiple levels—at the school and the higher level support and management structures—in order to eliminate constraints to school improvement and lay foundation for expansion and sustainability.  However, school-based reforms should take priority in order to demonstrate to stakeholders the tangible benefits. 


9. Sincere delegation of authority with explicit roles and responsibilities defined in charters, without threat of punishment, empowered school personnel and encouraged them to act.


10. School principals are major change agents. Their conviction and acceptance of reform creates general enthusiasm and stimulates teachers and BOT members.  They should be given priority for U.S. training. 


11. The model will work best in schools of moderate and manageable size (not mega-schools) to allow them to generate a sense of community of  in teachers, student and parents and increase the probability of real improvement.   


12. Training is not finite.  Continuous training and follow-on support  should be part of the reform design in order to consolidate skills, introduce new approaches, provide motivation and support the long-term process of altering the mindset of participants.    


13. US-based training for relatively few people played a galvanizing role that helped alter the mindset and provided exposure to the novel approaches and practices comprising the reform.


B.  Recommendations


Recommendations are organized by “pillar,” as well as training/skill management and USAID support. In some cases, the recommendations are overlapping.


1. Decentralization


Overall:


· Renew understanding and/or delegation of authority with the MOE. Determine appropriate means to codify certain decrees (such as development of standard operating procedures) and act on them.  Determine if there are conflicts with current MOE reforms scheduled to be put in place next year (e.g. BOT membership, selection and operations) and obtain any required exemptions.


· Conduct end-of-first phase collective review of progress and problems faced, among the different stakeholder groups (using this report and other reports as points of departure).  Determine reform priorities for next project phase of first school cohort, revisions in how second cohort will be assisted and develop and publicize overall reform program agenda and work program.  Consider how to use other international donor support to support Alexandria-developed agenda. (i.e. avoid being shoe-horned into donor project design).  Set the agenda and desired results for the next phase of the project


· Develop master plan for expanding the reform over the next several years, with resources, training needs, implementation and management plan.  Identify any new authorities required and start to lay ground-work and timeline for obtaining, in view of proposed MOE reforms. 


· Develop new project management chart and duties, refining and modifying AEAC, EMC and ERD activities so duties are integrated into basic MOE/A structure and other departments and units involved in the reform effort. Determine how other departments can support the reform efforts.


· Plan project expansion by district and develop a district reform plan, with charter (if required), new or revised duties and procedures, training plan, etc. 


· Put in place an international standard reform school research plan and monitoring and evaluation system (including computerized data base and EMIS) to collect and consolidate data at the school, district and governorate level, conduct statistical analyses, and produce comparative progress reports on outputs, outcomes and impact on educational quality.   Assign and train appropriate personnel. 

· Conduct analysis of budget requirements to support the reform and school improvement according to fundamental quality level criteria and various reform scenarios and identify budget shortfalls.  Develop financing plan to fit realistic criteria.


· Revisit uses of Education Reform Fund in light of potential resource envelop constraints, equity issues and greatest impact. Develop plan for its use.


· Assess the feasibility of a productive school and teacher incentive program based on review of other programs worldwide.  If feasible, develop program that is realistic and transparent, and continues over time. Consider small school grants program, awarded for meritorious, low-cost and do-able proposals.


Annually collect and publish best practices and lessons learned submitted by school administrators, teachers, staff, BOT members, parent and/or the community as information exchange, awareness building, and publicity tool.


At the school-level:


· Revisit School and BOT Charters and revise templates to fit current situation, lessons learned, and practical considerations.


· Develop series of guides and “how to” manuals for use by BOTs and schools on various project and reform aspects (e.g. helping weak students, dialoguing with parents/community, approaching businesses, basic fund-raising techniques and opportunities) Enlist school personnel to contribute. 


· Provide training and materials to school administrators on collecting, recording, calculating and interpreting school and student performance statistics.  Provide licensed software for canned analysis and reporting at school level, and to fit within overall MOE/A project data base.


· Provide practical academic leadership guide/manual and training for school administrators on how they can improve student learning (e.g. mobilize the entire school and classroom learning around a theme, etc.)


· Include school administrators in teacher training, as well as train in teacher support and assessment. 


