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Disclaimer

The opinions expressed in this report are those of the Evaluation Team, and do not necessarily reflect those
of the World Food Programme (WFP). Responsibility for the opinions expressed in this report rests solely
with the authors. Publication of this document does not imply endorsement by WFP of the opinions
expressed.

The designation employed and the presentation of material in maps do no imply the expression of any
opinion whatsoever on the part of WFP concerning the legal or constitutional status of any country, territory
or sea area, or concerning the delimitation of frontiers.
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Executive Summary

Background

School feeding programmes are credited with improving food security and
encouraging primary school enrolment. Yet the role of such programmes may be
evolving given progress in primary school participation. For example, in Armenia
primary enrolment is virtually saturated. In partial contrast, the share of zero grade
children in the country has been growing in recent years as a result of construction of
preschool facilities funded by a World Bank investment. This provides a potential new
role for the school feeding programme since the effects of missing meals on cognitive
performance are well documented for younger children. This issue is particularly
salient for preschool children who end their school day after lunch. For preschool
children, the absence of breakfast at home or at school means that their cognitive
performance may be adversely affected for the entirety of the time that they are
engaged in learning. Global experience also indicates that the consequences of missing
meals are generally larger for low income and malnourished children. It is therefore
plausible that the impact of providing a school morning snack may be greater for these
children.

The potential to improve children’s developmental outcomes by providing a morning
meal in conjunction with school lunch is an important question with significant policy
implications for school feeding programmes both in Armenia and worldwide. The
purpose of this study is to evaluate the addition of a morning snack to an existing
school lunch programme in order to determine if this addition improves the attention
and capacity for learning of preschool children, particularly among those who are at

risk.

Thus, the WFP initiated a trial programme to provide children in three marzes
(provinces/regions) — Lori, Gegharkunik, and Shirak - selected on the basis of poverty
and anemia prevalence, with a small snack at the beginning of the school day. In order
to rigorously test the impact of this programme a randomized control trial was
implemented. Schools were randomized into a treatment group and a control group
and the impact of the programme on both fluid intelligence (attention and processing
speed) and crystalized intelligence (school readiness was assessed). The results of the

trial are being shared with the WFP office in Yerevan as well as with key stakeholders
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in the Armenian Government. As the Government refines its overall early child
education strategy this information can be used to determine how to meet age specific

needs of its students.

For the current study, all eligible primary schools with preschool [grade zero age three
to five] programmes in each of the three study marzes were paired based on size and
proximity and then randomly assigned to either receive the school morning snack pilot
programme or to the control condition, operating as usual. Schools in the treatment
group received a monthly stipend of 70 Armenian dram (AMD) per student per day (a
USD equivalent of 0.15) to provide a small morning snack to all preschool children.
This stipend was half of the cost for the school lunch programme. Schools were
instructed to provide a snack of about 200 kcal around 9am, using a list of specified
foods intended to promote dietary diversity. WFP monitors used existing systems to
monitor implementation and fidelity of the school morning snack pilot programme in

intervention communities in addition to the regular lunch programme.

Methodology

In the three marzes, 100 schools were paired, and one school within each pair was
randomly assigned to treatment or control (50 in each arm) at the beginning of the
school year (September 2018). The intervention was implemented in all treatment
schools by the beginning of October 2018. One month after programme
implementation (November 2018), 12 students from each preschool class were
randomly selected for assessment of fluid intelligence shortly after snacks (in the
treatment) and at the same time — approximately nine to ten- in the control schools.
A school roster provided to the study team was used to randomly pre-select the 12
children, along with three replacements for each school. In schools with fewer than 12
students, all children in the class were assessed. The selected children were tested for
school readiness in May 2019. The study received approval from Institutional Review
Boards (IRBs) at Yerevan State University, the International Food Policy Research
Institute [IFPRI] and the University of Michigan.

Child cognitive development was measured using various modules of the Wechsler
Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence, Fourth Edition (WPPSI-IV; Wechsler,
2012) as well as components of the Bracken School Readiness Concepts assessment

and the British Picture Vocabulary Scales. Each of the modules was pretested, with
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instructions translated into Armenia (and back translated to ascertain fidelity).
Although nutritional improvements for children in preschool were not outcomes
expected in the theory of change, anthropometric measurements (heights and weights)

were also collected during the May visits.

In addition to the direct testing of children, caregivers were interviewed in the
November data collection. Data on household structure (number of adults and
children), as well as participation in the Armenian Family Benefit Programme [FBP],
a means tested cash transfer, and whether any family members migrated for work in
the past year was collected in a questionnaire administered to the primary caregiver.
Household wealth was imputed by calculating estimated expenditures using

household data on ownership of 12 assets.

Parental measures included parent educational attainment (secondary school
completion or less defined as zero and any-post secondary education or greater
defined as one) and employment status (unemployed/ employed). Caregivers also
reported on child sex, age, preschool enrollment in the prior year and attendance in
the current year. In addition, caregivers were asked if the child had breakfast at home

on the morning of testing.

The home learning environment was measured using questions from the Family Care
Indicators on parent engagement in stimulation activities (i.e., told stores, sang songs,
read books, counted or drew, took child outside the home, played) in the prior three
days, and the number of children’s books in the home. Aspects of the parent-child
relationship, closeness and conflict, were measured using the Child-Parent

Relationship Scale.

In addition, during the May visits to the schools, the headmasters in the treatment
schools were asked about their experience in administering the snacks. They were also
asked about their opinions regarding the usefulness of the programme and any
suggestions they had to improve the programme in the future. Similarly, after the
preliminary results from both rounds were circulated to key informants in Yerevan,

these individuals were asked for their views.
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Key Findings
Regarding Relevance: To what extent is the provision of school snacks at the
beginning of the school day for preschool children (intervention henceforth)

relevant to the Armenian context?’

As nearly half of children in the marzes are not in the custom of having breakfast

prior to coming to school, the programme serves an apparent need.

There are two substantial indications of the relevance of the programme in the local
context. First, the study found that only 55 percent of the children aged three to five in
the control groups in the three marzes received breakfast prior to attending school,
implying that many arrive in school hungry. There is a slight statistically significant
pattern by which children from higher expenditure households were more likely to
have breakfast at home; neither maternal education nor child’s gender were significant
in this decision. Second, the tests of cognitive skills indicated a gradient of ability that
strongly corresponded to household income and maternal education. That is, even in
grade zero, some children are falling behind in a manner that may perpetuate poverty

over generations.

Regarding Impact: How much of the improvement of the children’s cognitive and

non-cognitive skill development can be attributed to the intervention?

The snack programme reduced and often eliminated the gap in cognitive measures
between the children in grade zero with the lowest weight for age or those from
families with the lowest expenditures or from households with lower maternal

education and the general population.

Given the randomization, differences between the treatment and control group can be
considered causal and uncorrelated with any other differences in the communities or
the schools. While there was only a small overall difference in fluid intelligence which
was not statistically significant, the trial also found that test scores did increase
significantly among children whose mothers had comparatively less education or who
came from low expenditure households. Low expenditure in this case is relative to the
average on the three marzes, which is itself about 30 percent lower than the national

average. This implies that when a morning snack is provided it can offset some of pre-
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existing differences in cognitive skills. This, then, reinforces another role of school
feeding, that of increasing equity. The effect modifier for low expenditures, however,

is only statistically significant when education is not also in the model.

Table 1 indicates the results when the results are allowed to differ with regards to
gender, maternal education and household income. Noteworthy, when the average
effect is modified by these subgroup effects the overall treatment effect is negative but
not significant. However, the three modifiers for subgroups are all positive. For girls
the initial advantage increases and the sum of the two positive gender coefficients is
statistically significant. The sum of the coefficients for low expenditures is not
significant, indicating that the programme reduced the pre-existing gap. This is also
the case for children of lower educated mothers although the treatment modifier is

significant.

The average treatment effect on the set of tests assessing crystalized intelligence
(covering verbal fluency, receptive vocabulary, processing speed as well as five
components of the Bracken School Readiness Score) was not significant. Nor were they
differences for the children from the poorest or least educated families. However, there
were significant treatment effects for the poorest quarter and the children of less
educated mothers on test of verbal fluency. This was also the case for children who
were in the lowest quartile for weight for age. No differences by gender were observed,

nor were there any unintended impacts on children.

Regarding Effectiveness: What were the major factors influencing the

achievement or non-achievement of the objectives of the intervention?

No logistical bottlenecks or difficulties with decentralized procurement were
reported, however, some mechanisms of the programme implementation need to be

further developed.

The programme did not have obvious start up issues. Ninety percent of the schools
started snacks provision on or before October 1, 2018 and all did so by the end of that
month. Virtually all schools provided eggs, cheese, and butter as part of the snack

routine. Fresh fruits were also commonly provided. Overall, about half of all
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commodities were purchased locally — with the percentage higher for fruits and

vegetables than for other foods.

Regression models also explored the role of books in the household as well as a score
on an index of family conflict (the Pianta conflict scale). The former had a positive
impact on test scores while the latter played a negative role. This is in keeping with
expectations and may also be considered an indication that the tests were able to

capture relevant factors in child development.

However, the poor performance on letters, shapes, and numbers may be an indication
that the preschool goals were more modest than assumed in the focus of the study on
crystalized intelligence. As the role of snacks has been shown to interact with school
organization, it is possible — but clearly unproven and not within the purview of the
study — that such factors confounded the assessment of the snack pilot programme,

per se.

Regarding Efficiency: To what extent is the intervention cost-efficient? Was the

intervention implemented efficiently?

While schools indicated that an augmented budget would make it easier to
administer the programme, the schools succeeded in delivering the programme with

no clear gaps in snack provision.

Some delays were, however, noted in the timing of the snack which ideally should be
provided early in the morning. The WFP monitoring teams carried out intensive
monitoring of the snack pilot programme throughout its implementation. No

complaints were received from any of the schools in the entire duration of the pilot.

There is, unfortunately, no way to assess the cost effectiveness of such a programme
as the necessary comparator costs (for programmes with similar objectives) do not
exist. It might be noted, however, that an earlier study in Armenia found that
households who had middle school aged children that did not receive meals offered
estimates of their daily meal cost. That study also obtained estimates of a household’s
assessment of how much it would cost per day to buy or prepare a school meal for

children who did participate in a school feeding if these had not been provided. The
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median value of both estimates was identical and well above the actual cost of the

programme to the WFP.

Regarding Sustainability: What would it cost to scale up or replicate the
programme in other provinces? If the intervention should be extended/scaled
up/replicated or handed over, what are the suggestions for the programme design

changes?

The snack programme can be important in the Armenian context and can be

extended or scaled up.

Ninety-six percent of school administrators said that the programme was needed in
Armenia and 89.6 percent of school administrators completely agreed that the school
snacks programme should be continued in their school. The cost of scaling up would
be roughly proportional to the enrolment covered, with the daily cost of USDo.15 per
student being the main component. However, only a minority of the administrators
[36.7 percent] felt that this amount was sufficient. Administrators commented
particularly on this issue of funding for labor and materials. Given the share of
preschool students in the country relative to the larger primary school population as
well as the fact that the snack costs less per student than the lunches that are currently
provided, a scale-up would add in the neighborhood of 10 percent to the total cost of

schools feeding currently provided. This is likely sustainable.

Overall conclusions

The snack programme indicates particular promise in that it reduced and often
eliminated the gap in cognitive measures between the children in grade zero with the
lowest weight for age or those from families with the lowest expenditures or from
households with lower maternal education and the general population. As such it can

be important in the Armenian context and can be extended or scaled up.

To elaborate, the provision of morning snacks to preschool children proved popular
both with families and with school administrators. No logistical bottlenecks or
difficulties with decentralized procurement were reported. As nearly half of children
in the marzes are not in the custom of having breakfast prior to coming to school, the

programme serves an apparent need. Moreover, the snack assisted in closing the gaps
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in processing speed, fluid reasoning, and short-term memory between less advantage
children and their more affluent peers. This said, for reasons that are not readily
apparent, there was no measurable cumulative effect on school readiness for the

sample.

Thus, while the overall impact is ambiguous, there is no indication that the impact on
learning and participation or on nutrition is not as large or larger than it is for the
children that benefit from the existing school feeding programme. This is in keeping

with the global evidence on the comparative responsiveness of young children.

Recommendations

Recommendation 1:

The WFP and the Government of Armenia could give serious consideration to
including such preschool snacks as an integral component of the overall school feeding
programme. There is a particular case for continuing the snack pilot programme in the
three marzes, expanding it to include the schools in control group [as well as the initial
treatment schools] for at least an additional school year. This not only is an ethical
response to the necessary randomization, it provides an opportunity for additional
assessment of the decentralized purchasing process and the cost of implementation.
Any further decisions on either continuation of the programme in the poorest marzes
or on scaling up of the preschool snack to be an integral part of the national basic
education school feeding programme can utilize such information. That is,
continuation in the control communities should be considered as a transitional step to
designing a national Early Childhood Education Strategy that includes breakfast or a

snack in the Sustainable School feeding strategy.
Recommendation 2:

As in many countries, the data show that levels of overweight are worrisome. The risk
among preschool age children in this sample appears to be more in the high end of the
double burden of malnutrition than in undernutrition, although various stakeholders
appear to be primarily concerned with energy intake. This limited sample does not, of
course, replace more comprehensive national data but does point to a need for a

balanced school feeding strategy that stresses diet diversity more than total calories.
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More comprehensive guidelines to school administrators in this regard may

accompany the programme of local procurement.
Recommendation 3:

Towards this end, additional dietary assessment might be conducted to determine if
either protein or calories are deficient in the preschool students. Note, however, that
the snack pilot programme was designed to address short term hunger and low blood
sugar rather than total calories or protein. Nevertheless, any continuation of the
programmes needs to be conscious of the dual risks of undernutrition as well as

obesity.
Recommendation 4:

The limited data obtained on the Bracken School Readiness Scores should be shared
with the Ministry of Education [after any identifiers are removed] for their
consideration in designing preschool curricula. Similarly, although the snack cannot
address the issue of conflict and stress within a household that is reflected in the Pianta
scale, experts on education in the ministry of education may use such data as part of a
larger child welfare strategy as well as to identify any gaps in preschool preparation.

