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Executive Summary 

Nigeria faces a critical challenge with out-of-school children (OOSC), with 2023 estimates indicating that 8.9 million 

primary school-age children and 3.9 million junior secondary school-age children are not attending school.1 While 

the majority of OOSC are concentrated in the northeast and northwest, numbers are rising in other regions, 

including the south.2 Despite long-standing recognition of the issue, there is limited evidence on effective 

interventions to address it. In response, the Nigeria National Council on Education (NCE) approved the 

Accelerated Basic Education Programme (ABEP) in 2019 to support overage OOSC aged 10 to 18 who have been 

out of school for two or more years. 

With backing from the Federal Ministry of Education, efforts are ongoing to institutionalise and expand ABEP at 

the state level, though implementation is primarily funded by development partners. The programme is active in 

Borno, Yobe, Adamawa, Jigawa, Kano, Sokoto, and Kaduna, with potential expansion to other states. Early 

findings from ABEP indicate positive outcomes, with many enrolled children successfully transitioning to formal 

education or vocational training.  

FCDO commissioned this ABEP Scalability Study to (i) Analyse and document the results of ABEP in Nigeria; (ii) 

Identify, understand, and document the key design and implementation features of ABEP in Nigeria; (iii) Identify, 

contextualise, and document the external enabling factors and barriers that need to be considered for scaling 

ABEP to other locations in Nigeria; and (iv) Identify and document best practices and lessons learnt from 

accelerated education programmes implemented in other contexts. Evidence was gathered for this report through 

a mixed methods approach comprising: 

• Review of secondary quantitative data from programmes currently implementing ABEP 

• Document review from programmes currently implementing ABEP 

• Evidence review of Accelerated Education Programmes (AEPs) in Nigeria and regionally 

• Key informant interviews with ABEP stakeholders 

The study examined four programmes implementing ABEP: FCDO’s Partnership for Learning for All in Nigeria 

(PLANE), Opportunities to Learn (OTL), and two EU-funded initiatives—one focused on ABEP’s design and pilot 

phase, and another that is just beginning. Most of the insights and data presented in this study come from PLANE 

and OTL. However, the study faced several limitations, including limited cost data, gaps in implementation 

documentation, and restricted stakeholder consultations. 

An overview of the key findings and recommendations arising from them, structured around the four objectives of 

the study, is presented as follows. 

1. ABEP Results 

Key findings 

ABEP has achieved significant results in enrolment, mainstreaming, and learning outcomes, with 

notable benefits for girls but limited impact on children with disabilities. The programmes covered in this 

study have enrolled over 230,000 learners across five cohorts, with strong female participation (56% of 

enrolees) but low representation of children with disabilities. While approximately 37% of learners have 

transitioned to formal education, dropout rates remain high, particularly among boys and children with 

disabilities, underscoring challenges in sustaining participation. Learning assessments show substantial 

 

1 Nigeria Education Factsheet 2023 https://www.unicef.org/nigeria/media/9211/file/Nigeria%20Education%20Fact%20Sheets.pdf  
2 Egbujuo, Chima Jonas. Opportunities and challenges to support out-of-school children and youth through Flexible Education Models: Case 
study of Nigeria. University of Auckland and Accelerated Education Working Group (AEWG), 2022. 

https://www.unicef.org/nigeria/media/9211/file/Nigeria%20Education%20Fact%20Sheets.pdf


ABEP Scalability Study 
 

ii 
 

improvements in literacy and numeracy, particularly for the lowest-performing learners. Girls consistently 

outperform boys in both areas. 

Recommendations 

• Enhance the communication of ABEP outcomes: The Nigerian Educational Research and Development 

Council (NERDC), with support from the Universal Basic Education Commission (UBEC) and the National 

Commission for Mass Literacy, Adult and Non-Formal Education (NMEC), should develop a comprehensive 

strategy to showcase programme results across Nigeria, emphasising both state-level and federal 

achievements. Tailored reports, presentations, and infographics should clearly communicate the positive 

impacts of ABEP, thereby building support among policymakers, stakeholders, and potential partners. 

• Systematically document and share success stories: Implementing partners and funders should establish 

a repository of success narratives that highlight achievements at multiple levels—from governance innovations 

to individual beneficiary experiences. These documented stories will serve as powerful advocacy tools, raising 

awareness about the programme’s benefits, inspiring replication of effective practices, and driving stakeholder 

buy-in. 

• Investigate gender dynamics in enrolment: NERDC and development partners should conduct focused 

research to determine whether ABEP’s approach effectively enrols out-of-school girls and to understand the 

underlying factors behind this success. This investigation should explore how the programme addresses 

barriers such as harmful gender norms, conflict-exacerbated challenges, and various forms of school-based 

and gender-based violence. Insights gained will inform the design of future interventions that are more 

responsive to the unique needs of girls. 

• Examine and address high dropout rates: UNICEF and Plan International should undertake a thorough 

analysis of the high dropout rates, with particular attention to trends among boys and children with disabilities. 

Research should aim to identify the factors contributing to early disengagement from the programme and 

assess whether existing remedial measures are effective. This evidence will be critical in developing targeted 

strategies to improve learner retention and ensure long-term educational success. 

• Improve inclusion and retention for Children with Disabilities (CwD): NERDC, funders and implementing 

partners should prioritise research to understand the causes of both the low enrolment and the high dropout 

rates among CwD. Studies should investigate potential barriers such as inaccessible infrastructure, challenges 

in identifying eligible learners, and gaps in teacher training on inclusive practices. The findings will be essential 

for designing interventions that create a more supportive and accessible learning environment for CwD. 

• Strengthen tracking of transitions to alternative education pathways, Including Technical and 

Vocational Education and Training (TVET). ABEP implementing partners should collect and analyse data on 

the number of learners who are mainstreamed into alternative education pathways upon completing the 

programme, with a particular focus on transitions to TVET. This analysis should aim to quantify how many 

learners pursue these alternatives, identify patterns or gaps in access, and assess how well the programme is 

supporting these transitions. 

2. ABEP Design and Implementation 

Key findings 

ABEP was developed through a rigorous process aligned with global accelerated learning standards 

and lessons from past programmes in Nigeria, and it is seen as an integrated approach to help address 

the OOSC crisis in Nigeria. Its structured package—including the curriculum, implementation manual, and 

teacher training manual—is highly valued for its clarity and practical guidance, enabling effective 

implementation. However, gaps remain in areas such as federal and state-level management, teacher 

recruitment, transition pathways, and sustainability, which require further refinement, particularly for scaling. 
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Beyond its components, ABEP is recognised as an integrated, child-centred, and community-based approach 

to addressing Nigeria’s out-of-school children crisis. 

Successful ABEP implementation is driven by its flexibility, community engagement, and strong local 

ownership. The programme’s adaptable learning environments, timetables, and curriculum enhance 

accessibility and affordability, particularly for children balancing education with household responsibilities. The 

master trainer model and use of community facilitators strengthen local engagement, though concerns remain 

about sustainability due to reliance on external funding. Political will and leadership at the state level, especially 

from governors and education commissioners, are crucial enablers, as seen in states like Adamawa, where 

advocacy has driven progress. Adamawa stands out as the most successful example of state-level political 

engagement in the design, implementation, and potential funding of ABEP. With over 360 learning centres 

established and ongoing discussions to integrate these into the state budget, the leadership of the deputy 

governor and education authorities has been pivotal. This achievement reflects a strategic approach, including 

advocacy, awareness-raising, and the formation of a state-level ABEP management committee, setting 

Adamawa apart from other states like Borno and Yobe.  

The implementation of ABEP faces significant structural, institutional, and operational barriers that limit 

its reach and effectiveness. The absence of a robust institutional framework has led to overlapping 

responsibilities between federal and state education bodies, while weak promotion efforts and the lack of a 

dedicated entity to drive adoption have left many states unaware or uninterested in the programme. Additionally, 

the lack of integration with the Almajiri School System and unstructured, underfunded mainstreaming efforts 

hinder scalability and learner transitions. Centralised control of curriculum materials delays distribution, further 

impeding implementation. Finally, the absence of a clear strategy for identifying, enrolling, and supporting 

children with disabilities creates additional barriers to inclusion. 

Recommendations 

• Review and update ABEP implementation guidance: The new Technical Working Group on Almajiri and 

Out-of-School Children, in collaboration with donors and implementation partners, should lead a consultative 

process to refine the ABEP implementation guidance. This review should focus on areas needing 

improvement, as identified in this report, particularly providing clearer guidance on teacher recruitment, 

management, and remuneration to ensure consistency across states and improve retention and effectiveness 

and enhancing state-level ownership and clarity on roles and responsibilities at different levels of governance. 

• Conduct a comprehensive cost analysis of ABEP: NERDC, in collaboration with development and 

implementing partners, should lead an in-depth investigation into the costs of ABEP. This study should aim to 

establish standardised cost calculations, including the cost per enrolled child, cost per learning centre and a 

breakdown of key cost components (e.g., teacher remuneration, learning materials, infrastructure, and 

administrative costs). The findings from the cost analysis should be used to create practical cost estimation 

tools that allow state education officials to assess the financial implications of implementing ABEP in their 

respective state and compare ABEP costs with available education budgets and funding opportunities and 

make informed decisions on resource allocation based on the estimated number of OOSC in their state. 

• Establish a national cadre of master trainers: A structured master trainer programme should be developed 

at the federal level to ensure the rapid, consistent, and high-quality rollout of learning facilitator training across 

states. NERDC could potentially host and manage this cadre to ensure uniformity and efficiency in training 

delivery. 

• Agree on standardised models for learning facilitator recruitment and management: The Teachers 

Registration Council of Nigeria, with support from UBEC, NMEC, State Universal Basic Education Boards 

(SUBEBs), and State Agencies for Mass Education (SAMEs), should define clear models for recruiting, 

managing, and remunerating learning facilitators within ABEP. Given that teacher costs are the most 

significant factor affecting ABEP’s scalability and sustainability, this effort should explore options for integrating 

learning facilitators into state education systems while maintaining the flexibility needed for community-based 

implementation. 
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• Training for supporting OOSC transition: The National Commission for Colleges of Education (NCCE) and 

the National Universities Commission (NUC) should incorporate training on supporting the transition of OOSC 

into formal schooling into both pre-service and in-service teacher programmes nationwide. The curriculum in 

these trainings should prioritise equipping formal education teachers with the skills to facilitate the 

mainstreaming and reintegration of former OOSC, including those transitioning from ABEP, into formal 

schools. This approach will ease their transition and ensure effective integration into the formal education 

system. 