· Provide more and more sophisticated fund-raising and resource mobilization training (e.g. PR, media relations, etc.). 


· Provide income generation and resource management training to manage entrepreneurial ventures.  Consider assigning one adequately-trained and qualified deputy school administrator to deal with these tasks so that the principal has more time to devote to academic leadership.


· Provide computer training as it relates to administrator activities (budgets, accounts). 


· Develop (with school principals) a parent/community orientation program to school reform changes. 


Create opportunities for school administrator exchange, such as conferences, fairs, exchange visits. 


2. Community Mobilization


For improving the effectiveness of BOTs:


· Re-examine the membership composition and quotas, consider expansion of BOT membership to 20 to allow “new blood” and encourage participation of multiple women, and develop means to deal with “entrenched” members through changes in election policy, etc.


· Work with BOTs (perhaps through a special committee) to prepare a handbook to fully explain authorities, rules and procedures to complement and elaborate BOT Charter, and provide additional information on best practices (e.g. organizing general assemblies, holding elections, recruiting new members, meeting with parents, etc.)


· Develop and provide training modules on “advanced” fund-raising techniques (how to approach businesses, prepare proposals for grants, etc.)


· Explore potential for school endowment fund and/or matching grant program for the schools and explore how to tap “zakat” for the schools.


· Assist BOTs  to develop a plan to formalize more consultative meetings with parents and community


· Support establishing BOT Associations at various levels (e.g. school clusters, district, governorate) to exchange information, services and benefit from economies-of-scale (e.g. pooled training fund, multiple purchases of commonly-desired goods or services), and to provided quality control and mediate problems. (Note that associations should not be government bodies and it should be left to member BOTs to endow them with any regulatory or governing power.)


· Institute an annual BOT conference for idea exchange.


Provide BOT training on data collection, tracking and analysis aimed at student performance.


For expanding communities and parental mobilization:


· Develop guidance and train school administrators and BOTs in how to involve parents and the community in school planning and goal-setting (e.g. a contract with the community)

· Include parents in initiating the first steps of the school participation and reform, by including them in the development of the vision statement and mission.


· Support the creation of organizations open to all community members and parents (e.g. parent-of students association, friends-of-the-school association).


· Develop and offer a training program to parents and community members on how to support education in non-financial ways


· Hold orientation session for parents and community once new school is inducted to pilot program.


· Hold an “education fair” and governorate-wide publicity campaign with multiple events, media coverage, conference, etc. to increase parental and community awareness


· Involve students more in “community service” activities, to make the school an even more integral part of the community, such as working on school drop-out, absenteeism, local hygiene, nutrition, etc. (The school could take on one issue per year and make it focus of in-class and outside learning.)  


· Forge links with NGOs to develop community service programs that communities will appreciate.


· Have the schools prepare a simple annual “back-to-school” newsletter for parents and the community, publishing exam results and other student data, school calendar and schedule of events, planned improvements, and other news items.


· 3. Improved Teaching and Learning 


· Initiate a student achievement evaluation in both pilot and expansion program schools in order to measure student performance using specially designed achievement tests and existing end-of-year exams. Employ pre and post-test administration for both non-intervention conditions and intervention conditions in reform schools or pre- and post-test administration in a sample of reform and conventional schools. Ideally, the pre-test would be administrated at the beginning of the next school year in settings where no interventions will (yet) occur, and the post-test should be administered after a period of operation that would allow the effects of the interventions to become measurable. 


· Assist pilot school supervisors to develop (with principals and teachers) a standardized list of assessment criteria based on interactive learning and new methods.  Develop easily-used classroom observation instruments.


· Provide guidance, materials, and training (both in-school and in-service) on how to reconcile conventional and new interactive approaches to meet exam and curricular demands, calibrated to schooling level and exam years.


· Consider creating a cadre of itinerant mentors who could provide technical assistance to teachers who have had initial training in active-leaning methods. These specially trained mentors—possibly, with overseas training with USAID assistance—might be drawn from the ranks of the existing and future master trainers. They would work closely with supervisors assigned to the targeted schools and with in-school training units and master trainers..