This is a resource that can serve a purpose that goes beyond the goals of the IE.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Context

Armenia is a landlocked, lower-middle-income, net food importer country of three
million people, vulnerable to external shocks. Armenia ranks 81 out of 189 on the
Human Development Index (HDI) and 57 out of 162 on the UNDP Gender Inequality
Index in 2018.1 As with neighbouring Caucasus countries, Armenia has a skewed sex
ratio at birth with 111 boys born for every 100 girls.2 However, the ratio of girls to boys
in preschool and secondary education is above one and virtually one for primary

schooling.3

The country observed a sharp slow-down of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth
after the global economic crisis. This reflected, in part, the worsening economic
situation in the region, and particularly in Russia — Armenia’s largest trading partner
and the main source of cash remittances for migrant workers. Despite macro-
economic progress and structural reforms implemented during the last decade, growth
has been weak and not always inclusive. Almost one in four Armenians (25.7 percent)
lived below the poverty line in 2017, and there was a national poverty gap of 4.4

percent.4

Armenia’s weak labour market and dilapidated infrastructure, triggers an
overwhelmingly male-dominant emigration, where 35,000 Armenians migrate
annually for seasonal labour.5 Remittances made up 13.1 percent of GDP in 20166,
which is combined with an high level of unemployment rate (18.0 percent).” There is a
horizontal and vertical gender imbalance within the labour market in Armenia and
persisting gender based disparities further restrict the opportunities for women to
access economic resources, severely impeding Armenia’s socio-economic

development.8

According to national estimates, six percent of the Armenian population consumed an
inadequate amount of calories needed to maintain an active and healthy lifestyle and
were undernourished in 20159. The level of food insecurity has been stagnant over the
past five years, and there is growing disparity between the food insecure and the food
secure. Fifteen percent of all households were food insecure in 2017, almost twice the

level of 2008. The lack of access to economic resources and education are among the
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drivers of persistent food insecurity: these factors leave households more vulnerable
to the effects of economic shocks.¢ Even for those not qualified as food insecure, the
quality of consumed food is often poor, as some 26 percent of households have diets
with a high proportion of food energy from staples. The quality of Armenian diet was
ranked as 186 (least healthy) out of 187 countries for higher consumption of ten more
healthy items and ranked as 148 out of 187 countries for less consumption of seven

unhealthy items. 1

In addition, the current level of malnutrition and micronutrient deficiencies in
Armenia present a public health concern. There is a dual burden of malnutrition
among children under five, with a high share of children who are either stunted or
overweight. While the Demographic and Health Survey (DHS) data indicate that
stunting of children under five has dropped from 18 percent in 2005 to 9 percent in
2015 and anemia has declined from 24 percent to 16 percent in that span, the data are
controversial, in part because it is difficult to ascertain what has driven such an
improvement. Even in the most recent DHS survey there is wide disparities across
marzes; anemia rates in Lori (33.6 percent) and Shirak (21.4 percent) are particularly
alarming, especially as they are coupled with some of the nation’s highest incidences

of food insecurity and poverty.

The Government has developed strategic frameworks for poverty reduction and social
protection, together with sector-specific policies and programmes intended to
strengthen agricultural development and decrease malnutrition. However, policies
and action plans specific to food security and nutrition tend to focus predominantly
on food availability, primarily through agriculture and self-sufficiency considerations,
while food accessibility and utilization issues remain major gaps at both policy and
implementation levels!2. With WFP’s support, Government’s plans are under way to

further and substantially develop the “Sustainable School Feeding” Strategy.

The current programme for school feeing was initially administered by WFP with
financial support from the Russian Federation. During the 2014-2015 school year,
however, a gradual handover to the Government began. Following the first handover
in two marzes in 2014, the government has expanded its role; a sixth marz was added
to the Government’s programme in September 2019. As of 2018, Yerevan is the only

marz which is not covered by the programme. The programme has a modest impact
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on food security and poverty,13 but given that enrolment in primary school is
mandatory the potential for an impact of the programme on enrolment is limited.
Thus, there is a need to focus on learning rather than mainly on enrolment. As the
grade zero schooling is expanding and as it is commonly maintained that preschools
have a high potential to establish the foundation for subsequent schooling the WFP
designed a pilot to explore one means that school assistance might contribute by

addressing a hunger gap for very young children aged three to five.
1.2. Overview of the Evaluation Subject

The current study is the second phase of a project on the development of sustainable
school feeding project in Armenia and a companion study to a previous study of the
impact on poverty and consumption welfare. This study is a randomized control study
of the impact of morning snacks for preschool children in three marzes. Funding for
snacks were provided to 50 schools in these marzes chosen randomly with all enrolled
preschools children in the school receiving daily snacks throughout the school year.
The three marzes [Gegharkunik, Lori, and Shirak] were chosen of the basis of poverty

and anemia prevalence.

A sample of children receiving the snack was the unit of analysis with each child in
both the treatment and the control schools being tested for fluid intelligence in the
beginning of the school year (October and November 2018) and tested again for school
readiness at the end of the school year (April and May 2019). Details of the tests are
provided under the Methodology section. The intervention proceeded as planned with

no schools dropping out or otherwise suspending implementation.

Funding for implementation came from the Armenia office of the World Food
Programme [WFP] and funding for the data collection and analysis was provided by a
grant from the Contingency Fund of Evaluation of the WFP, through the support of
the Regional Bureau situated in Cairo. The grant was approved in December 2018,
with project officially closing in October 2019. The research was undertaken by the
International Food Policy Research Institute in partnership with the Caucasus
Research Resource Center-Armenia and the Department of Personality Psychology at
the Yerevan State University. There was only a minor change in the research approach.
Whereas, initially anemia rates were to be assessed for monitoring purposes (but not

as a planned programme outcome) this aspect of the study was dropped at the request
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of the Stakeholder committee. Both levels of the outcomes and treatment effects were

assessed by gender.

1.3. Subject of the Impact Evaluation, Theory of Change, Activities,

Outputs, Outcomes and Impacts

Currently, WFP’s project provides hot, nutritious meals 180 days out of the school year
to around 60,000 beneficiaries (46 percent are girls) in the four, including about
6,000 children studying in preschools (zero grade) that are adjacent to the secondary
schools. The share of zero grade children in the programme has been growing in recent
years as a result of construction of preschool facilities funding by a World Bank
investment. The national programme reaches out to over 50,000 primary school
children in Ararat, Syunik, Vayots Dzor, Tavush, Shirak and Aragatsotn marzes. The
Government allocates 140 Armenian dram [USD 0.29] per child per day for the

national programme.

The Operation (mid-term) Evaluation of Development of Sustainable School Feeding,
DEV 2000128, recommended that Armenia Country Office should continue to invest

in studies and research to underpin programme design.

Driven by this recommendation, the current evaluation assessed the impact of school
feeding on learning. Globally school feeding has been credited with i) improved
nutrition; ii) increased enrolment and attendance and; iii) increased learning in
addition to the newer goal of promoting agricultural development. However, the
impact of school programme on undernutrition is shown to be more important in very
low-income settings'4 and the second historic role of school feeding is largely moot in
Armenia given that enrolment is universal through to middle school. Thus, the long-
term role of school feeding programmes in Armenia is likely to hinge on the potential
to increase learning conditional on enrolment and that is currently unknown. This
study was designed to gather information on a practical means to add value to national
programme at an age when children are most responsive.’5 As it is widely believed
that the returns to education are greatest in preschool years,¢ it follows that any such

response can have long lasting impacts on a child’s education.

To this end, the evaluation explored the impact of the provision of school snacks at the

beginning of the school day to the classroom responsiveness of preschool-age children.
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Roughly half of these children do not have a meal prior to attending school. Two
principal outcomes were tracked: attention/concentration in midmorning in the first
round of data collection and school readiness at the end of the preschool year. The
global experience on similar programmes is mixed and highly context specific.1” The
relevance of this research theme for WFP and international development actors more
broadly is confirmed by the number of additional studies and researches that are

emerging.

As the study is a randomized controlled trial (RCT), strictly speaking there was no need
for a baseline data. However, various socio-economic data were collected to control for
any imbalance and to allow for analysis of heterogeneity. Moreover, data on nutrition
status of preschool age children was collected for surveillance purpose. For the RCT,
50 schools were randomly assigned to the treatment group receiving school snacks and
50 schools were assigned to a control group. The total enrolment in grade zero in the
50 schools where the intervention was implemented was over 1000 individuals.
Roughly half of the beneficiaries were girls and roughly half were boys. The majority

of the children in grade zero were five years old, although a few entered at age four.

The WFP provided funds through direct cash transfers (USDo.15 per child per day
ration calculation) to 50 schools in three marzes — Lori, Gegharkunik, and Shirak - to
provide a snack to grade zero students at the start of the school day. The schools had
freedom in developing the snack menus based on the list of recommended and
prohibited food items for school snacks, developed jointly by WFP Armenia and the
Ministry of Healthcare. The pilot snack provision programme ran for the entire 2018-

9 school year.

The Theory of Change [ToC] presumes that the provision of school snacks at the
beginning of the school day will increase attention in school in the short run and school
readiness over the year. The corresponding evaluation matrix from the inception
report is reproduced in the Annex. This is expressed in terms of relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability and has been modified to exclude

the measurement of anemia.
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2. Evaluation approach and methodology

2.1. Evaluation approach and methodology

Study design

This study was designed as a paired RCT with one intervention arm and one control
arm. The study took place in three marzes in Armenia with the high rates of poverty
and child anemia, Gegharkunik (48.8 percent), Lori (33.6 percent), and Shirak (21.4
percent).’8 All schools in the study area participated in a school lunch programme
prior to the current study. The school feeding programme is administered by the
Government of Armenia and the WFP and provides daily midday meals to primary
schools across all marzes except Yerevan.!9 This programme was initiated in 2010
following the economic contraction in 2009 and has been administered by the WFP

with financial support from the Russian Federation.

All eligible primary schools with preschool programmes in each of the three study
marzes were paired on the basis of size and proximity and then randomly assigned to
either receive the school morning snack pilot programme or to the control condition:
operating as usual. Schools in the treatment arm received a monthly stipend of
USDo.15 to provide a small morning snack to all preschool children. Schools were
instructed to provide a snack of about 200kcal around 9am, using a list of specified
foods intended to promote dietary diversity. WFP monitors used existing systems to
monitor implementation and fidelity of the school morning snack pilot programme in

intervention communities in addition to the regular lunch programme.

Schools were visited in November and the fluid intelligence (e.g. processing speed and
attention) of the children in both the treatment and control schools was measured.
The programme continued over the school year and cumulative learning was assessed

in the final month of grade zero.

Study population and sample

In the three marzes, 129 schools were assessed for eligibility to participate in the study
(see Figure 1). A total of 23 schools in the marzes were excluded from participation:
21 schools had existing morning meal (breakfast or snack) programmes in place

administered by the local community and two schools had fewer than five children in
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their preschool class based on the prior year’s enrolment. The remaining 100 schools
were paired, and one school within each pair was randomly assigned to treatment or
control (50 in each arm) at the beginning of the school year (September 2018). The
intervention was implemented in all treatment schools by the beginning of October
2018. One month after programme implementation (November 2018), 12 students
from each preschool class were randomly selected for cognitive assessment. A school
roster provided to the study team was used to randomly pre-select the 12 children,
along with three replacements for each school. In schools with fewer than 12 students,

all children in the class were assessed.

The data collection in both rounds was conducted by a team of psychologists
(assessors) from Yerevan State University and interviewers from the Caucasus
Research Resource Center. Children were excluded from selection for assessment if
they had identified disabilities. On the day of testing, if a selected child was absent, ill
or refused, a replacement child was substituted using a predetermined list. Children
were assessed between 9:00am and 10:30am, shortly after the school snack was

provided in treatment schools and before they received lunch.

One school was lost to the sample because the school taught children in Russian and
most children did not speak Armenian. This resulted in 49 schools in the treatment
arm, and 50 schools in the control arm that were analysed for programme effects. In
the first round 20 children were excluded from analysis (10 control, 10 treatment)
because the child was too ill to be assessed (k=10, five in each arm) or refused to
participate (k=3 control, k=2 treatment) or the caregiver of the child refused to
participate (k=5) and a replacement was not available. Additional nine children were
excluded from analysis because they did not complete the child development
assessments. This resulted in a sample of 951 children: 501 in the control arm, and 450
in the treatment arm. Power calculations indicate that the sample was adequate for
the primary outcomes. The sample was challenged for additional subgroups. However,
as all schools in the marzes were include and many had fewer students than the 12

used for the design, there was no practical strategy to increase the sample.

There was additional attrition in the second round — much of attributable to caregivers
being involved in agricultural activities and, thus, not available to bring their child to

school. Slightly fewer girls than boys were lost between rounds (six percent compared
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to eight percent) but the difference is not statically significant. As household and
parental data was only collected in the first round, it was not possible to randomly
substitute for children who were not available in the second round. Thus, the second-

round analysis had 470 children in the control and 422 from the treatment.
Measures

Child Measures

Child cognitive development was measured using the Wechsler Preschool and Primary
Scale of Intelligence, Fourth Edition (WPPSI-IV; Wechsler, 2012). The battery uses
images of items familiar to young children and the assessment is primarily non-verbal,
which facilitated the translation and adaptation process for implementation in the
Armenian cultural context.20 The WPPSI-IV and previous editions have been used in
over 20 countries around the world to assess non-verbal domains of fluid intelligence,
including many low- and middle- income country (LMIC) contexts.2! For example, the
WPPSI has been used for assessment of early childhood development in the context of
programme evaluations in several LMICs including Bangladesh22 and Pakistan23, and
to assess children’s fluid reasoning in Bangladesh, Brazil, India, Nepal, Pakistan,

South Africa, Tanzania, and Turkey.24

Fluid intelligence is a broad category of child cognitive abilities drawn from the Cattell-
Horn-Carrol (CHC) theory of cognitive abilities, one of the most widely regarded
psychometric taxonomies.2s We measured children’s cognitive abilities in several
interrelated domains, including fluid reasoning measures children’s ability for solving
problems, that require their use of inductive and deductive reasoning; short-term
memory, the ability of a child to hold onto new information (marked by the number
of items a child can retain) in the immediate (generally under a minute) time frame;
and processing speed, the ability of a child to perform a basic task (marked by fluidity

and accuracy) that requires a high degree of attention and focused concentration.26

To assess fluid intelligence (round 1) five subtests were administered across the three
domains. The matrix reasoning and picture concepts subtests were used to assess fluid
reasoning. Processing speed was assessed using the bug search and cancellation
subtests, and short-term memory was assessed with the picture memory subtest. The

standard instructions were translated into Armenian and back-translated by two
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psychologists at Yerevan State University. The subtests were pretested among 62
children ages four to seven years (zero and first grades) in a non-study area. For the
matrix reasoning subtest, one item was replaced after pretesting because the pictures
were unfamiliar to children (i.e., squirrel and acorn was changed to rabbit and carrot).
The WPPSI subtests demonstrated an acceptable degree of internal consistency as
measured by Cronbach’s alpha (matrix reasoning a=0.7405; picture concepts
@=0.7338; picture memory a =0.7963). The WPPSI scores for each of the subtests
were age normalized and summed to produce a summary z-score with a mean of zero
and standard deviation of one. A total of nine children were excluded from analysis
because they were missing WPPSI subtest scores: matrix reasoning had one child
missing, picture concepts had two missing, bug search had four missing observations,
cancellation had five missing, and six children were missing picture memory. One
child was missing data on prior year enrolment, and three children were missing
information as to whether they ate breakfast at home on the morning of testing. We
imputed the community (school) average responses for these missing observations.

