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Background about the briefs 
• Means of communicating results in a standard format 

• Descriptive information about the program and estimates for number of 
children who made certain improvements in ORF 

• Estimates calculated by E3/ED implementing partner MSI 

• Estimates might be from a specific subpopulation 

• Does not detail a program’s contribution to the Goal One target 
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• Present current thoughts on the content and layout 

• Demonstrate challenges in creating a standardized document 

• Show preliminary results from a few projects: Egypt-GILO; Malawi-MTPDS; 
Philippines-WSRP 

• Gather feedback on possible improvements 
 

Objectives for this presentation 



Additional information 

• There will be as many as 75 Briefs for Goal One 

• These Briefs currently have six sections (formatted on four pages): 

– Program Summary 

– Evaluation Design 

– Reading Ability Levels 

– Reading Improvements 

– Reading Statistics 

– Assessments and Sampling 

• There are plans to produce Briefs for Goal Three as well  
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1. Phase 
2. Implementer 
3. Intervention 
4. Grade and 
 Treatment 
5. Phase(s) 

DRAFT 
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DRAFT 
When standard design is used… 

4 

briefer box 

but even then further info may be needed…  
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DRAFT 
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1. Evaluator 
2. Type of assessment 
3. Basic information about sampling 
4. Key performance indicator 
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DRAFT 
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MTPDS-Malawi, EGRA in Chichewa, 
Grade 3, After 2 years of implementation  

WSRP-Philippines, EGRA in English, 
Grade 2, After 1.5 years of implementation 

standard 

adjusted 

DRAFT 
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DRAFT 

regional 

national 

WSRP-Philippines, EGRA in English, 
Grade 2, After 1.5 years of implementation 

MTPDS-Malawi, EGRA in Chichewa, 
Grade 3, After 2 years of implementation  
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• Although same performance categories were used 
across the board, exert caution when comparing 
across projects 

• Whenever projects have set benchmarks, this could 
replace the general (indicative) performance 
categories set by E3/ED 
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Based on Pilot from GILO-Egypt, EGRA in Arabic, 
Grade 2, Base (2008) and End (2011)  

DRAFT 



11 Source: GILO-Egypt, EGRA in Arabic, 
Grade 2, Base (2008) and End (2011)  

DRAFT 
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Highest gains achieved by 
top quartile 

Source: GILO-Egypt, EGRA in Arabic, 
Grade 2, Base (2008) and End (2011)  

DRAFT 
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Those with 
higher 
starting 
points 
gained the 
most 

Source: GILO-Egypt, EGRA in Arabic, 
Grade 2, Base (2008) and End (2011)  

DRAFT 
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About 20% were non-
readers that improved by 
at least 5 CWPM 

About 25% were readers 
that improved by at least 
20 CWPM 

Source: GILO-Egypt, EGRA in Arabic, 
Grade 2, Base (2008) and End (2011)  

DRAFT 



15 Source: GILO-Egypt, EGRA in Arabic, 
Grade 2, Base (2008) and End (2011)  

DRAFT 
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Those with non-
missing values 
for ORF 

DRAFT 



17 

Contextual info that 
affected implementation 

DRAFT 



To provide additional inputs/suggestions, contact: 

Benjamin Sylla 
U.S. Agency for International Development 

bsylla@usaid.gov 
 

Jeff Davis and Thomaz Alvares 
Management Systems International 

jdavis@msi-inc.com 
talvares@msi-inc.com 
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