· Devise new ways to recognize good teachers by considering an annual award for teaching excellence, based on the criteria of active-learning instruction in teachers’ classes.  Selections could be made by an independent panel of educators from teachers nominated by principals and vetted by district supervisors and governorate in-school training unit specialists. Winners would be chosen from among finalists after class observations and review of teachers’ documents by panelists.


· Consider allowing a very modest amount of curriculum experimentation at the school level, and include content in the final exams that each school is permitted to design for itself.


· Provide guidance and develop template for integrating activities into classroom instruction.


· Emphasize the use of peer tutoring and learning as an active-learning instructional method, which appears to benefit average and lower performing students when matched with better performing students in small group work to help improve the academic performance of average performing students, whose needs have not been particularly well served in pilot schools,


· Increase the number of internet connections in schools, especially secondary schools, to enable students and teachers to use the worldwide web as a source of information for active learning.


· Plan for the eventual replacement of standard school desks with round tables, especially in primary and preparatory levels to facilitate the use of group learning methods.


· Establish teacher exchange programs among schools, and develop a “shadowing” program of exceptional teachers (even those in private schools, if feasible.)


Establish teacher fairs, conferences, newsletter, etc.


4.  Training and Skills Development


· Develop a master training plan, specifying training needs for various school cohorts.


· Develop a training assessment plan and apply to the first delivery session of each module, so that modification and revisions can be made.


· Do not repeat former training per se, but evaluate and select training providers based on participant experience and feed-back. 


· Re-think teacher training, so that it:


1. is scheduled during summer months with advance notice, meshing with teacher schedules


2. is tailored to teacher level and qualification.


3. includes more in-depth training (practicums) for teachers to master new methods.


4. provides additional school-year support.


· Prepare a strategy and plan for developing in-house MOE/A training capacity, and re-assign training responsibilities and duties accordingly to avoid replication of effort or “trainee” competition.


· Strengthen and diversify on-going in-school support. Master trainer training should be extended to other school training unit personnel, senior teachers and supervisors.  Each school should develop an annual training plan that is in-line with reform needs.


· Ensure that trainee selection criteria include consideration of anticipated longevity of the trainee in the post.  Ensure that second-in-line personnel (e.g. deputies and first teachers) are trained so that institutional capacity does not diminish with retirement or transfer.


· Include school administrators, non-classroom teachers, and supervisors in class-room teacher training so they understand, provide support, and/or participate in in-class instruction using new methods. 

· Develop course on academic leadership for school principals.

· Develop a pilot school “twinning” program, so that they can exchange teachers, team teach, etc.


· Focus U.S.-based training investments on school principals, with an emphasis on academic leadership, and on cadre of trainers of master trainers (including supervisors) trainers, rather than repeated high-level observation tours (often for the same participant).


Require U.S.-based trainees to develop as a group a report on the lessons learned and ideas gained from U.S., publish and distribute it, and use as part of training materials.


5.  USAID Assistance


· Maintain USAID’s “light foot print” approach to support  in Alexandria


· Continue to provide for training of school personnel in the short-term, but expand training support and efforts to departments and units with the MOE/A.


Do not intervene or work at the school-level (except for training provision by local contractors; instead work with MOE/A departments and units to strengthen their capacity to assist schools.


6. Private School Involvement in the Reform


About one-third of the pre-university schools in Alexandria are private schools (550 out of 1660).  They are characterized by better quality, better learning conditions, more facilities, and students from high socio-economic backgrounds.  The governor of Alexandria requested ideas about how to include schools in the reform. Initial suggestions include:


· Create “governor’s flag” schools, in which both government and private schools meeting key reform and performance criteria (e.g. community support, learning gains, etc.) are allowed to fly a flag attesting to their adoption of reformed good practices. Criteria should be carefully calibrated so poor schools are not excluded, material endowment not a factor, and private schools make an effort.


· Twin private and government schools through exchanges among principals, teachers, and students, including student fairs and computer linkages. 


· Make accessible to private schools—perhaps for a small fee--project- or reform-generated material, such as charters, manuals, training guides, etc.


· Include private school personnel in US-based or local training at their own expense. 


· Include private school leaders in the AEAC and/or EMC.