No other child data was missing.

Household Questionnaire

Data on household structure (number of adults and children), as well as participation
in the Armenian Family Benefit Programme [FBP], a means tested cash transfer, and
whether any family members migrated for work in the past year was collected in a
questionnaire administered to the primary caregiver during the first round of the
survey. Estimated household expenditures were imputed using household data on
ownership of 12 assets (e.g., computer, color TV, car/truck, hot water, washing
machine). This estimation was based on a regression of national data on household
expenditures on household assets in the Armenian Integrated Living Conditions
Survey (Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia, 2016) that corresponded to
the assets in the current data. The parameters from this estimate then were applied to

the study data to calculate a measure of predicted expenditures for each household.

Parental measures included parent educational attainment (secondary school
completion or less defined as zero and any-post secondary education or greater
defined as one) and employment status (unemployed/ employed). Six mothers and 55

fathers were missing data on their educational attainment, and five mothers and 54
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fathers were missing employment data. No other data on parent or household
characteristics was missing. We imputed the community (school) average responses
for the missing observations. Caregivers also reported on child sex (male/female), age
(birthdate), preschool enrolment in the prior year (yes/no) and regular attendance in
the current year (was the child absent in the past week, yes/no). In addition, caregivers

were asked if the child had breakfast at home on the morning of testing (yes/no).

The home learning environment was measured using questions from the Family Care
Indicators on parent engagement in stimulation activities (i.e., told stores, sang songs,
read books, counted or drew, took child outside the home, played) in the prior three
days, and the number of children’s books in the home.27 Five children were missing
data on the number of books in the home, for which the community mean was used.
Aspects of the parent-child relationship, closeness and conflict, were measured using

the Child-Parent Relationship Scale.28

Preschool Quality

To account for variations in the school environment and educational quality, during
the first round, 12 grade one children in each study school were assessed for school
readiness. Most of these students would have been in the same school’s preschool the
previous school year. The Bracken Basic Concept Scales Third Edition - Receptive
version29 was used for this assessment. The Bracken Scales are designed to assess
children’s performance on concepts that predict how well they will perform in first
grade.3° The first six subtests were used. These assess children’s knowledge of colors,
shapes, sizes/comparisons, letters, numbers/counting, and direction/position. The
Bracken has been widely used to assess school readiness in Canada, Australia and UK3t
along with other Eurasian populations.32 The standard instructions were forward and
backward translated to Armenian, and the assessment was pretested among a sample

of children in a non-study community.

During round two (April and May 2019) crystalized intelligence was assess for the
grade zero students who participated at round one assessment from the intervention
and control schools were tested. The assessment consisted of components of cognitive
tests for crystallized learning. Crystallized intelligence is broadly speaking the concrete
knowledge that a child has formed. We assessed children’s knowledge of important

concepts for school readiness using the Bracken School Readiness Concepts
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assessment (five subtests- colors, shapes, sizes/comparisons, letters, and
numbers/counting), and their receptive vocabulary using the British Picture
Vocabulary Scales. Children were also tested on their verbal fluency- which measures
their knowledge of objects as well as their ability to retrieve items from memory- which
consisted of two timed items (60 seconds each) asking children to list all the animals
they know, and all the fruits and vegetables they know. Finally, the WPPSI cancellation
subtest (measuring processing speed) was repeated. The Ravens Colored Progressive
Matrices (RCPM) test of children’s reasoning and problem-solving skills was excluded
from the main assessment of round two due to very low scores in the pilot assessment.
Additionally, during round two, students’ height and weight were measured by nurses.
This was for monitoring purposes only (per original protocols) and was not an

outcome variable of the intervention.

The standard instructions for each of the assessments for round two were forward and
backward translated by psychologists at Yerevan State University following the same
procedure as round one. The British Picture Vocabulary Scales underwent a thorough
translation process with input from preschool teachers on the translated stimulus
items and was extensively pretested with preschool and first and second grade children
in non-study areas to determine the suitability and difficulty of each of the words,

which were then reordered according to difficulty for the main evaluation.

Finally, school administrators of the 49 treatment schools were surveyed in the second
round. The survey was brief and assessed managerial and practical considerations of

school snack introduction and provision.

Statistical Analysis

We used intention to treat analyses for statistical analysis. We examined the
distribution of child, parent, household, and school characteristics to evaluate balance
between the treatment and control group. We used OLS regression to determine the
unadjusted treatment effects of the intervention on each of the WPPSI subtests and
the summary score. In addition, we also studied the treatment effects of the
intervention on child scores including control variables to account for differences
between the treatment and control group. The control variables in the adjusted model
were: a dummy variable indicating whether the child was enrolled in preschool in the

prior year, father’s employment, number of children’s books in the home, number of
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adults in the household, and school size and quality, the latter being the average of the
Bracken scores of the children in grade one. These variables were included in all the
adjusted models. For all models we used cluster-robust standard errors to account for
the clustering of observations within schools and fixed effects for the marzes. In
secondary analyses we tested whether mother’s education, household expenditures, or
child sex modified the effects of the school snack on children’s cognitive development
scores in separate models. All analyses were conducted using Stata 14 (StataCorp, L.
P., 2016).

2.2. Limitations and risks

The sample size was restricted due to: i) the number of preschools in the three marzes
and ii) the fact that many schools had fewer children than preferred for each cluster.
The main response to this limitation was to focus on the quality of the data collection

to reduce sample noise.

The trial employed randomization to identify the causal impact, but it did not conduct
a baseline to utilize differences in differences. For this reason, the adjusted regression
results were preferred to unadjusted differences as the additional correlates assist in
controlling for any pre-existing differences in the communities. An additional
limitation is that we were not able to collect precise data to confirm if the children in
the study did, in fact, eat their snack; we conducted intent to treat analyses that
examine programme effects based on group assignment rather than individual take-
up. Finally, an aspect of this intervention that is both a strength and limitation is the
implementation of the programme by schools. In many school feeding programmes in
LMICs, commodities are provided to students by an NGO or other agency outside the
ministry of education. In contrast, in the current study, schools were provided with
funds and a list of approved foods from which they could choose; this promoted greater
dietary diversity and programme sustainability although it also increased variability

in the treatment between schools.
2.3. Quality assurance

WEFP’s Decentralized Evaluation Quality Assurance System provided oversight. As part
of ensuring the independence and impartiality of the evaluation, an Evaluation
Committee and the Evaluation Reference Group (ERG) was established. The ERG
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members reviewed and commented on the draft evaluation products and acted as key

informants in order to further safeguard against bias and influence.

There is a possibility that tests of cognition designed elsewhere have elements that are
not suited to rural Armenia. The initial pretesting of the translated instruments was
intended to pre-empt this concern. Additional indications on the cultural
appropriateness of the instruments were obtained during training of the interviewers.
Survey data was recorded using Computer-assisted personal interviewing (CAPI) tools
to ensure consistency. The cognitive tests results, however, were recorded on scoring

sheets and double entered to minimize entry errors.
2.4. Ethics

The study received approval from Institutional Review Boards [IRBs] at Yerevan
State University, the International Food Policy Research Institute [IFPRI] and the
University of Michigan.

3. Impact Evaluation Findings and Discussion

3.1.Regarding Relevance

“To what extent is the provision of school snacks at the beginning of the school day
for preschool children (intervention henceforth) relevant to the Armenian context?’

And ‘To what extent is the intervention in line with the needs of preschool children?’

The study found that only 55 percent of the children aged three to five in the control
groups in the three marzes received breakfast prior to attending school, implying that
many arrive in school hungry (see Figure 2). One member of the Evaluation Reference
Group felt that this issue should be addressed by persuading families to provide
breakfast regularly. However, at this time the effectiveness of such a campaign is

unknown.

Other indicators of the extent that the intervention was in line with the needs of the
preschool children comes from the finding that both fluid and crystalized intelligence

are associated with household expenditures and with the education of the mother. In
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particular, children from households in the lowest quartile of expenditures in the
control population score over half of a standard deviation (0.55SD) below their
counterparts from higher expenditure (25th-100t percentile) households on the total
test of fluid intelligence. This difference is statistically significant in multivariate
regression with a p value <.01. That implies that there is less than a 1 percent chance
that observation that these groups have different scores occurs by random selection
from populations that are actually similar. A similar difference was observed between
children whose mothers had secondary education or less compared (0.50SD lower
scores) to those with mothers with higher education [p <.001], and among children

whose mothers work (0.63SD, p<0.01).

A different indicator of suitability is in regard to the heterogeneity of the schools —
which is a background to the overall context. The scores for crystalized intelligence of
the grade one students is a significant explanatory variable for the scores of their
younger counterparts. While it is not possible to confirm that this is strictly school
quality as opposed to local fixed effects that are not captured in expenditures or
education, the result points to a need to provide equal capabilities among schools.
There was no indication that lower quality schools by the measure responded

differently to the treatment than higher quality schools.

School administrators in the communities where the programme was implemented
were virtually entirely supportive of the goals of the programme: 97.7 percent of school
administrators agreed that the school snacks programme is important/needed for
preschool. Most [89.6 percent] completely or partially [6.3 percent] agreed that the

school snacks programme should be continued in their school.

The data collection also assessed nutritional status of children. This however, as not
studined as an outcome of the interventions. The anthropmotrics were assessed in the
second round. There was very little stunting— just under four percent - defined as
more than two standard deviations below international [WHO] norms of height for

age. The average height for age for the children was slightly negative at -0.34.

Similarly only a few children were underweight. However, 18 percent of the children

were overweight and among these, 4 percent were obese by WHO classification.
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3.2. Regarding Impact

How much of the improvement of the children’s cognitive and non-cognitive skill
development can be attributed to the intervention? Has the intervention resulted in

any unintended impacts?

Given the randomization, differences between the treatment and control group can be
considered causal and uncorrelated with any other differences in the communities or
the schools. The randomization provided balance between the treatment and control
group in regard to most child, parent, household, and school characteristics.
Moreover, the differences between the pilot and the control were adjusted to assist in

controlling for any pre-existing differences in the communities.

At approximately one-month after the programme began, children who received the
morning snack had higher processing speed (8 = 0.07, SE = 0.08, p = 0.364), fluid
reasoning (f = 0.06, SE = 0.08, p = 0.411) and short term memory (3 = 0.08, SE =
0.07, p = 0.271), on average, although in each case these differences in the unadjusted
results were not statistically significant. There was a 0.21 standard deviations
difference in total WPPSI score between the treatment and the control group; this
difference was also not statistically significant (SE = 0.18, p = 0.243). There was little
change in these differences when covariates were included in the regression; the
estimated treatment effects remained the same and there were no appreciable changes

in significance.

However, the trial also found that test scores did increase significantly among children
whose mothers had comparatively less education or who came from low expenditure
households (see Figure 3). Low expenditure in this case is relative to the average of the
three marzes, which is itself about 30 percent lower than the national average. This
implies that when a morning snack is provided it can offset some of pre-existing
differences in cognitive skills. This, then, reinforces another role of school feeding, that

of increasing equity.33

Figure 3, however, indicates results when the effect modifiers are studied individually.
Table 1 indicates the results when all three effect modifiers are included. Noteworthy,
when all three modifiers are included the overall treatment effect is negative but not

significant. However, the three modifiers are all positive. For girls the initial advantage
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increases and the sum of the two positive gender coefficients is statistically significant.
The sum of the coefficients for low expenditures is not significant, indicating that the
programme reduced the pre-existing gap. This is also the case for children of lower

educated mothers although the treatment modifier is significant.

The results on cumulative impacts are less clear. Again, the average treatment effect
on the set of tests (covering verbal fluency, receptive vocabulary, processing speed as
well as five components of the Bracken School Readiness Score) is not significant.
There is no difference in treatment effect for the poorest quarter of the population, or
for children of less educated mothers in vocabulary, school readiness, or processing
speed. There is, however, significant treatment effects for the poorest quarter (B=0.37,
SE=0.14, p=0.012), and the children of less educated mothers (B=0.37, SE=0.14,
p=0.008) for verbal fluency (see Figure 4). Similarly, this was also the case for children
who were in the lowest quartile for weight for age. Noteworthy, children had particular
difficulty recognizing letters, a component of the school readiness score. They were

also more refusals in answering about numbers than for colors, shapes, and sizes.

Regarding gender: Girls performed 0.38 standard deviations better on the fluid
intelligence assessment than boys, after controlling for household characteristics
(p<0.05). However, girls did not perform better than boys on the assessment of
crystalized intelligence overall [school readiness] and scored slightly lower on verbal
fluency. There were no gender differences in the impact of either the treatment on fluid

intelligence or the impact on crystalized intelligence.

There were also no unintended impacts on children. The pilot assumed that most
children of the appropriate age attended preschools where they are available. As the
sample was based on the school roster rather than a population listing or census this
assumption was not tested. If the programme led to any increase enrolment or
attendance, then this would result in an additional benefit not recorded in the current

study.
3.3. Regarding Effectiveness

What were the major factors influencing the achievement or non-achievement of
the objectives of the intervention? What were the unintended positive/negative

results? To what extent the relevant assistance standards met?
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The programme did not have obvious start up issues. Ninety percent of the schools
started snacks on or before October 1, 2018 and all did so by the end of that month.
Virtually all schools provided eggs, cheese, and butter as part of the snack routine
(however, the frequency and amounts are not recorded). Fresh fruits were also
commonly provided. Although it was discouraged administrators also indicated that
most offered bread and jam. Oatmeal was provided in a third of the schools; however,
it proved unpopular. Other than that, and bread, few grains were included as part of
the snacks. Overall, about half of all commodities were purchased locally — with the
percentage higher for fruits and vegetables than for other foods. While these locally
purchased foods were not necessarily produced locally, the process is encouraging for
the overall trend towards decentralization of procurement for school feeding

programmes.

The difference between the percentage of children who had breakfast at home in the
control communities and in the treatment was slight — roughly seven percent. While
this difference was marginally statically significant at p<0.06, the majority of the food
received as a snack can be viewed as additional to the child’s diet. That is, few children
substituted the school snack for food they would have otherwise received at home. This
likely accounted for, or at least contributed to, the impact of the snack on fluid

intelligence.

Slightly more mothers were employed in the treatment communities at the time of the
first round than in the control communities [the difference was significant at p< 0.08;
the research was not designed to assess if this was influenced by any activities in the
preschool]. Regression analysis controlled for this difference; overall mother’s
employment had a negative impact on crystalized intelligence controlling for
education and expenditures. This is in keeping with a subset of the mixed literature on
early schooling. Conversely, father’s employment was higher in the control
communities although this had no measurable impact on the test scores. Regression
models also explored the role of books in the household as well as a score on an index
of family conflict (the Pianta conflict scale). The former had a positive impact on test
scores while the latter played a negative role. This is in keeping with expectations and
may also be considered an indication that the tests were able to capture relevant

factors in child development.
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However, the poor performance on letters, shapes, and numbers may be an indication
that the preschool goals were more modest than assumed in the focus of the study on
crystalized intelligence. As the role of snacks has been shown to interact with school
organization, it is possible — but clearly unproven and not within the purview of the
study — that such factors confounded the assessment of the snack pilot programme,

per se.
3.4. Regarding Efficiency

To what extent is the intervention cost-efficient? Was the intervention implemented
efficiently?