3. ABEP Scalability 

Key findings 

The scalability of ABEP relies on strong state-level political will, a community-based approach, and 

effective coordination across stakeholders. Its model—combining federal endorsement with regional 

adaptability—supports expansion, but scaling efforts must prioritise strengthening the recruitment, 

management, and remuneration of learning facilitators. Developing technical expertise, particularly through 

master trainer training, is also essential. Additionally, improving data systems and strategic monitoring will 

enhance scalability and long-term sustainability, while a robust, consensus-based institutional framework is 

crucial for effective coordination and implementation at scale. 

However, the scalability and sustainability of ABEP are hindered by weak transition pathways, 

inconsistent state buy-in, and a lack of evidence on cost-effectiveness. The absence of clear mechanisms 

for transitioning learners into formal education reduces incentives for enrolment and completion, limits 

government support, and leads to inefficient resource allocation. Additionally, varying levels of state government 

awareness and commitment to ABEP, along with perceptions of OOSC as a regional issue, affect funding 

allocation and advocacy efforts. Strengthening transition pathways, increasing state buy-in, and providing 

evidence on ABEP’s cost-effectiveness are critical for its long-term success and integration into the education 

system. 

To strengthen ABEP’s scalability, it is essential to clarify and reduce fragmentation in institutional roles 

at the state and federal level, ensuring better coordination among stakeholders. Effective implementation 

requires stronger collaboration between SAMEs, with their mandate on out-of-school children, and SUBEBs, 

with their funding capacity, and federal level institutions such as UBEC and NMEC. At the community and local 

government area (LGA) levels, community-based organisations (CBOs) and local coalitions are key to the 

programme’s success, driving essential activities such as community mapping, enrolment, facilitator 

nominations, and resource mobilisation, which help link policy to practice and ensure the programme meets 

local needs. 

Ongoing advocacy and grassroots-level sensitisation are crucial to renewing ABEP’s momentum, 

addressing misconceptions, and securing long-term government commitment at both federal and state 

levels. Consistent efforts to raise awareness are essential for maintaining and expanding the programme’s 

reach, ensuring its scalability and sustainability. Additionally, effective dissemination of best practices through 

exposure visits, success stories, and robust data and research is vital for building political and stakeholder buy-

in and driving wider adoption of ABEP. 

Recommendations 

• Integrate ABEP into the Almajiri education system: The FME, including UBEC, NMEC, and the National 

Commission for Almajiri and OOSC Education, should collaborate to define a framework for integrating ABEP 

in the Almajiri education system. This integration should be formally incorporated into ABEP’s implementation 

guidance, providing clear instructions for states on how to adapt and operationalise this alignment. 

• Investigate ABEP’s political economy for expansion: Development partners should conduct a political 

economy analysis of ABEP’s implementation to identify the key enablers for successful uptake. This analysis 

should build on existing cases, such as Adamawa, to understand what has worked in securing government 
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commitment, funding, and implementation at the state level. The findings should inform strategies for 

introducing ABEP into new states. 

• Develop a consensus-based institutional framework: ABEP stakeholders, including federal and state 

actors, should come together to establish a new institutional framework for ABEP governance and 

implementation. This framework should clarify responsibilities across federal, state, and local levels, ensuring 

alignment between FME and SME agencies (UBEC, NMEC, SAMEs, SUBEBs) and strengthening coordination 

mechanisms for sustainability. 

• Enhance links between ABEP learning centres and formal schools: A stronger, structured transition 

pathway should be established to ensure ABEP learners successfully mainstream into formal education. 

NMEC, UBEC, SAMEs, and SUBEBs should lead efforts to strengthen coordination between ABEP learning 

centres and formal school, ensure adequate funding and planning for transition mechanisms and develop 

support systems for learners transitioning into formal education to improve retention and success rates. 

4. Learnings from other contexts 

Key findings 

ABEP shares many similarities with successful AEPs and can improve by learning from strategies on 

learner transition, tailored support, and teacher recruitment and retention. Leveraging existing 

infrastructure and teachers for scaling ABEP could make expansion more feasible and cost-effective, though 

care must be taken to avoid overburdening education systems when sharing resources between AEPs and 

formal schools. As more governments take ownership of AEPs, challenges in governance, funding, and 

implementation have surfaced, highlighting the need to balance scalability with sustainability to ensure the 

continued effectiveness of ABEP. 

Recommendations 

• Conduct longitudinal research to inform ABEP scale-up: NERDC and development partners should 

conduct longitudinal research to generate crucial data supporting government-led scale-up efforts for ABEP. 

This research should track learner outcomes, retention, and progression to assess whether ABEP-supported 

learners remain and advance within formal schools and how their performance compares to their peers. These 

insights will help ensure that scale-up strategies are evidence-based, responsive to learner needs, and aligned 

with national education priorities. 

• Strengthen post-transition support for ABEP graduates: To enhance the long-term success of ABEP 

graduates, SUBEBs and SAMEs should provide continuous support to learners, their families, and schools 

beyond the transition phase, ideally as part of formal education support packages to avoid stigma. This should 

include academic reinforcement, psychological and social support, and targeted capacity-building for schools 

to create an enabling environment that helps learners thrive in the formal education system. 

• Develop regionally adapted ABEP curriculum: NERDC, in collaboration with other state-level agencies, 

should design and implement adapted curricula that address the specific needs of different regions and 

demographic groups, such as the Almajiri community and the nomadic peoples. These adaptations should 

maintain flexibility while ensuring cultural, linguistic, and contextual 

• Advance systemic solutions for ABEP sustainability: Development partners should actively promote 

systemic solutions to key challenges affecting ABEP’s scalability and sustainability. This includes advocating 

for improved mechanisms to recruit, manage, and remunerate learning facilitators, ensuring a consistent 

supply of teaching materials, and strengthening transition support systems to help learners integrate 

successfully into formal education. 
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1.0 Introduction 

The number of out-of-school children (OOSC) in Nigeria is alarmingly high. Recent estimates for 2023 

indicate that around 8.9 million primary school-age children and 3.9 million junior secondary school-age children 

were not attending school.3 While the majority of OOSC are concentrated in the northeast and northwest 

regions, there is a concerning rise in numbers across other regions, particularly in the south.4 Despite the 

problem being well-documented and acknowledged for several years, there is still limited evidence worldwide, 

and especially in Nigeria, on effective strategies to address it.  

In 2019, the Nigeria National Council on Education (NCE), the highest policymaking body in the country's 

education sector, approved a national initiative to provide an Accelerated Education Programme (AEP) for 

overage OOSC aged 10 to 18. This initiative, known as the Accelerated Basic Education Programme 

(ABEP), aims to address the educational needs of children who have been out of school for two or more 

years. 

With recognition and support from the Federal Ministry of Education (FME), efforts are underway to 

institutionalise ABEP at the state level and expand its implementation. Currently, the programme is 

predominantly funded by development partners through large education initiatives. ABEP is being implemented 

in Borno, Yobe, Adamawa, Jigawa, Kano, Sokoto, and Kaduna, with the possibility of additional states adopting 

it. However, a comprehensive list of implementation locations is not widely documented. 

Initial findings from the most advanced implementations indicate that ABEP is having a positive impact 

on overage OOSC in participating locations. Early data indicates that a substantial number of children 

enrolled in the programme are successfully transitioning to formal education or vocational training. The 

programme is also proving effective in enhancing learning outcomes, especially for children with low initial 

learning levels and for girls. 

As a result, FCDO, in collaboration with ABEP stakeholders in the Nigeria Accelerated Education Working 

Group (AEWG), wanted to generate evidence on the effectiveness of ABEP and explore the feasibility of scaling 

ABEP to additional locations in Nigeria. To support this effort, FCDO commissioned the ABEP Scalability 

Study to explore the success of ABEP and document pathways for potential expansion. This report 

presents the findings of this study. 

The scalability of ABEP is considered in two ways: (1) expanding its reach within existing states by increasing 

local government adoption, ideally led by state governments, and (2) introducing ABEP in new states where it 

is not yet implemented. 

This report examines ABEP’s scalability by assessing its successes, challenges, and lessons for 

improvement and expansion. It begins with an introduction to ABEP, outlining its key components and 

development (Section 1), followed by the study’s methodology (Section 2). The report then presents key findings 

on ABEP’s design and implementation to date (Section 3), insights to inform its potential scalability (Section 4) 

and learnings from other contexts (Section 5). It finishes with the conclusions and recommendations for ABEP’s 

future (Section 6). 

 

1.1. Introduction to ABEP 

ABEP aims to provide an alternative basic education pathway for overage out-of-school children and youth, 

enabling them to either transition into formal schooling or pursue vocational training. The programme is 

structured into three levels aligned with the formal education system, targeting children based on their prior 

 

3 Nigeria Education Factsheet 2023 https://www.unicef.org/nigeria/media/9211/file/Nigeria%20Education%20Fact%20Sheets.pdf  
4 Egbujuo, Chima Jonas. Opportunities and challenges to support out-of-school children and youth through Flexible Education Models: 
Case study of Nigeria. University of Auckland and Accelerated Education Working Group (AEWG), 2022. 

https://www.unicef.org/nigeria/media/9211/file/Nigeria%20Education%20Fact%20Sheets.pdf
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schooling experience. The programme specifically targets children aged 10-18 who have either dropped out of 

school or never attended and are now overage for formal primary education. 

ABEP's curriculum includes five core subjects: English Studies, Mathematics, Basic Science and 

Technology, Nigerian History and Values, and a selected Nigerian language (Hausa, Igbo, or Yoruba).  

Key implementation elements include a structured curriculum, a National Implementation Guidance 

document to support education officials and practitioners, and a Teacher Training Manual designed to equip 

educators with the necessary skills to deliver accelerated learning effectively. More details on ABEP’s structure, 

curriculum, and implementation can be found in Annex A. 