Include private school-equivalents of BOTs as members in district or governorate BOT Associations.


7.  Transition to new MOE/A First Undersecretary


The First Undersecretary will leave at the end of August 2005. The governor of Alexandria has asked for recommendations to ease the transition and build her replacement understanding of the project and reforms.  Initial suggestions include


· Formation of  an “transition facilitation” team that includes: (1) the former First Undersecretary to advise on MOE operations that support the Pilot Project; (2) a specialist in "decentralization" to orient the new First Undersecretary to the new authorities and future considerations; (3) an international-quality education technical advisor(s) with a good understanding of the project and reform to advise on strengthening project activities to support education quality, student performance and expansion.  Consider using in the former USAID technical advisor to assist. 


· Develop a Briefing Notebook on the history and progress of the project, including key documents, such as decrees, and materials.


· Arrange a “town meeting” with the most insightful and active pilot school participants grouped by category (i.e. principals, teachers, BOT members, parents and students).


· Arrange low-key visits to a few representative project schools and non-project schools.


· Include in next U.S. observation tour (if unfamiliar with U.S. system and never toured its schools.)
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CONDITIONS AND FACTORS CRITICAL TO THE SUCCESS OF THE ALEXANDRIA EDUCATION REFORM PILOT PROJECT



Leadership:



Alexandria’s leadership—both in the public and private sectors—was receptive, ready and able to undertake reform.



Strong and charismatic leadership in the person of the governor provided vision and impetus for the project.  Close and on-going interest by the governor ensured collaboration from other stakeholders and participants.



A vision of public-private partnership was strong in Alexandria, and the “New Alexandria” program had provided positive experience.



Alexandria’s leadership had established the political credibility with civil society to undertake the reform and enlist its support. 



The governor was willing to enact appropriate legislations and decrees that shape and legitimate decentralization in education.  



The various charters accelerated the implementation of decentralization in the pilot project.



A cooperative and constructive working relationship existed between the governor’s office and the MOE/A.



The MOE/A’s First Undersecretary made the project a professional, as well as personal, priority.



The governorate and MOE/A were pro-active, willing to risk failure and take advice.



Community:



The community’s predominant belief in the importance of education and appreciation of its role in social and private advancement helped in the positive reception of the project.



The cosmopolitan nature of Alexandria was a catalyst as the community is exposed to different innovations and is open to change. 



The wealth and resources—financial and human—in Alexandria is high, and offered a pool to be tapped for school improvement..



The dynamic and strong private sector and business community in Alexandria was able to provide both financial support and to assume a leadership role, introducing innovations and entrepreneurial expertise.



Schools:



The high degree high degree of literacy in the school community enabled the recruitment of qualified BOT members.



The high qualification level of Alexandrian school administrators and teachers (most with university degrees) provided the skill base on which to build better teaching practices (i.e. they are less likely to struggle with subject mastery).



The comparatively robust number of teachers and principals was an asset for the project.



The presence of a few “early acceptors” among school principals advanced the project and gave more hesitant principals examples to emulate.



USAID:



USAID low profile approach to assisting and supporting the reform ensured wide local ownership.



The capable, but low-key USAID support to Alexandria decision-makers in project conceptualization and planning the project contributed to the technical viability of the project.



The on-going involvement of the USAID CTO on the leadership team helped guide project implementation.



 USAID provided a key resource requirement—training—that can ultimately be sustained and provided by the governorate and MOE.



USAID refrained from providing typical project perquisites, that create a hand-out mentality, such as honoraria and per diem 







“IT TAKES A COMMUNITY…”



During the summer of 2003, the BOT chairman had an idea to beautify the dilapidated school building. With 60 LE of paint, he and his three sons started to paint the school fence.  His sons convinced 4 friends to help, doubling their manpower. The headmaster and some teachers decided to “enter the game”. One teacher, gifted in drawing, sketched a design on the fence; students, teachers and parents filled it in with paint.  The community noticed and their contributions poured in, reaching LE 4500.  In the end, more than 20 persons worked on the project.  The end result was a clean and beautiful school with 11 paintings, 20 trees, and 2 planted flower beds in a paved courtyard garden with a nice fountain.