While schools indicated that an augmented budget would make it easier to administer
the programme (not an unexpected managerial response), the schools succeeded in
delivering the programme with no clear gaps in snack provision. Some delays were,
however, noted in the timing of the snack which ideally should be provided early in the

morning, but the frequency of such delays is not recorded.

Prior to the introduction of the pilot in the selected schools, WFP monitoring teams
conducted an assessment to ensure the schools had the necessary infrastructure and
capacity for the provision of the breakfast snacks. Most of the schools did not have a
refrigerator but were willing to solve this issue to participate in the pilot. All
headmasters of the participating schools received a training in local procurement laws
and regulations, as well menu construction for the breakfast prior to the launch of the
pilot. The WFP monitoring team carried out intensive monitoring of the snack pilot
programme throughout its implementation. No complaints were received from any of

the schools in the entire duration of the pilot.

There is, unfortunately, no way to assess the cost effectiveness of such a programme
as the necessary comparator costs (for programmes with similar objectives) do not
exist. It might be noted, however, that an earlier study in Armenia found that
households who had middle school aged children that did not receive meals offered
estimates of their daily meal cost. That study also obtained estimates of a household’s
assessment of how much it would cost per day to buy or prepare a school meal for

children who did participate in a school feeding if these had not been provided. The
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median value of both estimates was identical and well above the actual cost of the

programme to the WFP.34
3.5. Regarding Sustainability

What would it cost to scale up or replicate the programme in other provinces? If
the intervention should be extended/scaled up/replicated or handed over, what are

the suggestions for the programme design changes?

The cost of scaling up would be roughly proportional to the enrolment covered, with
the daily cost of USDo.15 per student being the main component. However, only a
minority of the administrators [36.7 percent] felt that this amount was sufficient. This
pilot did not provide any funds for equipment or labor (although a few schools received
donations from within the community). Administrators commented particularly on
this issue of funding for labor and materials. For example, 25.3 percent suggested
funds for salaries for kitchen helpers, while 16.8 percent thought that there was a need
for support to rennovate the kitchen/cafeteria or procure new equipment. It is not
clear, in this response, whether this need was prompted by the snack or driven by
inadequete infrastucture for lunches as hot meals were already provided to all primary
school children in the sample as well as to the preschoolers in the treatment arm. In
fact, the WFP is planning to support schools in Gegharkunik with kitchen/cafeteria
renovation and equipment in 2019 as part of its transitional model. Additionally 21.1
percent of the administrators thought that additional funds would assist to diversify

and improve the menu.

The members of the ERG were not sure that the USDo.15 would be sufficient. They
indicated that if the programme were to be expanded (subject to an assessment of costs
as well as additional dietary evaluation) the amount provided might be increased to

ensure higher quality diets.

Given the share of preschool students in the country relative to the larger primary
school population as well as the fact that the snack costs less per student than the
lunches that are currently provided, a scale-up would add in the neighborhood of 10
percent to the total cost of schools meals currently provided. This is likely sustainable.
There was no indication of any issues with the decentralized purchasing of foods, so

no recommendations for major revision of implmentation are noted in the
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administraive survey. There was some anecdotal reporting, however, that the snack
was delayed beyond the gam target, reducing its potential role in the classroom

agenda.

As indicated, the study was not designed to assess the cirriculum. However, given that
the country is still in the process of designing a preschool learning programme it might
be useful to given some consideration to the difficulties the chidren had with letters,

shapes, and numbers after a year of preschool classes.

4. Conclusions and Recommendations

4.1.0verall Assessment/Conclusions

The snack program indicates particular promise in that it reduced and often
eliminated the gap in cognitive measures between the children in grade zero with the
lowest weight for age or those from families with the lowest expenditures or from
households with lower maternal education and the general population. As such it can

be important in the Armenian context and can be extended or scaled up.

The provision of morning snacks to preschool children proved popular both with
families and with school administrators. Ninety-six percent of school administrators
said that the programme was needed in Armenia and 89.6 percent of school
administrators completely agreed that the school snacks programme should be
continued in their school. However, 77 percent of school administrators agreed that
some changes should be made to the school snacks programme in their school. Among
the suggestions were: provision of salaries for kitchen helpers (25.3 percent),
diversification and improvement of the menu (21.1 percent), renovation of the

kitchen/cafeteria (16.8 percent), procurement.

No logistical bottlenecks or difficulties with decentralized procurement were reported.
As nearly half of children in the marzes are not in the custom of having breakfast prior
to coming to school, the programme serves an apparent need. Moreover, the snack
assisted in closing the gaps in processing speed, fluid reasoning, and short-term

memory between less advantage children and their more affluent peers. This said, for
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reasons that are not readily apparent, there was no measurable cumulative effect on

school readiness for the sample as a whole.

Thus, while the overall impact is ambiguous, there is no indication that the impact on
learning and participation or on nutrition is not as large or larger than it is for the
children that benefit from the existing school feeding programme. This is in keeping

with the global evidence on the comparative responsiveness of young children.
4.2. Recommendations
Recommendation 1

The WFP and the Government of Armenia could give serious consideration to
including such preschool snacks as an integral component of the overall school feeding
programme. There is a particular case for continuing the snack pilot programme in the
three marzes, expanding it to include the schools in control group [as well as the initial
treatment schools] for at least an additional school year. This not only is an ethical
response to the necessary randomization, it provides an opportunity for additional
assessment of the decentralized purchasing process and the cost of implementation.
Any further decisions on either continuation of the programme in the poorest marzes
or on scaling up of the preschool snack to be an integral part of the national basic
education school feeding programme can utilize such information. That is,
continuation in the control communities should be considered as a transitional step to
designing a national Early Childhood Education Strategy that includes breakfast or a
snack in the Sustainable School feeding strategy.

Recommendation 2

As in many countries, the data show that levels of overweight are worrisome. The risk
among preschool age children in this sample appears to be more in the high end of the
double burden of malnutrition than in undernutrition, although various stakeholders
appear to be primarily concerned with energy intake. This limited sample does not, of
course, replace more comprehensive national data but does point to a need for a
balanced school feeding strategy that stresses diet diversity more than total calories.
More comprehensive guidelines to school administrators in this regard may

accompany the programme of local procurement.
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Recommendation 3

Towards this end, additional dietary assessment might be conducted to determine if
either protein or calories are deficient in the preschool students. Note, however, that
the snack pilot programme was designed to address short term hunger and low blood
sugar rather than total calories or protein. Nevertheless, any continuation of the
programmes needs to be conscious of the dual risks of undernutrition as well as

obesity.

Recommendation 4

The limited data obtained on the Bracken School Readiness Scores should be shared
with the Ministry of Education [after any identifiers are removed] for their
consideration in designing preschool curricula. Similarly, although the snack cannot
address the issue of conflict and stress within a household that is reflected in the Pianta
scale, experts on education in the ministry of education may use such data as part of a
larger child welfare strategy as well as to identify any gaps in preschool preparation.

This is a resource that can serve a purpose that goes beyond the goals of the IE.
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Annexes

Annex 1: Tables and figures

Table 1. Effect modifiers on WPPSI scores adjusted for baseline
covariates (n=951)

Significance
of Total Effect
Modifier Interaction Effect of Modifier
g |SE |p g |sE |p F D

Processing Speed
Child is female 0.15 0.08 0.079 | 0.18 0.13 0.154 11.38 0.001
Lowest household
expenditures -0.19 0.12 0.112 0.02 0.15 0.889 | 2.26 0.136
Mother completed
secondary school
or less -0.31 0.09 0.001 | 0.17 0.14 0.229 | 1.68 0.198
Fluid Reasoning
Child is female 0.05 0.10 0.644 | -0.06 0.14 0.699 | 0.01 0.923
Lowest household
expenditures -0.23 | 0.11 0.043 | 0.1 0.16 0.492 | 0.79 0.375
Mother completed
secondary school
or less -0.33 | 0.09 <0.001 | 0.23 0.15 0.116 | 0.71 0.403
Short Term Memory
Child is female -0.003 | 0.10 0.979 | 0.27 0.13 0.039 | 9.64 0.003
Lowest household
expenditures -0.26 | 0.11 0.018 | 0.23 0.14 0.120 0.08 0.777
Mother completed
secondary school
or less -0.45 0.08 <0.001 | 0.31 0.11 0.009 | 2.56 0.113
Total WPPSI
Child is a female 0.19 0.22 0.382 | 0.40 0.32 0.211 6.27 0.014
lowest household
expenditures -0.67 | 0.24 0.006 | 0.36 0.35 0.314 1.17 0.283
Mother completed
secondary school
or less -1.09 | 0.18 <0.001 | 0.71 0.31 0.024 | 2.15 0.145
Note. Lowest household expenditures is the bottom 25t percentile of expected expenditures
(Armenian Dram in logarithms). Child cognition scores were measured using the Wechsler
Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence, fourth edition (WPPSI). Scores are age-adjusted z-
scores with a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 10. The total WPPSI score is a summary score
of five subtests across three domains (processing speed, fluid reasoning, and short-term
memory). All models are intent to treat, and include variables that were not balanced at baseline
between the treatment and control group (preschool attendance in the previous year, father
employment, number of children’s books, number of adults in the household, participation in
the Armenian Family Benefit programme, number of children tested per school), and a school
quality indicator using the average score of grade 1 students on the Bracken Basic Concept Scale-
3 edition, receptive version. All models include region fixed effects and robust standard errors
accounting for clustering at the school level. For each outcome, all interactions were examined
in one adjusted model. Post-estimation Wald tests were used to test if the summed coefficients
for each modifier is equal to o.
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Figure 1. Consort flow diagram
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Figure 2. Evidence of hunger gap among children in schools that
participated in the morning snack pilot programme (treatment) and
those that did not (control).
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Note. At round 1, parents were asked to report if their child ate breakfast that
morning. Household surveys were conducted on the same day as child assessments.



Figure 3. Interaction effects between morning snack pilot programme
and child, family, and community characteristics on fluid intelligence at
one month follow up
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Note. The graph represents point estimates and confidence intervals of variations in
treatment effect based on child, family, and community characteristics. Expenditures
are estimated in logarithm. Mother and father’s education (secondary or less) are
compared to some college or more. School quality is measured as a school average
score of the Bracken School Readiness Composite. Effects are measured on a
summary z-score (adjusted for child age) of the total score of the Wechsler Preschool
and Primary Scales of Intelligence (WPPSI).



Figure 4. Interaction effects between morning snack pilot programme
and child, family, and community characteristics on verbal fluency at 9-
months follow up.
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Note. HFA is child height-for-age z-score. WFA is child weight-for-age z-score. HFA
and WFA are based on World Health Organization growth standards. Expenditures
are in logarithms. Mother and father’s education (secondary or less) are compared to
some college or more. School quality is measured as a school average score of the
Bracken School Readiness Composite. Effects are measured on a summary z-score
(adjusted for child age) of the child’s total correct responses to a 2-item verbal
fluency test, in which the child named all the animals, and fruits/vegetables he or she
could recall in 60 seconds.



Annex 2: Evaluation Matrix

Evaluation criterion: Relevance

with the needs of
preschool children?

e To what extent is the
intervention aligned
with the needs and
priories of the
government of
Armenia?

say that the
intervention was in
line with the needs of
preschool children

e Level of agreement of
the Evaluation
Reference Group
(ERG) members on
alignment of the
intervention to the
needs and priorities
of Armenia

e Prevalence of
stunting, wasting and
overweight among
selected preschool
children (for
monitoring purposes

¢ 89.6% of school
administrators
completely agreed
that the school
snacks programme
should be continued
in their school.
Focus Group
discussion

e Anthropometry

analysis  of
secondary
data

e Discourse
analysis  of
the focus

group

Sub-questions Measure/Indicator of Main Sources of Data Collection Data Analysis Evidence
progress Data/ Information | Methods Methods/ availability/
Triangulation reliability
e To what extent is the e Stakeholder o Data from the | ¢95.9% of school e Statistical e 3=strong or
provision of school perceptions regarding school administrators said analysis  of 2=fair
snacks at the the intervention administrators’ that the programme the survey
beginning of the e % of school survey is needed in data
school day for administrators who e Data from the Armenia. e Correlation
preschool children say that the Focus  Group | e97.7% of school with  other
(intervention intervention was discussion with | administrators indicators,
henceforth) relevant relevant to the met the ERG | agreed that the such as the
to the Armenian their needs Armenian members school snacks cognitive
context? context e Data from the| programme is tests results
e Towhatextentisthe |e % of school anthropometry important/needed e Narrative
intervention in line administrators who measurements for preschool.




only; this is not a
measures of
programme impact to

be studied)
Evaluation criterion: Effectiveness
Sub-questions Measure/Indicator of Main Sources of Data Collection Data Analysis Evidence
progress Data/ Information | Methods Methods/ availability/
Triangulation reliability
e What were the major |e % of children that e Data from the e Monitoring visits e Statistical 3=strong or
factors influencing the received the snack as school (data collected via analysis of | 2=fair
achievement or non- planned administrators’ developed the
achievement of the e N of complaints and survey monitoring forms) monitoring
objectives of the praise received from | e Data from the e Informal data
intervention? parents regular process discussion with the | ¢ Discourse
e What were the monitoring parents analysis of
unintended e  Weekly the weekly
positive/negative monitoring monitoring
results? updates updates
e To what extent the
relevant assistance
standards met?
Evaluation criterion: Efficiency
Sub-questions Measure/Indicator of Main Sources of Data Collection Data Analysis Evidence
progress Data/ Information | Methods Methods/ availability/
Triangulation reliability
e To what extent is the e % of school e Data from the ¢ 36.7% of school o Statistical 3=strong or
intervention cost- administrators who school administrators analysis of 2=fair
efficient? say that the administrators’ agreed that the survey
e Was the intervention intervention was survey 70AMD/child/day data
implemented implemented e  Weekly budget for the e Discourse
efficiently? efficiently monitoring implementation of analysis of
e N of complaints and updates the school snacks the weekly
praise received from was sufficient, monitoring
parents among them 14.3% updates




completely agreed
on this.
¢ 77% of school
administrators
agreed that some
changes should be
made to the school
snacks programme
in their school.
Among the
suggestions were:
provision of salaries
for kitchen helpers
(25.3%),
diversification and
improvement of the
menu (21.1%),
repairs and
renovation of the
kitchen/cafeteria
(16.8%),
procurement of new
kitchen equipment
(16.8%), etc.
e Informal
discussion with the
parents