1.1.1. History and development of ABEP 

ABEP was conceived in 2019 initially in response to the severe disruptions caused by Boko Haram activity in 

northern Nigeria, which led to a significant rise in the number of OOSC in affected areas. Education 

stakeholders, including federal and state governments and development partners, recognised that early 

emergency education efforts in refugee camps lacked a structured pathway back into formal schooling or 

vocational training. This realisation sparked discussions within the Education in Emergencies Working Group 

(EiEWG) and led to the idea of developing a standardised curriculum to bridge the gap between non-formal and 

formal education. 

Following discussions within the EiEWG, partners such as Plan International and Save the Children, with 

financial support from the European Union, collaborated with the Nigerian Educational Research and 

Development Council (NERDC) to develop ABEP. The focus was on equipping children with functional literacy 

and numeracy skills rather than delivering a fully comprehensive curriculum, aiming to facilitate their 

reintegration into formal schooling. In November 2019 at its 64th session, the Nigeria’s National Council on 

Education officially approved ABEP, including the curriculum for five subjects, national implementation 

guidelines, and a teacher training package. 

ABEP was piloted in Borno from 2020 to 2021 through a project funded by the European Union and implemented 

by Plan International. The pilot enrolled a single cohort in ABEP and served as a proving ground for the 

curriculum, the implementation framework, and the development of implementation guidance. It also provided 

an opportunity to refine less-developed aspects of the curriculum. 

Since then, the focus has been on implementing ABEP across different states. The programme package 

has remained largely unchanged since its inception and has been predominantly implemented in northern 

states, including Borno, Yobe, Adamawa, Jigawa, Kaduna, and Sokoto. However, the increasing number of 

OOSC across Nigeria has brought renewed attention to ABEP as a potential solution to address this challenge 

nationwide. This study aims to contribute to the ongoing discussion on whether ABEP could be an effective 

solution for addressing the issue of OOSC across the country. 

 

1.2. Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study is to understand if and how ABEP is a feasible and affordable solution to reducing 

numbers of overage OOSC between the ages of 10 and 18 in Nigeria.  It aims to generate evidence and insights 

that can be used to develop practical, scalable solutions for addressing the issue of OOSC aged 10 to 18 in 

Nigeria, and more broadly, to address the overall OOSC problem in the country. 

The study has four objectives: 

• Objective 1: Analyse and document the results of ABEP in Nigeria. 

• Objective 2: To identify, understand, and document the key design and implementation features of the 

PLANE ABEP and other ABEPs in Nigeria. 

• Objective 3: To identify, contextualise, and document the external enabling factors and barriers that need 

to be considered for scaling ABEP to other locations in Nigeria. 
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• Objective 4: Identify and document best practices and lessons learnt from accelerated education 

programmes implemented in other contexts.  

The primary audiences for the insights of this study are stakeholders in Nigeria involved in funding, designing, 

delivering, and influencing ABEP, including the Technical Working Group on Almajiri and OOSC, relevant 

ministries, agencies and commissions of the federal and state governments, donors, and international non-

governmental organisations (NGOs). We anticipate that these insights will primarily offer evidence-based 

recommendations for designing and implementing ABEP interventions and inform financing strategies. We also 

expect that findings will allow for course correction and adaptation of existing initiatives, support collaboration 

among stakeholders, and identify key features of PLANE ABEP that can be scaled and replicated in other 

regions and educational contexts within Nigeria.  

 

2.0 Methodology 

2.1. Approach 

Action Research (AR) is the methodological approach used in this study. AR focuses on acquiring knowledge, 

fostering learning and reflection, promoting collaboration and empowerment, and—crucially—driving action 

toward positive change. It actively engages researchers and stakeholders, including implementers and 

practitioners, to develop practical solutions while generating new knowledge. Given its emphasis on addressing 

real-world challenges and achieving practical outcomes, AR was a well-suited methodology for exploring the 

scalability challenges of ABEP. 

The key research partners for this study included funders and implementers of the programmes under which 

ABEP is currently being implemented, as well as the NERDC, which leads ABEP within the Ministry of 

Education. Additionally, various Ministry of Education departments with mandates on OOSC, including the 

Universal Basic Education Commission (UBEC) and the National Commission for Mass Literacy, Adult and Non-

Formal Education (NMEC), were involved. A full list of the stakeholders consulted as part of this study is 

provided in Annex B. 

The core aim of this approach is to empower partners with a deeper understanding of Accelerated Education 

(AE) policy and its implementation at federal and state levels, equipping them to drive meaningful change. 

 

2.2. Scope 

For Objectives 1, 2 and 3, the study focused on the ABEP work carried out under four programmes which are 

currently being implemented in Borno, Yobe, Adamawa, Jigawa, Kano, and Sokoto These are detailed in Table 

1 below and additional information is provided in Annex C. For Objective 4, the scope extends primarily to AE 

programmes implemented in Nigeria and Africa. 

Table 1: Programmes within the scope of the study 

Programme Funder ABEP partners Timeframe Location Status 

PLANE FCDO 

UNICEF, Plan 

International, Save 

the Children (StC) 

2021-2025 
Borno and 

Yobe 

Cohort 1 and 

Cohort 2 finalised 

Cohort 3 Ongoing 
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Opportunities to 

Learn (OTL)5 
USAID 

IRC, Plan 

International 
2021-2026 

Adamawa, 

Borno and 

Yobe 

Cohort 1 and 

Cohort 2 finalised 

European Union I EU 
Plan International, 

Street Child 
2018-2021 Borno Finalised (2021) 

European Union II EU Plan International 2024-2027 

Jigawa, 

Kano, and 

Sokoto 

Inception phase 

Source: Elaborated by the authors with information from the programmes 

 

2.3. Research Questions and Areas of Interest 

The study was guided by 24 research questions (see Annex D). For the purpose of analysis and reporting, 

and with the view of providing a coherent narrative to the report, we have clustered the research questions into 

eight areas of interest. These are presented in Table 2 below: 

Table 2: Study Areas of Interest 

Area of Interest Description 

 
Results Educational outcomes and impact and unintended consequences 

 
Design 

Key components and design elements of PLANE ABEP that have contributed 

to its success and how adaptable these are, risks and challenges and how 

close design adheres to government curriculum and guidelines 

 
Implementation 

Implementation strategies, factors and conditions for success, consistency, 

barriers, good practices and success stories 

 
Cost Current costs of PLANE ABEP and cost-effectiveness 

 
Scalability 

Enablers and barriers to scale, key organisations, institutions and 

programmes, and funding mechanisms and financial models. 

 

Organisations & 

Institutions 
Key organisations and institutions and their role in scaling ABEP 

 

Learning from 

other contexts 

Lessons learnt and best practices from other AE programmes in Nigeria 

(comprehensive) and regionally (targeted). 

 

5 The programme was terminated in early 2025 due to funding reductions implemented by the United States Agency for International 

Development (USAID), following budgetary decisions by the U.S. administration. 
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Communication 

strategies 

Communications strategies effective in promoting scale, good practices and 

success stories 

Source: Elaborated by the authors 

 

2.4. Methods 

The study utilised secondary data and documentation, supplemented by the collection of qualitative primary 

data through key informant interviews (KIIs). The methods employed to address the research questions are 

outlined in Figure 1 below. 

Figure 1: Study methods and data sources 

Review of secondary 

quantitative data

 

Document Review 

 

Evidence Review

 

Key Informant Interviews 

 

• Enrolment data 

• Mainstreaming data 

• Learning outcomes data 

• Cost estimates data 

• ABEP curriculum and 

guidance 

• Programmes guidance 

tools 

• Programmes 

assessment tools 

• Programmes 

assessment reports 

• Research studies 

• Academic articles 

• Learning briefs 

• Programme 

evaluations 

• Evidence reviews 

• PLANE implementing 

partners 

• OTL implementing 

partners 

• EU implementing 

partners 

• ABEP Funders 

• ABEP government 

stakeholders 

Source: Elaborated by the authors 

 

2.5. Data analysis, synthesis and sense-making 

Based on a comprehensive analysis of both secondary and primary data, we generated findings, insights on 

scalability, learnings and recommendations aligned with the research questions. Documentation and data were 

appraised, cleaned, organised, and analysed to address the research areas outlined in Table 2. 

In line with our AR approach, we held an emerging findings session with FCDO on 12 February 2025 before 

drafting this report. Additionally, the report will be shared with key stakeholders for feedback prior to its 

finalisation. Finally, we will conduct a series of presentations to engage ABEP stakeholders, gather their input, 

and refine the study findings based on their insights. 
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2.6. Limitations  

Table 3 below outlines the main limitations of the ABEP scalability study. 

Table 3: Study limitations  

Limitations Implications 

Limited cost 

data availability 

We received limited cost data from ABEP partners, primarily as estimates rather than 

actual expenditures. These estimates were incomplete and based on procurement data. 

Gaps in 

implementation 

documentation 

Additionally, we received a limited amount of implementation documents, limiting our 

ability to conduct a comprehensive analysis of ABEP’s implementation. 

Restricted 

stakeholder 

consultation 

Consultations were focused on 20 interviews, meaning some implementation partners 

and government institutions at both federal and state levels were not included. This has, 

to some extent, impacted the depth and comprehensiveness of the findings. 

Limited 

implementation 

experience 

beyond conflict-

affected states 

ABEP’s implementation has been largely confined to Adamawa, Borno, and Yobe, 

where conflict-driven disruption and exclusion shape its delivery. There is limited 

experience and data on its implementation in more stable states or those with different 

characteristics, such as IQTE-prevalent northern states or southern states with distinct 

challenges. 

 

3.0 Findings 

This section presents a detailed analysis of the findings related to ABEP. It is divided into three sub-sections: 

Section 3.1 provides an overview of the results of ABEP implementation to date, highlighting key outcomes and 

progress. Section 3.2 examines the design of ABEP, focusing on the enablers and barriers encountered during 

its implementation, which have influenced its effectiveness. Finally, Section 3.3 explores the costs associated 

with ABEP, offering insights into the financial aspects of the programme and its cost-efficiency. 

The remaining areas covered in the study, as outlined in Table 2, are addressed in Section 4: Insights and 

Section 5: Learnings from Other Contexts. Section 4 explores the scalability of ABEP, identifying key 

organisations and institutions involved, as well as communication strategies for scaling. Section 5 highlights key 

lessons from other contexts that can inform the scalability of ABEP. 