“LET’S MEET AT THE SCHOOL”



One primary school transforms itself every summer into a neighborhood destination spot.  Its summer camp for students and neighborhood children was already popular with the kids—they could play sports, act in plays, watch TV and videos, use the computers, learn English, and more.  Manned by teachers (who would “be at the school anyway in July and August”), parents willingly paid the small 50 piastre/hour fee and had to drag their children away.  Noting that parents often stopped to chat with other adults in the community at the school gate, the school introduced a “cafeteria” where parents can sit, buy refreshments, and visit while their children play. The school opened its facilities for adult use in the evening, offering literacy and computer classes, use of the library, and—this year—access the internet.  Last year the school earned over 3,000 LE, paying small stipends to teachers who manned the cafeteria in the evening.  Local mothers love it.  They say their children learn, are entertained and stay “out of mischief”; they themselves can meet their friends, relax, get to know their kids’ teachers, and even learn more about their children and school work by chatting with the school staff.  Local coffee house proprietors are reportedly “annoyed” and look forward to the beginning of school, according to the BOT.











CLEANING UP THE NEIGHBORHOOD



The Science Club at a secondary school located in a poor neighborhood surveyed nearly 1000 households to determine the most prevalent health problems.  When their results showed that respiratory problems predominated, they visited the “chest” hospital where they learned the most common cause of respiratory illness was pollution, especially industrial pollution.  Studying the neighborhood around the school, they counted numerous small industrial shops that contributed to the bad air quality.  The study and recommendations were presented to the governor’s office, which then decreed that all such workshops should be located in a designated industrial zone.  The school had contributed to improving the air that everyone in the community breathed.
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� The strategy for each pillar is described in more detail at the beginning of the chapter dealing with it. 



� Pilot schools operate within the national parameters set for teacher hiring and promotion, curricula and examinations, and supervision.



� The Statement of Work in included in Annex 3.



� See Annex 5 for data collection plan and Annex 6 for Instruments.



� See Annex 4 for “completed”  Comparison Tables



� Alexandria Reform Pilot Project Final Report, June 30, 2004, page 5.



� A major force behind the education reform and pilot project concept, then an active member of the AEAC, has since become the Minister of Trade and Industry.



� Notably the First Undersecretary, the District directors, the head of Pre-University Education, and the Head of ERD.



� It replaced an earlier Project Management Team.



� For example, the governor decided to introduce a “with-in cycle” certificate for students.



� ERD was also involved in the $30,000 USAID-commissioned skills testing conducted in AY 2003/2004 in the project primary schools.  The design did not provide for control schools or longitudinal comparisons, and test data was not aggregated, but reported by individual schools.  No analytic report or summary had been prepared.



� Concept paper called for the creation of a district education committee to select and monitor pilot school performance; this never occurred as it was thought to be redundant of the other management structures



� The governorate education office (muddiriya) budget allocations are 96 percent for salaries and 4 percent for other recurrent expenditures.  Source:  Quality Basic Education for All Strategy Proposal (Volume 1), Aguirre International, December 2002, Section II (page 13).



� ERD-provided figures for AY 2004/2005 show a student-teacher ratio of 11.4  (per teacher) for pilot schools and 17.8 for all Alexandria schools as a whole. Obviously, given the reported class-sizes of 45 students or more, many teachers must be assigned non-teaching duties.



� It should be noted that pilot schools reportedly are moved to the top of the schedule for routine GAEB maintenance and equipment.  



� Typical tuition in a government primary school is reportedly 5 LE.



� Other methods are named in the Financial Charter governing the Fund, such as collecting fees for diplomas, report cards, and kindergarten and secondary school applications (all potentially regressive),but reportedly have not yet been used.



� About 700,000 LE (US$117,000) was spent on bonuses ranging from 150 Le to 500 LE.



� Many pilot school teachers, while appreciating the symbolic gesture, dismissed the bonus as financially insignificant.  Non pilot schools were unaware of the incentive paid, so the MOE received no complaints.



� School administration consists of numerous staff and layers.  In addition to the principal, deputies will often include a headmaster or headmistress, a deputy for activities, a deputy for student affairs, and several others, depending on the size of the school.