Evaluation criterion: Impact

Sub-questions Measure/Indicator of Main Sources of Data Collection Data Analysis Evidence
progress Data/ Information | Methods Methods/ availability/
Triangulation reliability
e How much of the e Difference in the e Direct testing of |¢ Wechsler e Statistical 3=strong
improvement of the Fluid intelligence children in Preschool and analysis  of
children’s cognitive between the school settings Primary Scale of the tests
and non-cognitive treatment and at  beginning Intelligence results data
skill development can control groups as a and end of (details in section [e Variance will
be attributed to the function of Standard 2018/9 school 4.3) be reduced
intervention? Deviation (effect year e Ravens Colored [statistical
e Has the intervention size) e Measurement of Progressive power
resulted in any e Difference in the children in Matrices increased]
unintended impacts? Crystalized school year e British Picture using
e What were the intelligence between Vocabulary Scales ANCOVA
gender-specific the treatment and e Bracken School analysis with
impacts of the control groups as a Readiness impact  on
interventions? function of Standard Composite (15 girls and
Deviation (effect min)- five subtests boys
size) that assess analysed
« Differences of the knowledge of separately
test results between colors, letters,
boys and girls numbers/counting,
. shapes, and
sizes/comparisons.

e Brief caregiver
survey to gain
information on
cofounders such as
education and
migration patterns




Evaluation criterion: Sustainability

should be
extended/scaled
up/replicated or
handed over, what are
the suggestions for the
programme design
changes?

e % of school
administrators who
say that the
implementation of
the intervention with
the planed cost is
feasible

e Level of support of
the intervention by
the ERG members

discussion
with the ERG
members

e Data from the
regular process
monitoring

in other provinces.

e Focus Group
discussion

e Monitoring visits
(data collected via
developed
monitoring
forms)

the focus
group

e Statistical
analysis of
the
monitoring
data

Sub-questions Measure/Indicator of Main Sources of Data Collection Data Analysis Evidence
progress Data/ Information | Methods Methods/ availability/
Triangulation reliability

e Should the e % of school e Data from the ¢ 83.3 of school e Statistical 3=strong or
interventions be administrators who school administrators analysis of | 2=fair
scaled up or replicated say that intervention administrators’ | completely agreed the survey
in other provinces and should be scaled up survey that the school data
if so at what cost? or replicated in other | e Data from the snacks programme e Discourse

e If the intervention provinces Focus Group should be replicated analysis of

The Theory of Change [ToC] presumes that the intervention will increase attention in school in the short run and school readiness over the
year. While there are gender differences in school enrolment, particularly in secondary school there is no expectation in the ToC that there will
be gender differences in Grade 0. Much of the literature on school performance finds that conditional on enrolment or attendance girls perform
as well or often better than boys [Alderman, Harold and Elizabeth King. Gender Differences in Parental Investment in Education. Structural
Change and Economic Dynamics. 9(4): 453-468. 1998.]. The literature on female empowerment finds that differences in resources by gender

can influence consumption [Alderman, H., P. A. Chiappori, L. Haddad, J. Hoddinott, R. Kanbur. Unitary Versus Collective Models of the
Household: Time to Shift the Burden of Proof? World Bank Research Observer 10(1): 1-20. 1995.] and production decisions [Udry, C., J.
Hoddinott, H. Alderman, and L. Haddad. Gender Differentials in Farm Productivity: Implications for Household Efficiency and Agricultural
Policy. Food Policy 20(5): 407-423. 1995.]. However, there is no evidence that a transfer the size of the value of the snack to be provided — a little
over US$5 per capita for the full year for a family of 5- will influence such decisions. Thus, the ToC does not include an expectation of a gendered

difference in impacts to be studied.




Annex 3: Data Collection Tools

The cognitive test were adapted from standard tools that are licenced and are named in the main body
of the report. These were adapted and translated into Armenian. However, many of the modules such
as the Raven’s progressive colored matrices are non-verbal. As these instruments involve pictures
they are voluminous. Because the cognitive tests are licenced, dissemination of the adapted tests
beyond the research team, is prohibited therefore only appropriate websites are referred in this
report:

https://www.pearsonclinical.com/psychology/products/100000098 /ravens-coloured-progressive-
matrices-cpm.html

https: //www.pearsonclinical.com/childhood/products /100000225 /bracken-basic-concept-scale--
third-edition-receptive-bbcs-3r.html

https: //www.gl-assessment.co.uk/products/british-picture-vocabulary-scale-bpvs3/

https: //www.hmhco.com/programmes/woodcock-johnson-iv
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https://www.pearsonclinical.com/psychology/products/100000098/ravens-coloured-progressive-matrices-cpm.html
https://www.pearsonclinical.com/psychology/products/100000098/ravens-coloured-progressive-matrices-cpm.html
https://www.pearsonclinical.com/childhood/products/100000225/bracken-basic-concept-scale--third-edition-receptive-bbcs-3r.html
https://www.pearsonclinical.com/childhood/products/100000225/bracken-basic-concept-scale--third-edition-receptive-bbcs-3r.html
https://www.gl-assessment.co.uk/products/british-picture-vocabulary-scale-bpvs3/
https://www.hmhco.com/programs/woodcock-johnson-iv
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The Role of School Snacks in School Performance of Preschool
Children in Armenia
School Administration Survey

1. Background Information

Interviewer Questionnaire number (to be
Information Interviewer code 2 | completed by data entry operator):
||
Date of interview |/ ]
Day Month Year

School number Iﬁl L

School ID |—|— —

School address/location —

1=Male
Sex of the respondent o=Female
1=University education (in Armenia)

Level of education completed by the | 2=University education (from abroad)
School respondent (select all that apply) 2=Post-graduate scientific degree
inf ti 99=DK
information 38_RA

. . 1=Headmaster
7 Status of the interviewee 2=0ther administrative staff member, specify
Number of years the respondent
8 held the position of the
headmaster/administrator at the
mentioned school

[INTERVIEWER! AS YOU REACH THE SCHOOL, GO TO THE HEADMASTER OF THE SCHOOL
AND INTRODUCE YOURSELF. MEMORIZE THE FOLLOWING TEXT AND ADDRESS ITTO THE
HEADMASTER. IF THE HEADMASTER OF THE SCHOOL REFUSES TO PARTICIPATE AT ANY
POINT DURING THE INTRODUCTION, PROVIDE THIS INFORMATION IN THE INTERVIEWER
FORM.]

Hello, my name is /last name and first name/ and I represent the Caucasus Research Resource Center Armenia
Foundation, a non-profit independent research organization in Armenia. We, together with the International
Food Policy Institute and World Food Programme (WFP) Armenia office, are conducting a research on the
school snacks provision in Armenia. Your school was selected as you are one of the schools that receive snacks
for research purposes, and we would very much appreciate if you could allocate time to answer some questions
about your school and the school snacks provision programme you are implementing.

2. School Snacks Programme and Choice of Suppliers ‘

1 When did the school snacks programme commence in the school? Day/Month/Year
2 2.1. Is this programme still running?

1. Yes

2. No
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2.2, If no, when did you stop, write the day/month/year

2.3. Why did you stop the implementation of the programme?
[INTERVIEWER! Do not read out, select all that apply.]

1= Infrastructure problems

2=Insufficient funds

3=No interest among students

4=Compliance with sanitary and hygienic requirements

5=Problems with the supply of products from suppliers

6= Lack of parents’ engagement in the organization of school meals
7=Insufficient time

[INTERVIEWER! If the answer was no and the respondent has indicated the date and reasons for
stopping the programme, thank the respondent and quit the survey.]

Is the food
purchased
locally?
[INETRVIEWE
Please indicate did you Once R! Define local
include the mentioned food Tl:)l;ee Once Onec or precurment as
in the programme? Ever Four or ea Twice instanced when
(if yes, please mention the No Yes Yy Time Twice wee a the food is bought
frequency of purchasing the —> | day sa a K Mont only from
food and if the food is Week | Week h local/community
purchased locally) suppliers, not e.g.
local
supermarket.]
Yes No
1=0atmeal

2=Vegetables (beetroot, carrot,
cabbage, pumpkin, green
pepper)

3= Fresh fruits (apple, pear,
peach, banana)

4=Dried fruits-apricot (plum,
apple, peach)

5=Dried fruits — raisins

6=Pasteurized milk

7=Matsun (yogurt)

8=Cheese

9=Butter

10=Eggs

11=Sugar

12=Industry produced jam

13=Vegitable oil

14=Cocoa

15=Herbal tea

16=Bread

17=Salt

18=Nuts

19=Honey

20=Cookies/sweets

21=Juice

22=Cereals

23=Poultry

24=0ther(specify)

Are you procuring snacks from the same supplier as for the school meals?
1=Yes

2=No

3=Do not procure for school meals

99=DK
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88=RA
5 How important are the following criteria for you when choosing a supplier for the school snacks?
Please use 1-5 scale, where “1” means “not important at all” and “5”-“very important”

1
A 5 Not
Criteria ImVeII:ty . 4 3 2 important
portan at all
1. The supplier I chose was the only option I have
2. Price of the food
3. Local production/production conditions
4. Quality of the product
5. Reliability of supply
6. Other (specify)
6 What are the main factors you take into account while choosing what kind of food to buy (up to 2
answers)?
1=Nutrients
2=Vitamins

3=Food value
4=Children’s preferences
5=Cooks preferences
6=0ther, please specify

3. Procurement Details

Which procurement method(s) do you use to procure food for the school snacks?
[INTERVIEWER! Select all that apply.]

1 1=Tender

2= Procurement from one supplier

3=0ther(specify)

Since the start of the snacks programme, from which suppliers have you bought food products?
[INTERVIEWER! Select all that apply.]

1=Retailer in your community

2=Retailer outside of your community

2 3=Wholesaler in your community

4=Wholesaler outside of your community

5=Local farmer

6=Farmers' cooperative

7=0ther(specify)

3 3.1. Who is responsible for snacks procurement? (title and function of the person/committee)?
1. Title

2. Function

3. Name, surname

4=Do not procure for school snacks (Go to question 4)

99=DK

88=RA

3.2. Is this the same person as for the school meals programme?
1=Yes

2=N099=DK

88=RA

4 4.1. How often does the school procure the snacks?

1=Every day

2=Three or four times a week

3=0nce or twice a week

4=0nce or twice a month

5=0nce a month or more9gg=DK

88=RA

4.2. Is this the same frequency as for the school meals?

1=Yes

2=No

99=DK

88=RA
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4. 0rg

5.1. Who is responsible for organizing and paying for transportation for snack procurement
proposes? (title and function of the person/committee)
1. Title
2. Function
3. Name, surname
99=DK
88=RA
5.2. Is this the same person as for the school meals?
1=Yes
2=No
99=DK
88=RA
anization of Snacks |
Did you have to hire new kitchen helpers for the school snacks programme?
1=Yes
2=No

How do you monitor the nutritional value of school snacks? (Select all that apply)
1 = Research vitamin make-up of meals

2 = Research kilocalorie make-up of meals

3 = Adhere to planned menu

4 = Consult WFP training books

5 = Conduct internal research on child nutrition

6 = Receive outside consulting on child nutrition

8=I do not monitor

9=0ther, specify

5. Gen

Did you receive additional funds beyond those provided by the WFP for the school snack
programme?

1=Yes

2=No (Go t03.3.)

3.1. If yes, from what sources? (select all that apply)

1=Parents' contributions

2=School budget

3=Local organization

4=International organization

5=Municipality

6=Church

7=0ther(specify)

3.2. How much additional funds did you receive for this programme over the last school year (in
AMD)?

3.3. In addition to any additional funds, did you or any community member contributed food in a
regular bases for the school snacks programme?
1=Yes
2=No
3.4. In addition to any additional funds, did you or any community member contributed any
kitchen equipment for the school snacks programme?
1=Yes
2=No

eral Feedback on the Snacks Programme \
Please, mention up to three advantages of receiving money for school snacks.

1.

2.

3.

Please, mention up to three challenges of receiving money for school snacks.

1.

2.

3.

How much do you agree that the school snacks programme is needed in Armenia?
1=Completely agree
2=Somewhat agree
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3=Somewhat disagree

4=Completely disagree

How much do you agree that the school snacks programme is important/needed for preschool?
1=Completely agree

3 2=Somewhat agree

3=Somewhat disagree

4=Completely disagree

How much do you agree that the school snacks programme should be continued in your school?
1=Completely agree

2=Somewhat agree

3=Somewhat disagree

4=Completely disagree

How much do you agree that the school snacks programme should be replicated in other
provinces?

1=Completely agree

2=Somewhat agree

3=Somewhat disagree

4=Completely disagree

How much do you agree that 70AMD)/child/day budget for the implementation of the school
snacks is sufficient??

1=Completely agree

2=Somewhat agree

3=Somewhat disagree

4=Completely disagree
6 Detailed Feedback on the Snacks Programme

Did you encounter any problems, while organizing your school snacks programme?
1 1=Yes

0=No (Go to question 5 of the section)

What kind of problems did you encounter?
[INTERVIEWER! Do not read out, select all that apply.]
1= Infrastructure problems

2= Lack or absence of necessary kitchen equipment/appliances
3=Compensation for kitchen helpers’ work

2 4=Compliance with cooking technology

5=Compliance with sanitary and hygienic requirements
6=Problems with the supply of products from suppliers

7= Lack of parents’ engagement in the organization of school meals
8=Insufficient funds

9=0Other (specify)

Status of the problem:

1=In process (Go to question 5 of the section)

2=Solved

3=Did not solve (Go to question 5 of the section)

99=DK (Go to question 5 of the section)

88= RA (Go to question 5 of the section)

Who helped to solve the problem? (Select all that apply)
1=Myself (I solved the problem)

2=World Food Programme (WFP)

3=The Government of the Republic of Armenia

4=Public authorities

5=School

6=Parents or parents’ councils

7=0ther private donators

8=0ther international organizations

9=0ther (specify)

99=DK

88=RA
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How do you assess students' satisfaction with
school snacks?

0= No assessment done

1=In-person interviews/check-ins

How do you assess parents' satisfaction
with school snacks?