 

3.1.  ABEP Results and Outcomes 

This section draws on data provided by the programmes to examine enrolment trends, mainstreaming 

in ABEP, and learning outcomes. To analyse these aspects and derive the findings detailed below, the study 

team relied primarily on data from PLANE and OTL partners, particularly the learning assessments conducted 

for each ABEP cohort. Specifically, the study team reviewed baseline, midline, and endline assessments for 

Cohorts 1 and 2 of PLANE ABEP, as well as the endline assessments for Cohorts 1 and 2 of OTL. The findings 

presented below are primarily based on data from these assessments.  

Key Findings 

• ABEP enrolled over 230,000 Learners, with high enrolment of girls, but struggled to include children with 

disabilities and faced significant dropout rates, particularly among boys and children with disabilities 
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• ABEP successfully mainstreamed6 approximately 37% of enrolled learners, with a high proportion of girls, 

but gender-specific gains in transitioning to formal schooling remain limited. 

• ABEP demonstrates substantial improvements in literacy and numeracy outcomes, with girls showing 

greater progress than boys 

3.1.1. Enrolment trends 

Finding 1: The ABEP interventions covered in this study have successfully enrolled a large number 

of learners, totalling over 230,000 across five completed cohorts. Overall, and within each programme 

individually, ABEP has been effective in reaching girls, who make up 56% of total enrolees. However, the 

programme has struggled to include children with disabilities (CwD), as indicated by their low enrolment 

share of just 1.56% across the three programmes examined. 

The table below presents the total number of enrolees in ABEP and a breakdown by programme. From 2021 to 

2024, a total of 234,337 learners aged 10 to 18 have participated in the five completed cohorts. The OTL 

programme has enrolled the highest number of learners, exceeding 140,000, followed by PLANE with 

approximately 60,000 and the EU pilot with around 27,000. 

Table 4: Number of learners enrolled in ABEP by programme 2021-2024 

Enrolment Total learners Female Male CwD 

EU 27,277 15,275 56% 12,002 44% Unknown  Unknown 

PLANE 60,401 35,584 59% 24,847 41% 356 0.59% 

OTL 146,659 80,902 55% 65,757 45% 2,876 1.96% 

Total 234,337 131,761 56% 102,606 44% 3,232 1.56%7 

Source: Elaborated by the authors with data from programme documentation provided by partners. 

ABEP has been particularly successful in engaging girls. Across all programmes examined in this study, 

56% of enrolees are female. PLANE has the highest proportion of female learners, with 59% of its enrolees 

being girls, while OTL and the EU pilot also have more female than male participants, albeit at slightly lower 

proportions (56% and 55%, respectively). This seems to suggest that ABEP is particularly good at addressing 

the barriers experienced by girls to access education, which often include harmful gender norms and 

stereotypes, conflict-exacerbated barriers, school-based violence and gender-based violence and others.8 This 

study was not able to investigate the reasons why ABEP has been successful at engaging girls and addressing 

these barriers. However, further research should investigate the key strategies and features of ABEP that have 

enabled this.  

There is no comprehensive understanding of the profiles of OOSC in Nigeria, particularly regarding the 

proportion of girls compared to boys. While some studies suggest that the numbers are relatively equal9 or that 

there are more boys than girls10, clear data is lacking. To contextualise the findings, it would be useful to 

compare the reported enrolment rates of girls in ABEP with the actual proportion of OOSC girls. This would help 

assess whether ABEP is genuinely effective in enrolling girls, as available data suggests, or if the high enrolment 

 

6 Mainstreaming refers to the process of integrating learners who have participated in accelerated education into formal education 
systems, vocational training, or other structured learning pathways. The goal of mainstreaming is to ensure that learners who have 
completed an AEP can transition successfully into recognised education opportunities without facing discrimination or barriers. 
7 Calculated as % of total PLANE and OTL learners 
8 Based on an evidence review conducted by the authors as part of a separate research assignment 
9  Onyekwena, C., Adeniran, A., Agwu, G., Ayorinde, A., Bahago, K., & Nwugo, E. (2022). Out of School Mapping Exercise in Nigeria 
Increasing Access to Quality Education for Rural and Marginalised Children in West Africa— A Comparative Study of Accelerated 
Education and Girls Focussed Programmes in Ghana, Nigeria and Sierra Leone. (Associates for Change, Commissioned by 
GPE/KIX/IDRC, www.associatesforchange.org) 
10 https://www.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/49ac1243ee5f454faf803ccc8e62ae61  

https://www.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/49ac1243ee5f454faf803ccc8e62ae61
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rates simply reflect a larger proportion of out-of-school girls. Gaining this insight would be valuable for refining 

and scaling ABEP more effectively in the future. 

ABEP has not been as effective in enrolling children with disabilities. None of the three programmes have 

managed to engage a meaningful number or proportion of CwD, with an average enrolment rate of just 1.56% 

of the total number of enrolees. This suggests that ABEP has not adequately addressed the barriers faced by 

children with disabilities, including accessibility challenges at learning centres, marginalisation in classrooms, 

and other structural issues. This shortfall is particularly notable when compared to the targets set by some 

programmes. For instance, PLANE originally set a goal of achieving an enrolment share for CWD of 15% of the 

total number of enrolees, as stipulated in its programme logframe. The study did not have access to the disability 

inclusion targets for OTL and the EU programmes. The low inclusion of CwD and the reasons behind it is 

another area of further research that would help inform the improvements and scalability of ABEP. 

Finding 2: Evidence from PLANE indicates that dropout rates among ABEP learners are high, with boys 

and children with disabilities particularly affected. Enrolment data from PLANE shows a significant decline in 

the number of learners from the start to the completion of the programme, highlighting ongoing challenges in 

sustaining participation in education. 

Learning assessment data from PLANE reveals that the number of learners enrolled in Cohort 1 dropped 

from 30,000 at baseline to 18,000 at endline—a decline of nearly 40% (see Figure 2). However, Cohort 2 

data suggest an improvement, with a less pronounced decline from 18,000 to 15,000. This indicates some 

potential progress in addressing retention challenges over time.  

Gender-disaggregated data from PLANE’s Cohort 1 suggests that boys were more likely to drop out, 

leading to an increase in the proportion of female learners over time (see Figure 3). However, this trend was 

not observed in Cohort 2, where the proportion of girls and boys remained stable from baseline to endline, 

suggesting efforts to improve retention impacted boys as much as girls 

PLANE data shows that CwD accounted for less than 1% of total learners enrolled in ABEP at baseline 

for Cohort 1 (0.72%), falling significantly short of the programme’s 15% target outlined in the logframe. This 

proportion declined further by endline, dropping to just 0.26%. The situation was even more concerning for 

Cohort 2, where CwD enrolment fell from 0.44% at baseline to 0.16% at midline. These findings indicate that 

CwD continue to face substantial barriers to both enrolling in and remaining in the programme. Unlike the 

progress observed in improving gender parity, there has been little to no improvement in addressing these 

accessibility challenges over time. 
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Figure 2: PLANE Enrolment over time 

 

Source: Elaborated by the authors with programme’ data 

Figure 3: PLANE Cohort 1 - Gender enrolment 

 

 

3.1.2. Mainstreaming trends 

Finding 3: The ABEP interventions covered in this study have successfully mainstreamed 

approximately 37% of enrolled learners (87,000 out of 234,000), with a large proportion of those 

mainstreamed being girls. However, this higher proportion does not indicate higher mainstreaming rates for 

girls but rather reflects their initially higher enrolment share. This suggests that while ABEP has been effective 

in helping girls enrol in the programme, it has not achieved additional gains for girls over boys in transitioning 

them to formal schooling. 

A total of 87,019 learners have been mainstreamed through the ABEP interventions implemented by PLANE, 

OTL, and the EU, representing 37% of total enrolment (see Figure 3). Among these programmes, OTL has the 

highest mainstreaming rate at 45%, followed by the EU at 31% and PLANE at 21% (see Figure 4). The variation 

in mainstreaming rates across programmes, particularly between OTL and PLANE, may be partly explained by 

the high dropout rate in PLANE’s Cohort 1. However, since this study did not analyse dropout rates for OTL, we 

cannot confirm this explanation. Additionally, differences in data availability and calculation methods may have 

contributed to the discrepancies. For PLANE, we had access to cohort-disaggregated enrolment data at 

baseline, midline, and endline, allowing us to track dropout rates over time. In contrast, for OTL, similar 

longitudinal enrolment data was unavailable, preventing an accurate calculation of dropout rates. 

Figure 4: % of learners mainstreamed 

 

Figure 5: Learners mainstreamed by programme 

 

Source: Elaborated by the authors with programme’ data 
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Although a high proportion of girls have been mainstreamed, this does not indicate a higher 

mainstreaming rate among girls but rather reflects their higher enrolment rate (as described in the 

previous section). Girls accounted for 57% of learners mainstreamed into formal education, with minimal 

variation across programmes—57% in OTL, 58% in the EU programme, and 59% in PLANE. These figures 

closely align with the proportion of girls enrolled in ABEP, where they made up 56% of total enrolment. Similarly, 

there are no substantial differences across programmes between the percentage of girls enrolled and the 

percentage mainstreamed. This suggests that while ABEP has been effective in addressing barriers to girls’ 

access to accelerated education and in enrolling them, it has not demonstrated a higher success rate in 

mainstreaming them into formal schooling compared to boys. 

There is no available data on the mainstreaming of children with disabilities. However, given the high 

dropout rates discussed in the previous section, it is likely that the percentage of CwD successfully 

mainstreamed into formal school is very low. 

3.1.3. Learning outcomes 

The analysis of learning outcomes reveals that PLANE and OTL used different methodologies to assess literacy 

and numeracy. PLANE employs the Annual Status of Education Report (ASER) methodology, assessing all 

learners at three points: baseline, midline, and endline. OTL uses the Early Grade Reading Assessment 

(EGRA)/Early Grade Mathematics Assessment (EGMA) methodology, assessing a small sample of learners at 

two points: baseline and endline. These assessments are not fully comprehensive, as they do not encompass 

the entire range of subjects and skills covered by ABEP, such as basic science and civic education learning. 

While the methodologies differ in specifics, they categorise learning outcomes into similar achievement levels, 

allowing for comparison. The findings below present outcomes separately for each programme and identify 

patterns, without combining or aggregating the results. 

Finding 4: Assessments from PLANE and OTL demonstrate that ABEP has had a positive impact on 

literacy levels, particularly in helping the lowest-performing learners make significant progress. Both 

programmes successfully reduced the proportion of learners at the beginner reading level, though the extent 

of improvement varied. 