� Typically, the only operating budget schools receive from the MOE is a very small amount for maintenance.



� Alexandria Education Pilot Reform Project Status Report, December 16, 2002



� Although the First Secretary says the MOE/A can fire and has fired teachers, this is a cumbersome process—involving court hearings and litigation—that for practical reasons is avoided through teacher transfer.



� When asked about this, the First Undersecretary indicated that the MOE/A was not planning to remit the remaining 30 percent, explaining that it was earmarked for (unspecified) district-level improvement activities.



� Approximately one-third (550) of the 1660 primary, preparatory and secondary schools in Alexandria are private.



� It should be noted, however, that there is considerable parental involvement in securing and paying for private tutoring for children.



� There appears to be a slight confusion in a few schools as to whether the PTC has been eliminated; some parents suggest that it still exists concurrently with the BOT.  The BOT Charter further confuses the issues as Article #6 refers to a Parent-Teacher Association General Assembly.  Most schools and MOE officials state that the BOT has replaced the PTC (or PTA).



� The Pilot Education Initiative in Alexandria Concept Paper, June 13, 2001, page 21.



� The PTC members interviewed in the non-pilot schools had limited schooling, and indicated that many of their fellow—and not very active—members were illiterate.



� The BOT Charter states every 2 years, but many BOTs interviewed are unclear about the term length.



� The School charter conveys some authorities on school administrators that are not included in the BOT Charter.



� It may be that the new transfer authorities delegated to the school also serves to reduce recriminations.  Exercising its understanding of transfer authority, one BOT transferred a student to another school in order to rid itself of a troublesome mother.



� See Chapter 2,  Table 1.



� Other schools in Alexandria are also allowed to retain fees but they must be programmed according to more stringent guidelines.  



� In addition, BOT contributions have enriched the SIP.  One school principal points to how the BOT originated the idea for a very successful school cafeteria.



� The term “community” has various usages in the Pilot Project.  Overall, it refers to the whole of civil society surrounding the school.  In some instances, it is intended to explicitly refer to the business sector or business community.  In others,  generally when coupled with “parents and the……” it is intended to refer to private individuals and households in the school neighborhood that do not have children enrolled at the school, but are not necessarily owners of businesses or potential providers of some professional service.  It is this latter usage that is employed in this section.



� Ministerial decree no. 583, approved and promulgated by the Governor of Alexandria, October 7, 2003.



� Data from previously administered classroom observations made by a team from the Education Reform Project (ERP) in pilot schools presumably confirmed that interactive teaching methods were being used by teachers, but a comparison of pilot and non-pilot schools had not been conducted..







3 Another technique, the Power Point presentation, was frequently mentioned but may or may not have stimulated much active student learning, since it was often used as a substitute for a teacher lecture or a replacement lesson for a substitute teacher.



� Possibly the result of the technical assistance in recent years from both USAID and other donor programs, Egyptian teachers of English and, perhaps, other foreign languages, have already become familiarized with modern communicative language teaching methods and appear to have integrated them into their classrooms.



� Because use of computers and internet web-browsing by young (primary) students is still a controversial issue among educators even in highly computerized societies, the concerns about having enough computers and Internet connections for students may be far more legitimate at the higher education levels than the lower levels.



� The initial concept paper and project design called for a reduction in the number of students at the pilot schools.  This was never done, in part because USAID support for the construction of 20 new schools did not materialize due to funding mechanism constraints.



� Teacher-respondents in one of the two non-pilot schools that were visited expressed essentially the same views as pilot-school teachers about the perceived “disconnect” of the national curriculum from the reality of their teaching. One science teacher lamented the MOE’s inclusion of a new topic, technology, into the science curriculum—a subject that he found difficult to fit in his teaching schedule and about which he had relatively little knowledge.







� It is not completely certain that these figures capture all the costs incurred, as various contracting mechanisms were used and may have been accounted for under other projects. 



� The criteria-referenced tests, developed for the USAID-funded New School Project, tested competencies, not curriculum mastery.



� These seem to be the same as students completing the terminal grade, as recorded in the Performance Comparison Table the ERD completed, shown in Annex 4.



� All figures are un-weighted averages.