0= No assessment done

1=In-person interviews/ check-ins

5 2=Feedback from students 2=Feedback from students
3=Feedback from parents 3=Feedback form parents
4=School meal assessment forms 4=School meal assessment forms
5=O0ther (specify) 5=O0ther, specify
Based on the feedback you have received, what B?lsed on tlllle gelllle_lr(aill feedb(;lck receieved,
has been the general consensus on the school what are they gc racren a.:l parents)
snacks provision? mainly not satisfied with?
1=Very negative [INTERVIEWER! Do not read out, select
2=Negative all that apply: ]
3=Neither positive, nor negative ;_—hlgi?[rcl}lie?:‘é?)f:izmns
7 4=Positive (Go to question 9 of this section) :T' £ the dav the food i d
5=Very positive (Go to question 9 of this section) 3:T%me ol the N athg 00 P - setljve
99=DK (Go to question 9 of this section) 4:Sml.e grven dohc ridren tor de:a' g
88=RA (Go to question 9 of this section) g_ Camtary.an ygienic conditions
=Cooks/kitchen helpers
7=Communication with the school committee
8=0Other (specify)
Do you think any changes should be made to the school snacks programme in your school?
1=Yes
9.1. If yes, what changes? [INTERVIEWER! Do not read out, select all that apply.]
1=-Diversify and improve the menu
2= Repair and renovate the kitchen/cafeteria
3=Improving the sanitary and hygienic condition of the kitchen/cafeteria
4=Improvements of the procurement and supply procedures
5=Increase parents’ contribution to feeding processes (e.g. in the process of food provision or compiling of the
menus etc.)
9 6=Stop the snacks programme as we do not think it is necessary
7=Stop the snacks programme as we think it is too difficult to implement
8=Buy new kitchen equipment
9=Change kitchen helpers
10=Give salaries for kitchen helpers
11= Other (specify)
2=No
99=DK
88=RA
Who makes influential decisions regarding the purchases for the organization of school snacks
(up to 2 answer choices)?
1=Headmaster only
2=Headmaster together with parent’s council
3=Parent’s council only
10 4=Headmaster with kitchen helpers
5=Kitchen helpers
6=Parents not in the council
7=WFP representative
8=0ther (specify)
99=DK
88=RA
Who is making the most influential decisions in finalizing the menus?
1=Headmaster only
2=Headmaster together with parents’ council
1 3=Parent’s council only

4=Headmaster with kitchen helpers
5=Kitchen helpers

6=Parents not in the council
7=WFP representative

51




8=0ther (specify)
99=DK
88=RA

12

Could you please provide the overall attendance rate of the school 0 and 1 grade students in 2018-
2019 school year?

(How many days have students attended the classes, expressed in % of the total days in the 2018-
2019 school year?).

1. 0 grade 2. 1t grade

99=DK

88=RA

13

Is the parents’ council involved in the school snacks programme?
1= Fully Involved
2= Involved
3= Not involved (Why? )
99= DA
88=RA

14

14.1. Could you please tell me, is there a quality control of the snacks?
1=Yes
If yes, who is the main person/body performing the control [ INTERVIEWER! Accept up to three answers]?
1.1 Me
1.2 Sanitary Service
1.3 Funders (monitors)
1.4 Parents/parents’ council
1.5. Representatives of the Municipality
1.6. Other
2=No (Go to question 16 of this section)
99=DK
88=RA

15

If yes, what is the frequency of quality control?
1= A few times a day

2= Once a day

3= A few times a week

4=0Once a week

5=0Once a month

6=Every six months

7=Never

8=Parents have no permission to enter the kitchen
99=DK

88=RA

16

In your opinion, which food item that is not included in the snacks should be added to it?

99=DK
88=RA

17

Which food item should be increased in the snacks?

99=DK
88=RA

18

Which food item should be lessened from the snacks?

99=DK
88=RA

19

19.1. Did the school buy kitchen equipment/appliances to serve the snacks programme?
1=Yes, what?

2=No

19.2. How much did the equipment/applicancescost (in AMD)?

19.3. Who paid for this?

20

Has the school snack programme improved or Improved | Remaine | Worsened | DK NA
worsened the following? d the or

same RA

1. Diverse meals

2.Kitchen’s equipment quality
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3.Attendance of pupils
4.Student learning
5.Provision of fresh products
6.Parents’ involvement
7.Hygiene/safety conditions

8. Salary of kitchen helpers
9.Food compensation for kitchen helpers
10. Volume of the products available for procurement

from local (regional/marz) farmers
11. Other (specify)

21.1. Are there any topics that you or kitchen helpers would You Kitchen Helper
like to receive training on?

Yes | No Yes No

21.2, If yes, please mention the topic You Kitchen Helper
[INTERVIEWER! Do not read out, select all that apply.]
1.Cooking

2.Menu making

3.Training on healthy nutrition

4.Safety and sanitary requirements for the school meals provision
5.Farming onsite

6. Management of school meals provision

7. Purchases/procurement

8.0Other (specify)

At your school, who is involved in the administration and implementation of the school snacks
programme? [INTERVIEWER! Select all that apply.]

1=Headmaster

2=Vice-principle

2=Cook(s)

3=Finance Officer

5=Facility Manager

6=Kitchen Helper(s)

7=Parents

8=0Other(specify)

On average, how much time per month do you spend on the administration of the school snacks
programme?

1=0-3 hours

2=4-6 hours

3=7-10 hours

4= more than 10 hours

Have you ever made a complaint about the school snacks provision?
1=Yes (specify, what kind of complaint?)
2=No

7. General Feedback

Have you ever received a compliant from parents about the school snacks provision?
1=Yes (if yes, please briefly describe what was the follow up?)
2=No

Is there anything else that you would like us to know about the school snacks provision?
1=Yes (specify)
2=No

8. Follow-up Monitoring ‘
If we have further questions do you agree to be contacted later?
1 1=Yes
2=No
Could we contact you via phone?
1=Yes
2 2=No
If yes, please provide a telephone number:
Name Number




What is the preferred time for receiving a call from us?
Please circle all that apply unless the response = 1 (anytime)
1= Anytime(9-20)

2= Morning (9-13)

3= Afternoon (13-17)

4=Evening (17-20)

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP!
ALL INFORMATION IS KEPT IN STRICT CONFIDENTIALITY AND USED ONLY FOR OUR
RESEARCH.
WE DO NOT GIVE INFORMATION ABOUT YOU OR YOUR SCHOOL.
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CAREGIVER CONSENT FORM

=l (R
T : oLl

A7 Y World Food v s

N, Y J Prngramme Y4 INSTITU ARMENIA

Lwldwywgpnipjwl hwugt®
22, p. Gplil, 0025, Upkp Uwinddyjuit 1, gpunuipuith okup, ukiyuly 602, [36n: +374 10 574868, 574898
ELhwughb: crrc@crrc.am |YGp Yuyp: www.crrc.am

Inpni, Gtinuppniithph b Ghpwlh dwpqtiph twjpugypngujut mwphph
tiptijuwtiiph 2powiinui nupngujui Gbwhiwtwhh wmqptignipjubt qghwhwwmnid
Ounnutiph/hpitwut ppbwdwuyttiph
wntintijunyuub ptipphy

</ rUder

Qtq hpwyhpnid khp dwubwlghint hbmwgnunnipyut, npp Ghpwnpnid t tptjuwbtph
Gpwbg dtnnbtiph/hpdtwub fubwdwluyttph Gtpgpuyguonipnil: Gwhupwd Qtip dwubwygbne
dwuh@ npnynid juywghtipn b Qtip tptihuuwgh dwubwygnipyub Jtpuwptppu hwdwdawyimigyni mugp,
Juplinp £ huajuitmg wju hitmwignunni pywt tqquunuyjittipnp b Qtip b Qtip ipkhigh dwubgni pyut
wnwytinipnibbtinp: fuinpnid Gap nywnhp jupnuy dippnipyu) mtinkuwmynipyniin: Gt opugph
Ytpwptipuy nplk hwipg nititip jud gumbijubinid Gp pugnighs mbintinigmiabbp unwbg, pbnpnid
titip nhity dtiq: flunpnud top dwle withnthnpu npnpnid juywigntip, el wipynp “nip b Qtip Gptijuwb
Juuubwygtp htmwgnunipjubip: Ukbp jun  Ghp Jupnpmd Qtp L QGp  Gphhuwgh
dwubiygnieyniiin:

n"rv E<68SU208NFE-83UL vaUusSuup

<twmwgnunipiniip dyyumwl nibh ntunidtwuhpt] pupngujud whiwtwhl punuinphsh
htwpunp ntipp  bwhppupubbtpnd: <tumwgnuuwub phip phunwplbne E, pl wpynp
httwpuynp £ puptjuydt) twmpiunupngujuit muphph iptilniuittiph winwewinhinigyniip” nupnguijub
twhiwbtwhll wmpudwunpbne nhiypnid: <bmwgnuniggniipn dyuwuwmbtine £ «Guynid nupnguljub
ubliniin» wqquyhtt dpwignph Wwldwbt ni phpujubugdwbip: <tmwgnunipyubt dyunwyb k
wywgnygiitin atinp ptipti), npnbp jupnn G hhdp hwiinhuwbwg nuypngujut ubinh juqiuipydwa
L hpwwbwgdwi gnpoplipugnid  thnthnpunipnibtip juunwptine  hwdwp, dwubuwnpuy b
twhiwunupngujuib tiptilnwiitiphtt pingpytne W ubiinh mpudwunpiwb gnpdptipwgbtipp phnuytnu
wnnidny  (bwpowtwyhyjh & Gwph wpuwdwnpmy h wwppbpniegnih dhuyt Gwph): Nwptbh
hwdw)hawphwyhtt dpwgph (ML) hwywumwbywh dbpluyugnigsnipniip b hbmwgnunujub phip
o Jupnn Gpuhuudnply, np dpwghpp Ypbmyuydh, b np hwenpn wwph bu Gphfuwbtpp
nupngatipnid dwhitwhl Junwbwb, vwljuylt hbtmwugnunipyubt wpynipbbpp Joqhklt hpuqtily
npnynid Juyugtip: Auagh wyn, hwywumwigut wipnynitpbtipp juipnn Gt oqbt nuypngujub utitinh wy
opwgntph  pppwbwitipnd hwuuwiw;  Wwbwnhy dhowduwypnd - ddwbophtiwly  dpwgph
hpuwuitiugdwi hbwpuwynpnieyniiip:

U E ULAIGLAF K<GSU2NSNFE-3UTL LAV LEGLELNFT
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<timwgnunipjniblt hpwuwbwgynid £ twhpwunupngujud mwuphph Gpthuwiitiph W tpuibg
otinniitiph oppwtinid” Lnnni, Qtnuppnithph b Ghpwijh dwipgtiph nupngutipnid: (ipn) nupngatpht
wnwynujwb twhiwbwyhy Ynpudwnpygh, huly Gnubtipht™ ny: @ nupngatpp, npnbp pingplyytne
th nupnguljubd twhiwbtwyhyh nmpudwnpiwb dpwugnnid pwnpyly G hwdwuipgsuwyhtt dpwgnh
vhongny wuwwmwhwlubnipjui ulgpnibipny: <wupgiwin dwubwlgtint jud hpudwpybnt Qtinp
npnpnudp sh wanh Qb Epbfuough npupngh’ dpugnnid btipgpunfywd jhatne Jpu: Gphl nupngp
ttpunwd L dpwgpnid, wyw wnfjuy nupngh 0 nuuwpwibtph pnnp Gpijuwbbp wnwynwnywb
twhiwbtuwhl junwbwb: Fypngujut mupyu ujgqpnid b Ytpenid twhuwnupngujuit mwuphph W
wnwppuub 1-ht nuuwpuih pupfuo wywltpndtp juuubwyght ptuntiph”™ upbtph thengny
yuunuwupiwbtng wmwppbip hwpgtiph: Swpguw ujqphtt dwpiunupnguijuh. mwuphph phnpguo
tinihuwtitiph hwuwyp b pupnp Yyuthyh, htsytiu tule vwjujupyniini pyniip unnigtnt huiwp wpyub
pun  Jubiglhwugyh: <wuwyh nit pwph swthnudbipp b wpub  phunp jhpuubwgbta
duubmgtinbtipp: CounpJuwd  bwppumupngujubitph  ppbwdwuybtiph, hywytu twbh nupngh
wmbophbniejul htim thnpp hwupgmd Juitigljugiyh:

hv21" F 6U 64 bU 6L6UUETY

Qunngltipnid Jupynn  gpubgdwd vfyujittiph hwdwawyt Qbp tipkhuwt hwawpunid
nu; dupgmd  quiynn  twhiunupngujutt hwonmwnnipmt b w, wyuumwhwljubn pyub
uyqpnibpny, bwhiwupngujut wwphph wyp Gpbluwbtph gwiyhg pwopdl © npuybiu wu
htimwgnwuni pjud dwubimhg: Gpihuuyght pbnptiinig htimn, nupngh mputwunpuwd wyjubiph hhdwb
Ypw, nhdty thp Qtq htmwugnunipyubip dwubwlghnt L Qtiq htin hwipgwqpniyg wbglugbtyne
hwdwn Qtip hwiwawybtini pynLip unwbwnt tyuunuyny: <tmwgnnni pjud phpwgpnid hwupytjne
L il iptihuugh uinigdwit juipnguhtwiyh ytipupbpuwy wigjuydttip, nph hwdwp nupdyu huygnid Gap
Qtp hwiwdwybnipnibp: Uwubwulygnpyub ptigpnid® Qtip §nnihg mpudunpuo vfyugiitinp
hudwnpytnt th nupnghg hujupwgpyuod mbintinipjui htwn:

M6’8SL E uMr3ne, Nt 6U 64 bU 6Ll UTUULUEUWSELL: N/NvR BV UGN
Uduvvliusnre-3vv -pUGGN v AF INEJIGLAFG-3NF VLML

<twmwignunnipjubtp dwubwlgbnt npnynudp Qtpt E: Swbjugwd wyuhh Jupnn tp npnpty
nunuptght] Juwubwygnpnipn: <wpgugpnygh dudwbwl Jupnn Gp swyuwmwupiwbdtp wyb
hwuipgtiphti, npnbig sbhp gwbuinid Wuwumwuhiwit;; Gununbhnipjui wyuwhnfdwd  hwdwp
Ygnpdwnnytitt pnnp pwbiptipp, pwbth np himwgnunigynibl wbwbnid £, hull Qtip ud Qtp tptilaugh
nubipn  Yoquugnpoytit pwguwnuytiu  Ybipnuodwud  dyuwmwydtipnyg: W phwypnid, tipp
uwjujupniiinipjubl ptiunhg htimn wupqyh, np Gpijuwd dwtp vwjuyupnibinienid nibh, Qtiq
Uninnnpnbip hwiwyuwmuwuhiwd pdrjujutt hwumwnnipynib:

Ujniu pnnp nliygptipnid hwjuwpwgpyud wbnidiippn, wjugittipp b wtintiynypiniabtippn
qunubth Jubtwb b s6b mwpwdyh: Uwubwlgnipjui htin juuywd nhuljtip squb, hulj atinp pipdwd
wiprynLbiplitipp foqht « Fuypngujuit ubtiniin» dpugph Ytipwpbtpyuy punupwjuin pyubd tywldwb
hwdwp hunwl] wunitip untindtp: Qtip dwubwlgnipnibt wyu htimwgnunipjuiin foqth wyh
dwpnuibg, nyptipn thnpdnid G hwujubwy L yyubwynpty «Fypngujub ubiiniin» dpwghpp W
tipwbg, nyptin htitmwppppywd G nupngujub ubtinh b Gpijuuwh wnwewnhinipyubt tholt inuod
Juwh niuniibwuppnipjudp, hvytu dwl, hbmwgnunipnip jupnn £ oqlity Gwhowtwyhy
pununphsp huiptinhwiinip ttipnatne gnpoptipugn ujubynii:

hv2M6°U 5V 09-SUGNOJELAF U3U <6SU2NSNFE-3UL UM-3NFuLLRLE L
<twmwgnunnipjubl wpyniipbbpp jogqmugnpoytlt winwehju mwuphtiiphtt M<O-h Ynnihg