In PLANE, literacy assessments for Cohorts 1 and 2 using the ASER methodology showed dramatic 

gains. At baseline, more than half of Cohort 1 learners (57%) were at the beginner level, but by endline, this 

had dropped to just 3% (see Figure 6). A similar trend was observed in Cohort 2, where the proportion of 

beginner readers fell from 40% to 4%. By the end of the programme, most learners had progressed to reading 

words, paragraphs, or even short stories—marking a significant shift from their starting points, where many 

could only recognise letters. OTL assessments, using the EGRA methodology, reflected a similar pattern but 

with more modest improvements. The proportion of learners at the lowest literacy level declined from 66% at 

baseline to 40% at endline (see Figure 7). While a considerable number of learners still struggled with reading, 

nearly half scored within a moderate literacy range (18–59), demonstrating measurable progress. The 

reductions in the lowest literacy levels and improvements at the highest levels appear greater in PLANE than 

OTL, but this may be due to differences in measurement scales rather than programme effectiveness, as 

differences in assessment tools should be considered when comparing learning outcomes. 
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Figure 6: PLANE Literacy outcomes Cohort 1 

 

Source: Elaborated by the authors with programme’ data 

Figure 7: OTL Literacy outcomes Cohort 1-2 

 

 

Finding 5: Girls enrolled in ABEP show greater improvements in literacy outcomes compared to boys, 

a trend observed in both PLANE and OTL assessments. In both programmes, girls experienced larger 

increases in the highest literacy levels and more significant reductions in the lowest literacy levels compared 

to boys. 

PLANE learning assessment data indicates that the programme has been more successful in improving 

literacy levels for girls than boys, particularly in helping them reach the highest standards, while 

achieving equal success in moving both genders out of the lowest literacy levels. In Cohort 1, the percentage 

of girls achieving the highest literacy level increased from 1% to 18%, while the percentage for boys increased 

from 1% to 12%. Additionally, the proportion of girls at the lowest literacy level decreased from 32% to 2%, 

compared to a reduction from 25% to 1% for boys (See Figure 8). Similar to the trend observed in PLANE, OTL 

data shows that the proportion of girls at the highest literacy level increased from 3.5% to 6.8%, compared to 

an increase from 3.8% to 5.6% for boys. Meanwhile, the percentage of girls at the lowest literacy level decreased 

from 37.3% to 21%, while the percentage for boys decreased from 29% to 18.9% (see Figure 9). 
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Figure 8: PLANE Literacy outcomes by gender over time - 

Lowest Level 

 

Source: Elaborated by the authors with programme’ data 

Figure 9: OTL Literacy outcomes by gender over time - 

Lowest level 

 

 

Finding 6: Both PLANE and OTL numeracy assessments show substantial improvements in learners’ 

scores, with a marked reduction in the proportion of learners at the lowest levels and an increase in those 

reaching the highest levels of the scoring scale. 

PLANE numeracy assessment data, using the ASER methodology, shows overall improvements in 

ABEP learners’ scores from baseline to endline. This is evidenced by learners advancing from lower to 

higher levels on the scoring scale. For Cohort 2, the percentage of learners at the lowest level decreased from 

35% at baseline to 3% at endline, while the percentage at the highest level increased from 7% to 45% (see 

Figure 10). Similar trends were observed for Cohort 1. OTL numeracy assessment data, using the EGMA 

methodology, shows a similar trend to PLANE, with significant improvements in learners’ scores. The proportion 

of learners at the lowest level of the scoring scale decreased from 17.5% to 7.4%, while the proportion at the 

highest level increased from 11% to 47.5% (see Figure 11). 

Figure 10: PLANE Numeracy outcomes Cohort 1 

 

Figure 11: OTL Literacy outcomes Cohorts 1-2 

 

Source: Elaborated by the authors with programme’ data 
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Finding 7: Both PLANE and OTL assessments show that girls outperform boys in their numeracy 

outcomes over time. Girls are more likely to reach the highest levels of the numeracy test scales, with a 

larger increase in their scores compared to boys. 

PLANE assessment data shows that girls outperformed boys over time in their numeracy scores. Girls 

were more likely to reach the highest levels of the numeracy test scales, with Cohort 1 showing an increase 

from 2% to 26% for girls, compared to 2% to 17% for boys. Additionally, girls and boys demonstrated similar 

progress in moving out of the lowest levels, with girls’ percentage decreasing from 24% to 1%, while boys’ 

decreased from 20% to 1%. OTL data shows similar trends, with girls outperforming boys in their ability to reach 

the highest levels of the numeracy scale. For girls, the percentage increased from 4.5% to 26.5%, compared to 

an increase from 6.5% to 21.4% for boys. 

Figure 12: PLANE Numeracy outcomes by gender over time - 

Highest Level 

 

Figure 13: OTL Numeracy outcomes by gender over 

time - Highest Level 

 

Source: Elaborated by the authors with programme’ data 

 

3.2. Design and implementation 

This section presents the findings on the design and implementation of ABEP to date, based on a review of 

ABEP documentation and programme materials, as well as insights gathered from interviews with ABEP 
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3.2.1. ABEP design 

Key Findings 

• ABEP was developed through a rigorous, high-quality process based on global standards for 

accelerated learning and lessons from previous accelerated education programmes in Nigeria. The 

resulting ABEP package includes three elements—the curriculum, implementation manual, and teacher 

training manual—that reflect this process. 

• The ABEP Package is valued for its relevance and practical support. The guidance is effective in 

enabling rapid, high-quality implementation, with key informants particularly appreciating its clarity on 

learning centres, timetables, and structure. However, areas like federal and state-level management, 

teacher recruitment, transition pathways, and sustainability measures are less well defined and would 

benefit from additional guidance, especially with a focus on scaling ABEP. 
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• ABEP is seen as more than just the sum of its parts. It is recognised as an integrated approach to 

addressing the OOSC issue in Nigeria, particularly due to its child-centred, community-based, and results-

focused design. 

 

Finding 8: ABEP includes three key elements: a curriculum covering five core subjects, implementation 

guidelines, and a teacher training manual. Developed through a rigorous process aligned with global best 

practices11, the ABEP Package is valued for its relevance and practical support. The guidance is effective 

in enabling rapid, high-quality implementation, with key informants particularly appreciating its clarity on 

learning centres, timetables, and structure. However, areas like federal and state-level management, teacher 

recruitment, transition pathways, and sustainability measures are less well defined and would benefit from 

additional guidance, especially with a focus on scaling ABEP.  

A defining feature of ABEP is its structured and systematic approach to facilitating the transition from 

non-formal to formal education, addressing a long-standing gap where multiple programmes previously 

developed their own solutions for reintegration. This transition framework is formally articulated and 

endorsed by the NCE and the Ministry of Education, providing a consensus-based, official structure for states, 

communities, and programmes to mainstream learners. The ABEP curriculum is structured into five subjects 

across three levels, aligning with and formally linked to Primary 1–6 and Junior Secondary 1–3 of Nigeria’s 

national education curriculum (see Annex A). Stakeholders highly value this formal pathway, which comes with 

certification and is considered one of ABEP’s key added values as it ensures a recognised route back into 

formal education. 

In addition to the curriculum, ABEP includes a National Implementation Guidance document developed 

by NERDC with support from ABEP partners. This document provides essential guidance for government 

authorities, implementers, and other stakeholders on key aspects of ABEP implementation. These components, 

which are outlined in Table 5, are considered the core components of the ABEP package. The study team’s 

review finds that the guidance is well-articulated and overall effective in supporting high-quality, low-transaction, 

and rapid implementation, a view shared by key informants who particularly value its direction on learning 

centres, timetables, and programme structure. However, certain areas—such as the management of ABEP at 

federal and state level, teacher recruitment and management approach, transition and mainstreaming pathways 

and sustainability measures—are more vaguely defined and would benefit from further guidance, particularly 

drawing from recent implementation experiences and with the view of scaling ABEP. Some of these gaps are 

explored in greater depth in the next section on barriers and enablers to ABEP implementation. 

The ABEP package includes a Teacher Training Manual, which serves as a comprehensive guide for 

training learning facilitators to implement ABEP effectively. This manual is an adaptation of an existing 

Accelerated Education Teacher Training Manual developed by the Accelerated Education Working Group 

(AEWG) at the global level.12 The ABEP partners, led by NERDC with support from Plan International, tailored 

this manual to fit the specific needs of ABEP. The manual is highly valued by those who have used it, as it 

provides a strong foundation for engaging, training, and deploying learning facilitators in the classroom. It also 

offers flexibility, allowing facilitators to adapt the content to their specific classroom contexts while maintaining 

a clear end goal and a structured framework for implementation. This balance of structure and adaptability 

ensures that facilitators can effectively deliver ABEP in diverse learning environments. 

ABEP stakeholders emphasise the high quality of the ABEP inception process, which was led by 

NERDC with support from partners, particularly Plan International and Save the Children. Those involved 

in the process describe it as highly efficient, guided by high standards and principles, and informed by global 

best practices from the AEWG. Additionally, the process built on lessons learned from previous accelerated 

learning programmes in Nigeria, particularly the USAID-funded Addressing Education in North-East Nigeria 

 

11 Global best practices refer to the most relevant and up-to-date evidence and guidance on Accelerated Education, as outlined by the 
Accelerated Education Working Group (AEWG) under the Inter-agency Network for Education in Emergencies (INEE). 
12 https://ngflibrary.org.ng/cgi-bin/koha/opac-imageviewer.pl?biblionumber=20253%20thumbnail-shelfbrowser  

https://ngflibrary.org.ng/cgi-bin/koha/opac-imageviewer.pl?biblionumber=20253%20thumbnail-shelfbrowser
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(AENN) and the FCDO-funded PLANE programme. This rigorous approach was reflected in the development 

of the ABEP package, which has proven to be a valuable and effective framework for implementation. 

Table 5 presents the ABEP elements as introduced in the ABEP implementation manual alongside a brief 

description. The components are accompanied by icons that will be used throughout the rest of the report to 

signpost which element of ABEP the finding is linked to. 

Table 5: ABEP Components 

ABEP component Description 

 

Learning Centres 

ABEP classes are held in the evenings, on weekends, and in 

community spaces such as leaders' houses, mosques, and churches. 