«Yuynih nupngujuid utiniing» wqquyhtt Spwgphtt mpudwnpynn wewlgnipniip Wubwyynpbne

hwdwnp: Opny  wpynibpbip jupnn G hppyuwpwyd ghnwlut - wduwgpbpnid, npnbp
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niunidbwuppnid - Gk npupngujut  ubinph W Gpihowh wnwewnhinipyuit  dholt  Juup:

<puyupuyud wpyniipbbiph muywghp ophtiwyp atinp ptiptine gutynipjub ntypnid ppbnpnid top
wntintijugit] htmugnunnhi:

N4 E DhLULUEJINLOFT OF GUQUUGWELNNFU <ESU20SNFE-83UTL bLARUUELUESNFUL

<twmwgnunipniip $htwbuwynpynid £ UUU-h wuptith hwdwyhowphughtt dpugph
Unnihg L  ppuwjwiwgynd <wjuwunwbdh <wbpwybnnipyubd  Ypenigub n ghwnipjub
twhupupnipjuit. - htm - ubipn hwdwgnpdwlgnipjundp’  Muptbwhtt  puqupwuimipyub
httmwgnuuwjuh  dhowqquyhtt  htumhmninh dhongny: <tmwgnunipjub  yupwmuyhb
whuwmwbpbtptl  ppuwutwginid £ <tmwgnuuijuit  ntunipubbph infuuwt Yabwpn-
<wjwunwbh (KN0-UY) hhdbwnpudp' Gplowbh whnwlub hwdwpuwpubth (6M<) @hjhunthwynipjub
n1 hnglipwtmpub pwdth hngbhpwbnipjut pulnimtinh whdh hnglipwbinpyut wdphnith htin
hudwgnpdwlgnipjundp:

UNoSUUSW3hL SY3ULLEM <ESUTHUrQ yuMph b4, <6SUQGU SEAGEUUSUNFE-3UL
wouar

Syjw himwgnunipyub Ytipwptinyuy jpugnighy hwipgtinh niwypnid Jupnn tip juy hwunwnt) Untiw
Pupuuwityubtih htin, hwught® Wkp Uwbnijjub th. 1, GNL, gnunupwih ptbp, ukijul 602, <<,
Gpliwb 0025, <tn: +374 10 574868, 574898, L. hwugh: rd@crre.am:

Uupnn tp twl juy hwunwuwmt; M<KO hwyjuunmwtyjub gpuutitjuyh htim, hwugh® Mbwnpnu
Unuijwb th. 14, Gpluwb 0010, <tn: +374 10 580538, L. hwugti: WEP.Yerevan @wfp.org:

Uhpny Juyuutiip Qtin hwpgunpnidbtinhii:

[] <wumwmnud &, np dwlinpugw Ypnbpjuhd b hwpgtip snibtad:
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<wiwdwjinipjub phpphl’ dtnnitph/ pbwiwljujbtph hwdwp

1. <ErSE2MNF33ht URULUWUSELAF KUUUQU3ULNFE3WL <U3SUrurua-p/
[ <undwauyh by uidwynp dwubwlghy wyu hwpguqpnyyght:

[] <wunwwnnd &Y, np Juppugty B Ggyud mbntjuunjulud ptpphyp L hwouind bl
htimwgnuni pjud tyqumuyi n uinhpbbpn:

(] Swhu G hd hwlwdwylnemidd we wyb, np wju hbmwgnnnipubd  opewhwlibipnid

hujupwgnyuo myjubtipp mpudwinpytl dSpuugpnid atingpuyud himwgnunuijuil phihb:

2, <<UUEQU3uLNFE3WL <<E3sururuaepr  BrBUU3SE <ESU2NSNFHE-3UWLL

UUULUUSELAF Y6 rULEM3UL

[ ] <wunuwnnid td, np uipnughy by ggwd ntintiunmywljub phpphlp b mbinkjugt by tpkfuwghu
duwublgnipjud htim Juuywd pnnp phpwgulupgbtiph b htimwgnunipjubtp  Ytpwptipnn
nhuljtiph b wnwybniynibtitiph Ywuhb:

[] Styul i, np tpiuughu Ywubwlgnipmiip judwynp £ W Gupnn b8 gubugud thnynid
hpwdwnyt) dSpugpht dwubwyglnig” wnwbtg nplk Wumbwnwipwiim pyub:

[] Styuy &, np tpkhuwghu Yepupbpyuy udugitipn upuhuwigbh wiwbnb:
[ ] <wtwauwyh td, np wyu htimwgnunnipyub oppwbwlitipnid bpbiuughu Ytpuptipyug hudwpugpyud
nyjuitinp Jupnn G mpudwnpytp wyu dSpugpnid ttingpuyyud himwgnunuijub phihi:

1.Uwubiuljgh wiinihip

Yninwlunwyhtt mjjuyitipp (k). hwugk, hinwunu)

Uwubwlgh
umnpugpnipyniip

2, {<mwgnmnnh
wilinilip
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WEP INTERNATIONAL Local Partnership in research
(5’/ ¢ \\ World Food % FOOD POLICY on the role of school snacks
v Wi V RESEARCH on school performance of
5 J Programme A Nt R( 5. preschool

children in Armenia

D T
Caregiver Questionnaire

5

IFPRI

[ ] Uwubwlhgp gwilynipenih £ huymit; himwgqnunipjuwi hpuwwpulpwd wpnyniaputph
ophtiwy nLbkbw (kph wyn® ipk)):

<tnmwgnunnnh umnpugpnipnLip b wivwphy

HOURSEHOLD SURVEY INSTRUMENT

Note: In exceptional cases if the same caregiver has two childrem from the same classroom,
then two questionnaires have to be filled in.

1. Background Information (complete prior to reaching the household)

Interviewer Questionnaire
Information I number (to be
1.1 | Interviewer code 1.2 | completed by data
entry operator):
[
[ D W
1.3 | Date of interview /A P T N 1.4 | HHID |||
Day  Month Year

Child ID (Caregiver’s ID +

school ID plus)

[INTERVIEWER: In
Child exceptional cases if the .
information 1.5 | same caregiver has two Ch;ld name:

children from the same Child surname:

classroom, add 1 or 2 to Child age (D/M/Y):

the code for the first or Child grade:

second child.] Child gender: 1=Male 2=Female
School 6 School you visited to find ggﬁgg% ?Snre, elldd1|~ess|s L
information " | the address for the HH =l

School location

Geographic Child address (clarified from the school):
information on Region/marz:
the child 1.7 | Town/village name:
current place of HH address:
living

[INTERVIEWER! MAKE SURE YOU ARE TALKING TO AN ADULT (18 YEARS OLD OR OLDER)
MEMBER OF THIS HOUSEHOLD. MEMORIZE THE FOLLOWING TEXT AND ADDRESS IT TO
THE PERSON WHO OPENED THE DOOR. IF THE HOUSEHOLD MEMBER REFUSES TO
PARTICIPATE AT ANY POINT DURING THE INTRODUCTION, PROVIDE THIS INFORMATION
IN THE INTERVIEWER FORM.
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Hello, my name is /last name and first name/ and I represent the Caucasus Research Resource Center Armenia-
Foundation, a non-profit independent research center in Armenia. We are conducting research on the role of
school snacks on school performance of preschool children in Armenia. The research is funded by the World
Food Programme and is realized through International Food Policy Research Institute. The fieldwork of the
study is conducted by the CRRC-Armenia in partnership with Yerevan State University (YSU), Department of
Philosophy and Psychology, Faculty of Psychology, Chair of Personality Psychology.

We are very much interested in the opinion of families that have primary school age children. We received your
contact information from school and know that your child is attending the (name/number) school. Provide the
respondent with information sheet and ask for the informed consent.

DO YOU AGREE TO PARTICIPATE IN THE RESEARCH?
YES [ ] [INTERVIEWER: Tick yes, if the consent from the caregiver has been taken.]
NO [INTERVIEWER: Quit the interview.]

Before we proceed with the interview, I have to make sure that we both define the term HH in
the same way.

DEFINITION OF HOUSEHOLD

A HOUSEHOLD IS A GROUP OF PEOPLE WHO LIVE TOGETHER AND TAKE FOOD FROM THE “SAME
POT.” IN OUR SURVEY, A HOUSEHOLD MEMBER IS SOMEONE WHO HAS LIVED IN THE
HOUSEHOLD AT LEAST 3 MONTHS.

EVEN THOSE PERSONS WHO ARE NOT BLOOD RELATIONS (SUCH AS LODGERS, OR AGRICULTURAL
LABORERS) ARE CONSIDERED MEMBERS OF THE HOUSEHOLD IF THEY HAVE STAYED IN THE
HOUSEHOLD AT LEAST 3 MONTHS OF THE PAST 6 MONTHS AND TAKE FOOD FROM THE “SAME
POT.” IF SOMEONE STAYS IN THE SAME HOUSEHOLD BUT DOES NOT BEAR ANY COSTS FOR FOOD
OR DOES NOT TAKE FOOD FROM THE SAME POT, THEY ARE NOT CONSIDERED HOUSEHOLD
MEMBERS. FOR EXAMPLE, IF TWO BROTHERS STAY IN THE SAME HOUSE WITH THEIR FAMILIES
BUT THEY DO NOT SHARE FOOD COSTS AND THEY COOK SEPARATELY, THEN THEY ARE
CONSIDERED TWO SEPARATE HOUSEHOLDS.

GENERALLY, IF ONE PERSON STAYS MORE THAN 3 MONTHS OUT OF THE LAST 6 MONTHS
OUTSIDE THE HOUSEHOLD, THEY ARE NOT CONSIDERED HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS [UNLESS
MIGRATING FOR EMPLOYMENT]. WE DO NOT INCLUDE THEM EVEN IF OTHER HOUSEHOLD
MEMBERS CONSIDER THEM AS HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS.

EXCEPTIONS TO THESE RULES SHOULD BE MADE FOR:

e A NEWBORN CHILD LESS THAN 3 MONTHS OLD

¢ SOMEONE WHO HAS JOINED THE HOUSEHOLD THROUGH MARRIAGE LESS THAN 3
MONTHS AGO

e LODGERS, AND AGRICULTURAL LABORERS CURRENTLY IN THE HOUSEHOLD AND
WILL BE STAYING IN THE HOUSEHOLD FOR A LONGER PERIOD BUT ARRIVED LESS
THAN 3 MONTHS AGO.

DO NOT CONSIDER AS HOUSEHOLD MEMBER:

e A PERSON WHO DIED VERY RECENTLY THOUGH STAYED MORE THAN 3 MONTHS IN
LAST 6 MONTHS.
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e SOMEONE WHO HAS LEFT THE HOUSEHOLD THROUGH MARRIAGE LESS THAN 3
MONTHS AGO.

e LODGERS, AND AGRICULTURAL LABORERS WHO STAYED MORE THAN 3 MONTHS IN
LAST 6 MONTHS BUT LEFT PERMANENTLY.

e ANY CHILD OF THE FAMILY WHO HAS BEEN STUDYING AWAY FROM THE
HOUSEHOLDFOR MORE THAN 3 MONTHS.

THIS DEFINITION OF THE HOUSEHOLD IS VERY IMPORTANT. THE CRITERIA COULD BE
DIFFERENT FROM OTHER STUDIES YOU MAY BE FAMILIAR WITH, BUT YOU SHOULD KEEP IN
MIND THAT YOU SHOULD NOT INCLUDE THOSE PEOPLE WHO DO NOT MEET THESE CRITERIA.
PLEASE DISCUSS ANY QUESTIONS WITH THE INTERVIEWER.
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2. Information ab
1. HH MEMBER
ROLE IN THE
FAMILY:
[INTERVIEWER.
START WITH THE
MAIN
CAREGIVER
(INTERVIEWEE)
AND DEFINE THE
ROLE IN THE
FAMILY IN
REFERENCE TO
THE CHILD.]

1=MOTHER
o=FATHER
3=GRANDMOTHE
R
4=GRANDFATHE
R

5=SISTER
6=BROTHER
7=AUNT
8=UNCLE
9=OTHER
(SPECIFY)

2. YEAR
OF
BIRTH__

3.
GENDER
OF THE
HH
MEMBER

4. IS THIS MEMBER
STILL AT SCHOOL?
1.YES

2.NO

IF YES, WHAT IS THE
LAST GRADE
FINISHED?
1=NONE

2 = PRIMARY
SCHOOL (COMPLETE
OR INCOMPLETE)

3 = INCOMPLETE
SECONDARY

4= COMPLETED
SECONDARY

5= SPECIALIZED
SCHOOL, COLLEGE
6 = INCOMPLETE
HIGHER
EDUCATION

7= COMPLETED
HIGHER
EDUCATION
(BACHELORS,
MASTERS OR
SPECIALIZATION)
8= POST-GRADUATE
DEGREE

out HH members [to be filled out for each member of ho

5.1IF NO, WHAT IS
THE LEVEL OF
EDUCATION
OBTAINED/LAST
COMPLETED?

1= NONE
2 = PRIMARY SCHOOL
(COMPLETE OR
INCOMPLETE)

3 = INCOMPLETE
SECONDARY

4= COMPLETED
SECONDARY

5= SPECIALIZED
SCHOOL, COLLEGE

6 = INCOMPLETE
HIGHER EDUCATION
7= COMPLETED
HIGHER EDUCATION
(BACHELORS,
MASTERS OR
SPECIALIZATION)

8= POST-GRADUATE
DEGREE

sehold]

6. EMPLOYMENT
STATUS (IF HH
MEMBER ISOVER
18).

1=EMPLOYED
2=UNEMPLOYED
3=SELF-EMPLOYED
4=STILL IN
SCHOOL/STUDENT
5=RETIRED
6=0THER

7. IF EMPLOYED,
MENTION THE
EMPLOYMENT
STATUS.

1. NON-MANUAL
WORKER

2. MANUAL
WORKER

8. HOW MANY
MONTHS HAS THIS
MEMBER BEEN OUT
OF HOUSEHOLD IN
THE COURSE OF THE
PREVIOUS YEAR FOR
EMPLOYMENTOR FOR
DOING PAID WORK?
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3. Do you (your HH) receive assistance from Family Benefit Programme?
1. Yes

2. No

99. DK/RA

_4. Chid Information ...

INTERVIER: Now I would like to ask a few questions about the child who currently attends preschool.
| 5.1. Remind me the name of the child |

5.2. Did “name of the child” attend preschool last year?
1. Yes

2. No

88. DK

99. RA

5.3. Has “name of the child” been attending preschool on a regular basis this year?
1. Yes

2. No

88. DK

99. RA

5.4. Has “name of the child” been miss school due to illness or a visit to a doctor in the last
7 days? If yes, please indicate the number of days “name of the child” has missed school.

1. Yes, how many days?

2. No

88. DK

99. RA

5.5. Does “name of the child” currently have a cold or runny nose?
1. Yes

2. No

88. DK

99. RA
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5. Family Care Indicators

5.1. In the past week, did you or any other adult family member do the following
activities with (CHILD)?
If yes, ask:
Who engaged in this activity with (name): the child’s mother, the child’s father, a sibling or
another adult member of the household? [INTERVIEWER: circle all of the corresponding persons
who engaged with the child for each activity]. For each adult (mother, father, sibling, other
hnncahnld mamhar) whn ancaacad in tha asntisntyy wnth tha nhild wmrita in haw manyr dave
Mothe Father | Sibling | Other No one
1. Told stories to (name)? 1 2 3 4 0
2, Sang songs or lullabies with (name)? 1 2 3 4 0
3. Counted or drew things with (name)? 1 2 3 4 0
4. Took (name) outside the home 1 2 3 4 0
5. Read books or looked at picture 1 2 3 4 o)
books with (name)
6. Played with (name)? 1 2 3 4 0
7. SONGS (Yes - 2)
You mentioned that (adult name(s)) O Popular songs or songs they hear on the radio
sings to your child. I am going toread | O Lullabies
a list. Please say ‘yes’ if (adult O Songs that help children to learn (counting,
name(s)) sing these types of songs to colors)
(child name). You can say ‘yes’ to O Other children’s songs
more than one. [INTERVIEWER:
Read List.] days (mother) days
(father)
How many days did (adult name) sing days (sibling) days
warvdlh (A3l snavan) 33 dha ook viranl-9 £ 11 N
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8a. READING (Yes - 5)

You mentioned that (adult name(s))
read to your child. I am going to read
a list. Please say ‘yes’ if (adult
name(s)) read these types of things to

O Magazines or newspapers

O Books for children including picture books
O Books for adults

O Posters or wall calendars

(child name). You can say ‘yes’ to O Other
more than one.
[INTERVIEWER: Read List.]
days (mother) days
How many days did (adult name) read | (father)
with (child name)_in the nast week? Aoxre (eihlins Aaxee

8b. READING (No - 5)

Not all parents read to their children.
Could you please tell me why adults
in your home do not read to your
child?

Prompt: is there anything else?
[INETRVIEWER: Do not read list;

N b 'R ) L 1

O No access to books or reading materials
O Parents are too busy/ work demands

O Parents cannot read

O Child is too young

O Other

ga. PLAY (Yes - 6)

You mentioned that (adult name(s))
play with your child. I am going to
read a list. Please say ‘yes’ if these
are the types of things that (adult
name(s) and (child name) plays
with. You can list more than one.
[INTERVIEWER: Read List.]

How many days did (adult name) play
with (child name), in the past week?

O Toys from a store or market

O Home-made toys

O Things which make or play music

O Things for drawing and writing

O Household objects (e.g. bowls, plates, cups or
pots)

O Outside objects (e.g. sticks or rocks)

O Other

days (mother)

. days
(father)

9b. PLAY (No - 6)

Not all parents play with their
children. Could you please tell me
why adults in your home do not play
with your child?

Prompt: is there anything else?
[INETRVIEWER: Do not read list;

0 No access to play materials

O Parents are too busy/ work demands
O Child is too young

O Not important for children

O Other
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6. How many children’s books or picture books do you have for (name)?
1. None

2. Number of children’s books

99. DK/RA

7. Please reflect on the degree to which each of the following statements currently applies to your relationship with
your child. Please circle the answer you most agree with.

Definitely Not  Neutral

I share an affectionate, warm relationship with Applies  Definitivel

L. my child. dg%spi;()t really ’Sgl?é Somewhat y applies
My child and I always seem to be struggling Definitely Not Neutral A jiie Definitivel
2. Vv1>t,h each other. dg;spﬁfot really ’SEI(,)EE Somewhat y applies
Definitely Neutral . i
: . Not Applies  Definitivel
3. If upset, my child will seek comfort from me. dg%sp {;Ot really . E?et Somewhat y applies
Mf? child is uncomfortable with physical %%fégiﬁglg’ Not Negg;al Applies  Definitivel
4- affection or touch from me. Soly really ;=  Somewhat yapplies
Definitely Neutral . i
: : : — Not Applies  Definitivel
5. My child values his/her relationship with me. dgg”} ﬁ?t really Ill?et Somewhat y applies
6. When I praise my child, he/she beams with %%feigiﬁglty Not Neggrtal Applies  Definitivel
* pride. apply really 3 .  Somewhat yapplies
My child spontaneously shares information Definitely o Neutral  ppokes Definitivel
7- about himself/herself (in general). dg%%{;()t really ;gl?é Somewhat y applies
Definitely Neutral . ..
. : Not Applies  Definitivel
8. My child easily becomes angry at me. dg;sp ﬁ,ot really 3 11}19; Somuinn o eroplies
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It is easy to be in tune with what my child is
9- feeling.

My child remains angry or is resistant after
being disciplined.

10.
11. Dealing with my child drains my energy.

When my child is in a bad mood, I know we're

12- in for a long and difficult day.

12, My child's feelings toward me can be
3- unpredictable or can change suddenly.

14. My child is sneaky or manipulative with me.

1=, My child openly shares his/her feelings and
5 experiences with me.

Definitely
does not

apply
Definitely
does not
apply
Definitely
does not
apply
Definitely
does not
apply
Definitely
does not
apply
Definitely
does not
apply
Definitely
does not
apply

Not
really

Not
really

Not
really

Not
really

Not
really

Not
really

Not
really

Neutral
, hot
sure

Neutral
, hot
sure

Neutral
, hot
sure

Neutral
, hot
sure

Neutral
, hot
sure

Neutral
, hot
sure

Neutral
, hot
sure

Applies  Definitivel
Somewhat y applies

Applies  Definitivel
Somewhat y applies

Applies  Definitivel
Somewhat y applies

Applies  Definitivel
Somewhat y applies

Applies  Definitivel
Somewhat y applies

Applies  Definitivel
Somewhat y applies

Applies  Definitivel
Somewhat y applies

8. Please tell me did (name) have breakfast today?

1. Yes
2. No
88. DK
99. RA

9.1. Please tell on an average week how often does your child have breakfast?

1. Every day

2. Three or four times a week

3. One to two times a week

4. Never (specify the reason) (skip 9.2.)

9.2. Did the child consume any of the
following products?

9.2.1. Today

[INETRVIEWER: If the
child did not have

9.2.2, During the
Last 7 days
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breakfast today, but
did have it in the week,
fill in the right
column.]

Grains, white roots and tubers, and plantains

Pulses (beans, peas and lentils)

Nuts and seeds

Dairy

Meat, poultry and fish

Eggs

Dark green leafy vegetables

N [V (A (W (b=

Other vitamin-A rich fruits and vegetables (for
instance, apricot, peach, carrot, pumpkin)

Other vegetables

Other fruits

CONDITION OF HOUSHOLDS

10. Now I would like to ask about assets your
household may own.

_ ]
9
1. | Do you have hot running water supply? [OWNHWS]
[
?
2. | Do you have bathtub or shower? [OWNSH]
Local sanitation compound /hole with waste [
3. | products/ [OWNSAN]
(as source of water supply
, [
9
4. | Do you have centralized gas supply? [OWNCGS]
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Do you have an automatic washing machine?

[OWNWASH]
[
6. | Do you have a fixed telephone? [OWNT]
7. Do you have a computer? [
[OWNC]
T IF YES, HOW MANY?
8. | Do you have color TV? [OWNTV] [ ]
[OWNTV]
I IF YES, HOW MANY?
9. | Do you own a house/apartment? [OWNAIRC] [ ]
[OWNHA]
| IF YES, HOW MANY?
10. | Do you own a car/track? [OWNAIRC] [

|OWNCARS]

11.

Do you own any land?

[OWNAIRC] | IFYES, HOW MANY
SQ.M?
[ —

12.

Are you engaged in cattle breeding?

[
[BREEDING]
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11. Follow-up Monitoring

. If we have further questions do you ?:;\L 2 ]
) agree to be contacted later? — THANK YOU VERY MUCH
Could we contact your household via 0 =No FOR YOUR HELP!
2, phone? L = Yes || ALL INFORMATION IS KEPT
Name: IN STRICT CONFIDENCE AND
USED ONLY FOR OUR
3. If yes, please provide a telephone Your phone RESEARCH.
number: number: Number: WE DO NOT GIVE
I_i|_|l_|fll_|l_| INFORMATION ABOUT YOU,
: : — S Anylime(9-20) YOUR CHILD OR YOUR
What is the preferred time for receiving a call from us? o=Morning (9-13) FAMILY TO ANYONE.
4. Please circle all that apply unless the response = 1 _
(anytime) 3—Afterpoon (13-17)
4=Evening (17-20)

Impact Evaluation Inception Report, Armenia 70 | Page



Annex 4: Stakeholders Interviewed

In addition to the administrators of the 49 schools that implemented the trial (see the instrument in Annex 2) the following members of the
Evaluation Reference Group were interviewed by Sona Balasanyan in the course of the evaluation.

Mr. Robert Stepanyan, Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sport
Ms. Satenik Mkrtchyan, School Feeding Foundation

Mr. Hovsep Hovhannisyan, Ministry of Health,

Ms. Astghik Avagyan, Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs/

Mr. Mihran Hakobyan, UNICEF Armenia
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Annex 5: Documents gathered

. . Received - Link to Evaluation
Document Type Comment / Titles & dates of documents received Y/N (N/A) matrix
Project related documents

A mid-term evaluation of WFP’s Operation 02.2018 Y
A mid-term evaluation of WFP’s Operation: Management

02.2018 Y
Response
Development project Armenia 200128 02.2018 Y
Development project Action Plan 02.2018 Y
Standard Project Report 2016, 2017 02.2018 Y
Budget Revisions No 9, 10, 11 02.2018 Y
Note for the record (NFR) from Programme Review
Committee meeting (for original operation and budget 02.2018 NA
revisions if any)
Approved E)fcel budget (for original intervention and 02.9018 N
budget revisions if any)
WEFP Armenia ICSP related documents, logframe, narrative, 02.9018 Y
budget
School feeding factsheets 02.2018

Country Office Strategic Documents
National Strategic Review 05.2018 Y
Other
Assessment Reports

Comprghenswe Food Security Vulnerability and Nutrition 02.9018 Y
Analysis
Comprehensive Food Security Vulnerability Analysis 02.9018 Y

Update
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Assessment of the Agriculture and Rural Development

Sectors in the Eastern Partnership Countries. The Republic Y
of Armenia
Emergency Food Security Assessments NA
Food Security Monitoring System Bulletins NA
Market Assessments and Bulletins NA
Joint Assessment Missions (UNHCR/WFP) NA
Inter-Agency Assessments NA
Rapid needs assessments NA
Cash and voucher feasibility studies NA
Assessing the food security data relevance and collection
mechanisms in Armenia and Georgia (OXFAM) 02.2018 Y
Effects of the Financial Crisis on Vulnerable Households:
Follow-up Study (WFP) 02.2018 Y
?g;fém ;esearch: Food Security in the South Caucasus 02.2018 Y
Monitoring & Reporting (if applicable)
M&E Plan N
Country Situation Report NA
Country Executive Brief 05.2018 Y
Outcome Monitoring Report 06.2018 Y
Semi-annual Monitoring Report 2017 05.2018 Y
Beneficiary Verification Reports NA
Donor specific reports 05.2018 Y
Nutrition related documents
Demographic and Health Survey, 2010,2005,2015 02.2018 Y
Nutritional status of RA population (OXFAM) 02.2018 Y
Cost of the Diet (WFP) 02.2018 Y
Nutritional diversification in Armenia (OFFAM) 02.2018 Y
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Health behaviors of Armenian schoolchildren as a risk

factor for developing NCDs 02.2018

Nutrition Country Profile: Armenia 02.2018

Nutrition Mission report 02.2018 Y

CBT Sectorial Assessments

Supply Chain Assessment 02.2018 Y

ICT Assessment 02.2018 Y

Micro and macro financial Assessment 02.2018 Y

Education

Assessment on the.: access of children to preschool education 02.9018

services in Armenia

WB Education Improvement project 02.2018

Policy documents

Armenia Development Strategy for 2014-25 02.2018 Y

Programme of the RA Government 02.2018 Y

Republic of Armenia Law on Food Security, 02.2018 Y

gglel&leg’d Adolescent Health and Development National 02.2018 v

Concept for Improving Child Feeding 02.2018 Y

The Strategic Plan on Promoting Healthy Lifestyle 02.2018 Y

Sustainable School Feeding Strategy 02.2018 Y

The State Programme of Education Development 02.2018 Y

Resource mobilisation (if applicable)

Resource Situation N

Contribution statistics by month N

Resource mobilization strategy N
N

NFRs Donor meetings

Maps
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Operational Map 02.2018 Y
Logistics Map NA
Food/Cash/voucher Distribution Location Map NA
Food Security Map 02.2018 Y

Other documents collected by the team

(including external ones)

NSS, Social Snapshot 2010-2016 02.2018 Y
Specify NSS, Food Security and Poverty 2010-2016 02.2018 Y
The Millennium Development Goals Report 02.2018 Y
UNDAF. 2016-2020 02.2018 Y
Implementation of the European Neighbourhood Policy in
Armenia: Progress in 2014 and recommendations for 02.2018 Y
actions
Global Economic Outlook 02.2018 Y
Child Poverty in Armenia: National Multiple Overlapping

Lo . 02.2018
Deprivation Analysis

02.2018

Armenia: Poverty and shared prosperity
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Annex 6: List of Acronyms

AMD Armenian Dram

BPVS British Picture Vocabulary Scales

CBT Cash-Based Transfers

CDC Centre for Disease Control

CHC Cattell-Horn-Carrol theory of cognitive abilities
CO Country Office

CSp Country Strategic Plan

DE QS Outsourced Quality Support Service
DHS Demographic and Health Survey

EB Executive Board

ERG Evaluation Reference Group

FAO Food and Agriculture Organization
GDP Gross Domestic Product

HDI Human Development Index

HQ Headquarter

ICC Inter-cluster correlation

IFPRI International Food Policy Research Institute
IR Inception Report

IRB Institutional review board

LMIC Low- and middle- income countries
MoES The Ministry of Education and Science
MoH Ministry of Health

OEV Office of Evaluation

RA Republic of Armenia

RB Regional Bureau
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RCPM
SE

SIFI
SOP
SSFF
TOR
UNDP
UNICEF
WFP

WPPSI

Ravens Colored Progressive Matrices

Standard Error

The Social and Industrial Foodservice Institute
Standard Operating Procedure

Sustainable School Feeding Foundation

Terms of Reference

United Nations Development Program

United Nations Children's Fund

World Food Programme

Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence
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