The location of learning centres is determined in collaboration with the 

community through the Community Education Committees (CECs)13. 

 

Timetable 

Flexible timetable to accommodate learners' needs, including evening 

classes and adjustments for local events and seasons. Timetable is 

agreed with the community. 

 

Programme Structure 
Curriculum is structured in stages aligned to school terms: Level 1 

(Primary 1-3), Level 2 (Primary 4-6), Level 3 (JS 1-3). 

 

Curriculum 

A condensed version of Nigeria's 9-year basic education curriculum, 

covering subjects like English, Mathematics, Science, History, and a 

Nigerian language. 

 

Teaching Approach 
Learner-centred, age-appropriate, participatory, and inclusive 

teaching with regular monitoring and teacher support. 

 

Enrolment Process 
Enrolment based on age and community residency, without requiring 

uniforms or school records; placement tests for higher levels. 

 

Assessment & 

Transition 

Learners transition based on age, performance, and completion of 

levels; mainstreamed into formal schools or further ABEP levels with 

support. 

 

Teacher 

Requirements 

Teachers must have at least an NCE, be fluent in the community 

language, and be from the local area. 

Teacher Recruitment 
Recruitment managed by state governments, centre managers, and 

development partners for different ABEP settings. 

Teacher 

Remuneration 

Teachers' pay reflects their qualifications and the remuneration of 

counterparts in formal schools, with regular payments and penalties 

for misconduct. 

 

13 Community Education Committees are local groups in Nigeria that support Education programmes, particularly in marginalised or 

conflict-affected areas. Comprised of parents, teachers, and community members, they promote access to education for out-of-school 
children, assist in managing non-formal learning centres, advocate for girls' education, and ensure programme effectiveness through 
monitoring. CECs play a critical role in bridging gaps between education systems and community needs, fostering a supportive 
environment for learners to succeed. 
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ABEP component Description 

 

Monitoring 

Quality assurance through regular monitoring, using specific 

instruments at multiple governance levels to assess implementation 

and outcomes. 

 

Management 
Managed by a coordination structure across Federal, State, LGA 

levels, with roles from various government agencies and committees. 

 

Sustainability 

Framework 

Focus on community engagement, family-level demand, and long-

term benefits for learners. 

 

Finding 9: ABEP stakeholders emphasise that ABEP is more than a curriculum—it’s a comprehensive, 

adaptable approach to addressing OOSC across Nigerian states. Instead of standalone components, it 

integrates key elements into a cohesive framework that enhances access, engagement, and impact. Its 

strengths include a child-centred focus, community-based implementation, and a results-driven, certification-

oriented structure, making it a holistic and sustainable solution for reintegrating OOSC into education. 

ABEP is a result-oriented programme that prioritises accelerated learning, enabling learners to acquire 

foundational skills more efficiently. Its structured approach enhances effectiveness, particularly through the use 

of specialised learning facilitators who, according to some ABEP implementers, in some cases outperform 

traditional schoolteachers. This is due to their targeted training in accelerated pedagogies, learner engagement 

techniques, and differentiated instruction, which improve the overall learning experience and help children 

progress more rapidly. 

ABEP uses a community-based approach, leveraging community facilitators rather than formal teachers, 

which enhances local involvement and inclusion of marginalised groups. CECs play a critical role, with training 

in areas like child support and centre management. Monitoring and feedback mechanisms ensure local 

oversight, track attendance, and evaluate facilitator performance. This transparent approach fosters stakeholder 

engagement and ownership, contributing to the programme's success. 

ABEP adopts a child-centred approach, prioritising active learner participation, well-being, and holistic 

development. The programme encourages students to take the lead in lessons, promoting curiosity, critical 

thinking, and confidence. It integrates play-based and interactive learning methods, such as games and group 

activities, to enhance engagement and retention. Additionally, ABEP places a strong emphasis on psychological 

adjustment and self-advocacy, ensuring that learners develop both academic and social-emotional skills. Unlike 

many initiatives that primarily target parents, ABEP offers direct incentives14 to children, reinforcing their 

motivation and sense of ownership over their education, which in turn contributes to higher attendance and 

sustained engagement. 

Certification is a defining feature of ABEP15, providing learners with nationally recognised qualifications upon 

completion. This certification enables students to transition into formal education or advance to the next learning 

level, reinforcing ABEP’s credibility and appeal among communities. Accredited by national educational 

institutions, the certification offers a structured pathway for overage OOSC to reintegrate into the education 

system. Learners can receive certification after completing Level 1, allowing them to enter formal schooling at 

the appropriate grade level. Upon completing the full programme, students undergo assessments to determine 

 

14 Direct incentives refer to tangible benefits provided to children, such as learning materials or school supplies, which serve to enhance 

their motivation and foster a stronger connection to their educational journey. 
15 A copy of the certificate can be found in Annex  
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their readiness for the next stage of formal education. This structured and accredited certification process 

distinguishes ABEP from earlier initiatives by providing a reliable and widely acknowledged qualification, 

ensuring that learners have access to further education and integration into the mainstream school system.  

Box 1:  PLANE and OTL Implementation strategies 

Both PLANE and OTL align with ABEP guidance in their implementation, utilising a range of common inputs 

such as training, teaching and learning materials (TLM), and community structures.  Despite these similarities, 

PLANE and OTL adopt distinct approaches in targeting and assessing learners. PLANE caters to a broader 

age range, reaching OOSC between 10 and 18 years old, and assesses all learners using the ASER 

methodology. In contrast, OTL focuses on a narrower 10 to 15-year-old age group and applies EGRA and 

EGMA methodologies, assessing a sample of learners rather than the entire cohort. Another key difference is 

that OTL includes Almajiri schools in some states, whereas PLANE does not.  

Both programmes have leveraged lessons from previous phases—AENN in the case of OTL and the previous 

phase of PLANE to refine their implementation strategies. These lessons have played a critical role in shaping 

ABEP’s approach, especially the approach to recruit and train teachers, ensuring that it remains responsive to 

the needs of out-of-school children. 

A major strength of OTL’s implementation lies in its strong governance and support structures, which have 

been designed to enhance ABEP’s success across different states. Each state has a steering committee that 

brings together key stakeholders, including the Ministry of Education, the State Universal Basic Education 

Board (SUBEB), the State Agency for Mass Education (SAME), and community representatives. In addition, 

cluster coalitions at the community level—comprised of traditional and regional leaders, parents, and other key 

figures—play a crucial role in mobilisation and sensitisation, helping to ensure the programme’s sustainability 

and local ownership. 

3.2.2. Enabling factors to implement ABEP 

This section outlines the key factors identified in the study that enable the successful implementation of ABEP. 

By "enabling factors," we refer to the essential elements—whether consistently or partially present—that have 

been shown to facilitate effective ABEP delivery.  

The factors analysed and described in this section are those identified as the most prominent across the PLANE, 

OTL, and EU-funded ABEPs. These were consistently highlighted by stakeholders from the three programmes. 

Key Findings 

• ABEP's flexibility in learning environments improves accessibility, affordability, and adaptability, 

enabling implementation in diverse settings, though it may not fully meet the needs of children with special 

needs, as indicated by low levels of enrolment and high dropout rates in this group. 

• ABEP’s flexible timetable accommodates the needs of communities, particularly by addressing the 

barrier of children needing to contribute to the household economy, a key factor preventing OOSC from 

attending school. 

• ABEP's curriculum maintains alignment with national standards while offering flexibility in delivery to 

meet local community needs, ensuring focus on key subjects while allowing adaptations. 

• The master trainer approach supports ABEP's adaptability and local engagement, but concerns 

about the sustainability of the model arise, as master trainers are funded, recruited, trained, and 

compensated by external funders. 

• Strong political will and local ownership at the state level, especially from governors and 

education commissioners, are key to successful ABEP implementation.  
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• Adamawa stands out for its strong political engagement with ABEP, establishing over 360 learning 

centres and advancing discussions to integrate them into the state budget, driven by the leadership of the 

deputy governor and strategic advocacy efforts by OTL.  

• ABEP’s provision of a completion certificate facilitates the transition of learners to formal education, 

supported by a flexible implementation approach that guides stakeholders in programme delivery. 

• ABEP’s use of community facilitators, rather than formal teachers, fosters local involvement and 

inclusion of marginalised groups, with CECs playing a pivotal role in training, management, and 

stakeholder engagement. 

 

 

Finding 10: ABEP’s flexibility in learning environments enhances its accessibility, affordability, 

and adaptability, enabling implementation in any setting, provided the community agrees and 

minimum standards are met. However, this flexibility may not always be beneficial for 

accommodating the needs of children with disabilities, as evidenced by the low levels of 

enrolment and high dropout rates among this group. 

ABEP operates in a variety of settings, including community structures, mosques, churches, homes, 

and even open spaces like communal areas or under trees, reducing its reliance on traditional school 

infrastructure. This adaptability allows ABEP to meet the needs of learners in diverse contexts, whether in 

formal classrooms or informal spaces. The informal setting ensures that ABEP is accessible to children with 

other responsibilities or those unable to attend formal schools, breaking down infrastructural barriers and 

providing opportunities for more inclusive education.  

The ABEP implementation guidance provides comprehensive details on where, how, and who should 

be involved in establishing learning centres. This guidance offers a solid foundation while allowing flexibility 

for communities to identify the most suitable spaces for ABEP classes. However, the study team's review 

highlights a lack of focus on accommodating learning centres for CwD, with limited or no specific guidance in 

the documents. The lack of guidance on accessibility and accommodation may explain the elevated dropout 

rates within this group. This is an area worth further investigation to explore how to increase the participation 

and retention of children with disabilities in ABEP. 

 

Finding 11: ABEP’s flexible timetable allows it to be tailored to the realities of the communities 

where it is implemented. This flexibility enables ABEP to adjust to the community’s specific needs, 

addressing one of the key barriers preventing out-of-school children (OOSC) from attending 

school: classes being held in the morning when children are needed at home to contribute to the 

household economy. 

ABEP offers flexible learning schedules that accommodate local routines and economic activities. In 

some centres, learners attend ABEP classes for three hours after completing Islamic studies in the morning, 

while others hold sessions in the afternoon or evening to better align with local preferences and responsibilities. 

This flexibility allows children to participate without disrupting household duties, such as helping with family 

chores or supporting economic activities. Parents appreciate this approach as it enables their children to 

contribute to family responsibilities while still receiving an education. 

It is worth highlighting that the views and experiences shared by ABEP stakeholders in this regard are 

mostly based on the implementation of ABEP in a limited group of states, predominantly in the north with 

most in the north-east. The realities and reasons for OOSC not attending school in these areas are often linked 

to conflict, extreme poverty, and religion. In these contexts, ABEP—particularly its flexible timetable and the 

guidance provided by the implementation manual—has proven useful, enabling success in these specific cases. 

However, ABEP stakeholders believe that this has not yet been tested or proven in other regions of 

Nigeria, particularly in the south, where the realities of OOSC differ significantly from those in the north. 
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According to ABEP stakeholders, in the southern states, children often do not attend school due to pursuing 

economic opportunities, such as working as motorbike drivers or street vendors. The study team’s review of the 

implementation guidance reveals that the advice on timetable setup mainly addresses the realities of OOSC in 

the north, with references to safety and agricultural needs at home. Therefore, the guidance would benefit from 

a review to adapt it to other contexts, enabling its broader implementation and scalability across Nigeria. 

 

Finding 12: ABEP’s curriculum maintains national alignment while allowing flexibility in 

delivery to meet local needs at the community level. Communities and learning facilitators can 

adapt the curriculum delivery, while ensuring that the focus and subjects outlined in the national 

guidance are preserved. 

The ABEP curriculum is based on the national framework provided by NERDC but allows states and 

facilitators to adapt content and delivery to the specific needs of learners and communities. Unlike the 

rigid formal curriculum, ABEP enables facilitators to adjust pacing and content in agreement with learners and 

their communities, ensuring a learner-centred approach while maintaining alignment with national education 

standards. Additionally, supplementary materials are developed to contextualise learning, and teachers play a 

key role in adapting instruction to local environments. This flexibility ensures that ABEP can be implemented 

effectively across different states and learning contexts, making it relevant and accessible nationwide. 

 

Finding 13: The master trainer approach is crucial to ABEP's adaptability and community 

engagement, ensuring the programme remains flexible and responsive to local needs. However, 

master trainers are typically recruited, trained, deployed, and compensated by the funders, which 

raises concerns about the long-term sustainability of the model. 

As outlined in the ABEP implementation guidance, a unit of master trainers is trained as part of ABEP 

implementation on the ABEP approach, providing vital support to facilitators and local communities. 

Their role includes adapting the learning delivery to suit different contexts while maintaining the consistency, 

quality, and alignment of the programme with its objectives. By guiding facilitators, master trainers play a critical 

part in ensuring that ABEP effectively addresses the diverse needs of learners, fostering a cohesive and locally 

relevant educational experience. 

Master trainers are often recruited, trained, and deployed through the programmes implementing ABEP, 

typically using cascade training approaches based on previous experiences, such as those from OTL in the 

AENN programme. This approach has proven useful and efficient, ensuring strong recruitment and training of 

master trainers. However, it raises questions about the sustainability and scalability of ABEP to other locations, 

as states would be responsible for developing their own approach to master training, recruitment, and 

deployment without having the experience, know-how and potentially capacity to do so.  

 

Finding 14: Strong political will and local ownership at state level is vital for the successful 

implementation of ABEP. Experience across states highlights the importance of identifying 

champions and conducting sustained advocacy efforts before, during, and after implementation. 

Adamawa stands out as the strongest example, where leadership engagement and strategic 

advocacy have driven progress, making it a model for other states to follow. 

ABEP aims to address the issue of OOSC Nigeria, which is a multidimensional, multistakeholder challenge, 

tackling various aspects of education, including accessibility, learning quality, poverty, and religion. Addressing 

this issue requires the involvement of diverse actors representing these different dimensions, such as 

policymakers, funders, implementers, and those supporting these areas. As such, multiple stakeholders are 

involved in ABEP at different levels of the administration, including NMEC and UBEC at the federal level, 

SUBEB and SAME at the state level, and local community structures. Depending on the state and 

community, additional stakeholders (religious groups, private education coalitions, etc.) may also be engaged.  

This implies that ABEP requires tailored, context-specific management solutions for each state where 

it is implemented. The level of state ownership and political commitment significantly impacts the 
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implementation and sustainability of ABEP. The commitment, awareness, and capacity of state-level education 

authorities are crucial for establishing the management foundations needed to implement ABEP, particularly 

the creation of forums and committees that can facilitate its implementation. The degree of engagement of state 

and local education authorities, and their ability to build management structures that effectively engage 

stakeholders and distribute responsibilities, is key to ABEP's success. 

While similar strategies are applied across states, Adamawa has demonstrated the strongest local 

commitment, reflected in government funding, leadership engagement, and active participation (see 

Box 2). The Deputy Governor has prioritised ABEP in governance agendas, facilitating its inclusion in strategic 

plans and setting an example for scaling. In contrast, Borno and Yobe exhibit varying levels of political will. 

Borno is making progress, but ownership is still developing, with efforts underway to secure funding. Yobe faces 

leadership transitions, affecting continuity in ABEP adoption. The role of key advocates, such as Adamawa’s 

Executive Secretary, has been instrumental in institutionalising ABEP. Their leadership has led to commitments 

at the LGA level, something not yet evident in the other states.  

Box 2: Political engagement: The case of Adamawa 

The case of Adamawa stands out as the most successful example of political engagement by state-level 

authorities in the design, implementation, and potential funding of ABEP. The state has made significant 

progress, implementing over 360 learning centres. Discussions are ongoing for the state to take responsibility 

for the absorption and maintenance of these centres within the state budget. To support this transition, the 

International Rescue Committee (IRC) (OTL’s lead implementer) has prepared cost estimates for the state to 

absorb 20% of the centres—approximately 70 in total.  

The USAID-funded OTL programme is working closely with the deputy governor and the Executive Secretary 

for education, both of whom have played a leadership role in the rollout and institutional adoption of ABEP in 

the state. The Deputy Governor, who can be considered an ABEP “champion,” has been instrumental in 

fostering ownership and commitment among key state-level authorities, including NMEC, UBEC, and other 

stakeholders. 

This success did not happen overnight but was the result of a state-level strategy led by OTL. As part of this 

approach, a state-level ABEP management committee was established, and advocacy and awareness-raising 

activities were conducted both before and during implementation. While similar strategies have been employed 

in other states, such as Borno and Yobe, key informants indicate that Adamawa has been the most successful 

in securing political engagement—an essential factor in its overall success. 

 

 

Finding 15:  The provision of a completion certificate serves as a strong incentive for 

learners and their families by enabling a smooth transition into formal education. 

A key feature of ABEP is the provision of a completion certificate that serves as a strong incentive for 

learners and their families by enabling a smooth transition into formal education. Learners must pass a 

standardised assessment based on a clear, structured curriculum, ensuring that the certificate is a valid and 

recognised proof of achievement.  According to ABEP stakeholders, this motivates learners to engage fully with 

the programme, knowing that successful completion opens the door to further educational opportunities. 

For government authorities and implementers, the ABEP certificate provides a powerful incentive by 

making programme outcomes visible and quantifiable. This tangible measure of success not only validates 

the effectiveness of ABEP but also supports transparent reporting and accountability. With clearly documented 

results, local authorities can more confidently allocate resources and adapt implementation strategies to suit 

their unique contexts, knowing that the impact of the programme is both trackable and demonstrable. 
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Finding 16: ABEP stakeholders emphasise that the programme’s robust community-based 

approach is a critical enabler for its successful implementation. This approach ensures that 

ABEP is tailored to local needs, fosters strong community ownership, drives demand, enhances 

sustainability, and contributes significantly to cost-effectiveness. 

ABEP stakeholders highlight the programme’s robust community-based approach as a key enabler for 

its successful implementation. Communities are actively involved at every stage—from shaping the design 

by determining lesson locations and schedules, to identifying learners during the launch phase, and continuing 

through monitoring progress, supporting assessments, and facilitating transitions by identifying suitable schools 

for graduates. Community-Based Education Committees serve as a crucial link between the programme and 

local communities, ensuring that ABEP is tailored to local needs, fosters a strong sense of ownership, drives 

demand, enhances sustainability, and contributes to cost-effectiveness. Recognising these benefits, 

stakeholders emphasise the need to maintain and strengthen community involvement and to scale best 

practices across different communities with support from state-level authorities, funders, and implementers. 

3.2.3. Barriers to implementing ABEP 

This section outlines the key barriers identified in the study that hinder the implementation of ABEP. By "barriers" 

or “challenges” we refer to the factors that are absent in ABEP implementation or have been shown to hinder 

its effective execution. 

Key Findings 

• ABEP’s implementation is hindered by the lack of a robust, consensus-based institutional framework, 

resulting in overlapping responsibilities between federal and state education bodies.  

• Weak promotion efforts and the absence of a dedicated entity to drive adoption have left many states 

unaware or uninterested in ABEP, significantly hindering its implementation. 

• The absence of a clear and consistent approach for integrating ABEP in the Almajiri School System limits 

its reach and scalability, particularly in the North. 

• The transition of ABEP learners into formal schools faces multiple systemic and structural 

challenges, with mainstreaming efforts remaining unstructured, underfunded, and misaligned with 

learners' needs. 

• Centralised control of ABEP curriculum materials by NERDC restricts access, delaying distribution 

and impeding efficient implementation at the state and community levels. 

• The lack of a clear approach to identifying, enrolling, and supporting children with disabilities has created 

significant barriers to their participation in the programme.  

 

 

Finding 17: ABEP’s implementation has been hindered by the absence of a robust, consensus-

based institutional framework, leading to overlapping responsibilities among federal and state 

education bodies. 

At the federal level, NERDC plays a critical role in curriculum development and influences policy 

decisions through the Ministry of Education and the National Council for Education. However, as a 

technical body mandated to provide technical support to the FME, it lacks the capacity and enforcement power 

to ensure ABEP’s rollout. As a result, ABEP lacks a single entity with the mandate, capacity, and leverage to 

lead its implementation, leading to fragmented efforts and responsibilities at the federal level. One key example 

of this inefficiency, as identified by the study team, is the absence of a national monitoring framework and 

enforcement mechanism. This gap has resulted in limited oversight of where, how, and to what extent ABEP is 

implemented across different states. 
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Similarly, NMEC, which holds the mandate for non-formal education (NFE), operates a parallel 

curriculum to formal education but faces significant challenges, including limited funding and 

implementation capacity. As a result, its influence over OOSC programmes—which should, in principle, fall 

under its mandate—remains weak. Meanwhile, UBEC, which plays a central role in formal education and should 

play a key role in OOSC programmes, particularly in facilitating a structured transition of OOSC back into formal 

schools, lacks clear jurisdiction over non-formal programmes like ABEP. This further contributes to the 

fragmentation of responsibilities at the federal level. 

A similar situation exists at the state level, where SUBEBs oversee formal education while SAMES are 

responsible for non-formal education. In theory, responsibilities should be allocated between these entities 

based on their mandates, funding streams, and resource control. However, the absence of clear guidance on 

these allocations has led to inefficiencies and governance challenges in ABEP’s implementation. Specifically, 

there is a lack of clarity on who is responsible for leading ABEP’s implementation and coordination at the state 

level and wow funding responsibilities are divided, particularly regarding the recruitment and remuneration of 

learning facilitators. In principle, SAMEs are meant to receive funding from UBEC through SUBEBs. However, 

in practice and according to ABEP stakeholders, these funds have not materialised, further weakening ABEP’s 

implementation at the state level. This lack of clarity has resulted in fragmented coordination, making it difficult 

to establish a streamlined approach for ABEP delivery at the state level.  

The newly established National Commission for Almajiri and Out-of-School Children Education 

(NCAOOSCE) is expected to play a key role in addressing the challenges related to OOSC. Plans are 

underway to ensure the commission is equipped with state offices and an adequate budget to fulfil its mandate. 

However, ABEP stakeholders have raised concerns about potential limitations, particularly in the short term. 

These include uneven representation at the state level—where some states have well-established structures 

while others have little to no representation—overlaps in responsibilities with existing state-level agencies, and 

challenges with budget disbursement processes, which have been a recurring issue for similar agencies in the 

past. 

Beyond institutional challenges, policy gaps also constrain ABEP’s integration into a national OOSC 

strategy. While Almajiri education remains a crucial issue, it should be embedded within a broader framework 

that coordinates multiple stakeholders, including the NCAOOSCE, NMEC, NERDC, the National Commission 

for Nomadic Education (NCNE), the National Board of Arabic and Islamic Studies (NBAIS) and state-level 

actors. The lack of role clarity among stakeholders exacerbates these challenges. The overlapping 

responsibilities of the FME, SUBEBs, SAMEs, UBEC, and NMEC have created inefficiencies, with no single 

entity assuming full ownership of ABEP’s implementation.  

 

Finding 18: The lack of awareness and adoption of ABEP at the state level has significantly 

hindered its implementation. Weak promotion efforts and the absence of a dedicated entity to 

drive uptake have left many states unaware or uninterested in the programme. 

While ABEP has strong support at the federal level, its adoption at the state level remains limited, largely 

due to varying levels of buy-in from state governments. Some states may not even be aware of the 

programme’s existence, and in those where there is awareness, willingness to allocate funding is often 

inconsistent. The low visibility of ABEP in many regions, combined with a lack of interest from key local decision-

makers, such as governors, significantly impedes its implementation. For ABEP to scale effectively, securing 

greater state-level support and increasing programme visibility are critical. 

This study considers two key factors that may explain the limited visibility and adoption of ABEP at the 

state level, based on feedback from ABEP stakeholders. First, the issue of OOSC and the specific solution 

offered by ABEP is widely perceived as a challenge primarily affecting northern states. This perception stems 

from multiple factors, including ABEP’s origins in response to the high number of OOSC due to conflict in the 

North-East, as well as the higher overall OOSC numbers in the region. ABEP was initially introduced and 

disseminated as a solution for conflict-affected states, reinforcing the assumption among state-level officials 

that it is a northern-specific intervention rather than a nationwide solution. Despite increasing numbers of OOSC 

in other parts of the country, including the South, these stereotypes have contributed to limited interest and 
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adoption in non-northern states. Second, efforts to promote and raise awareness of ABEP have been ineffective 

largely due to the absence of a single entity with the mandate, leverage, and capacity to lead its dissemination 

and adoption at the state level. While NERDC has played a crucial role in developing and promoting ABEP in 

some states—leading to successful implementation in certain areas—its influence is constrained by its role as 

a technical agency supporting the Ministry of Education. Without the authority to enforce or coordinate state-

level adoption, NERDC’s efforts have remained limited in scope. A reformed institutional framework, with clear 

leadership and well-defined responsibilities assigned to institutions with sufficient authority and influence, could 

help address these challenges and drive broader adoption of ABEP across states. 

 

Finding 19: ABEP faces challenges in integrating with regional education systems, 

particularly the Almajiri and Tsangaya schools, due to cultural resistance and structural 

requirements. 

ABEP's effectiveness in reaching and engaging certain communities, particularly those served by the 

Almajiri and Tsangaya schools, is significantly constrained by the structure and resistance of the 

existing education systems. While the IQTE (Islamic, Qur’anic, and Tsangaya Education) curriculum is 

federally recognised, not all Almajiri schools are integrated into this system. Moreover, transitioning a Tsangaya 

school to an IQTE school requires a formal Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between state and federal 

governments, a bureaucratic process that is often slow and complex. Additionally, many Almajiri communities 

are resistant to transitioning to formal education due to conflicts with their traditional values and educational 

practices. This resistance, combined with the bureaucratic challenges of aligning with the IQTE system, poses 

a significant barrier to ABEP’s expansion in these regions. 

To address these issues, it is essential to engage ABEP stakeholders—particularly government 

institutions at both federal and state levels—in a structured dialogue to reach a consensus on how 

ABEP and the Almajiri system can be integrated. Currently, there is no clear understanding of the potential 

models for integration. Therefore, a crucial first step is to explore and document several options for integrating 

ABEP into Almajiri schools. One promising option, as implemented by OTL (see Box 3), involves embedding 

the ABEP curriculum into existing Almajiri schools, which have already undergone some adaptation, and 

aligning ABEP levels with the traditional Almajiri levels. This would enable learners to progress seamlessly from 

the Almajiri curriculum into the ABEP curriculum, ensuring continuity and relevance in their education. However, 

there may be other viable models that need to be explored, and these should be discussed thoroughly among 

all stakeholders to identify the most effective and culturally sensitive approach. 

Box 3: Integration of Almajiri community in ABEP: the experience of OTL 

A key strategy in OTL's implementation of ABEP is integrating the programme into existing Almajiri schools, 

where mallams teach ABEP curriculum components, such as literacy and numeracy, alongside traditional 

religious studies. This approach has been particularly successful in Adamawa, where mallams have 

embraced ABEP-trained facilitators and shown interest in expanding centres to include girls. This integration 

has facilitated smoother implementation and increased local support for the programme. 

 

 

Finding 20: The transition of ABEP learners into formal schools faces multiple systemic and 

structural challenges, which undermine the long-term success of reintegration efforts. Despite 

the programme’s goal of providing OOSC with an educational pathway, mainstreaming into 

formal education remains unstructured, underfunded, and misaligned with the needs of many 

learners. 

The transition of ABEP learners into formal schools after programme completion presents several 

challenges. One of the most pressing issues is overcrowded schools, which are often unable or unwilling to 

accommodate additional learners. Many headteachers may be open to admitting ABEP graduates, but without 

additional government support for resources and classroom space, these placements remain limited. Hidden 
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costs in formal education, such as uniforms and school fees, further discourage families from enrolling their 

children, despite constitutional provisions for free basic education. 

Another major challenge is the rigid donor-driven focus on formal school reintegration, which may not 

always align with learners’ needs. Donors often emphasise transitioning ABEP learners back into the formal 

school system. While this may be appropriate for Level 1 learners, it overlooks alternative pathways, such as 

direct progression to Level 2 or vocational training for older students. ABEP, by design, adopts a more flexible 

and phased approach to transitions, but this flexibility is often constrained by external pressures. 

Beyond logistical and financial barriers, reintegration into formal schools presents emotional and social 

challenges for learners. Many children struggle with stigma, emotional preparedness, and adapting to the 

formal school environment, particularly when placed in grades that do not align with their age or prior learning 

experiences. Teachers have also reported attendance challenges, particularly among learners with specific 

learning needs, who may find it difficult to meet all programme requirements. 

Finally, there is a broader systemic issue: mainstreaming children into a broken formal education 

system without adequate support increases the risk of secondary dropout. While ABEP improves learning 

outcomes, there is a fear that children who transition into formal education will eventually drop out due to the 

same structural barriers that led them to leave school in the first place. However, for political leaders, the primary 

focus remains on reducing the number of OOSC, rather than ensuring that reintegration is sustainable and 

meaningful. 

 

Finding 21: Restricted access to ABEP curriculum materials, due to centralised control by 

NERDC, significantly hampers timely distribution and efficient implementation at state and 

community levels.  

A major barrier to ABEP implementation is restricted access to curriculum materials. NERDC is the sole 

institution authorised to print ABEP materials, creating bottlenecks in distribution. For instance, under the EU-

funded project, all printing required formal requests and approvals, delaying implementation. Stakeholders 

highlight this centralisation as a major obstacle, preventing implementers and state governments from efficiently 

accessing and distributing materials, ultimately slowing down ABEP’s rollout. 

Additionally, the scope of available materials is limited, covering only curriculum documents, teacher 

guidelines, and implementation guidelines. Crucially, there are no student materials, which is particularly 

problematic in areas where poverty prevents children from accessing basic learning supplies such as writing 

materials. The lack of widely available, high-quality teaching and learning resources is not only a challenge for 

ABEP but also a broader systemic issue within the Nigerian education sector. Addressing these constraints—

whether by expanding access to materials, decentralising printing rights, or developing student resources—will 

be essential to ensuring ABEP’s successful scale-up and sustainability. 

 

Finding 22: The lack of a clear approach on identifying, enrolling, and supporting children 

with disabilities has created significant barriers to their participation in the programme.  

There is no clear approach or guidance on identifying, enrolling, and supporting children with 

disabilities in ABEP, creating significant barriers to their participation in the ABEPs implemented by PLANE 

and OTL programmes. This gap has hindered meeting enrolment and mainstreaming targets for CwD. Despite 

comprehensive implementation guidance for ABEP, it lacks specific strategies for addressing the unique 

challenges CwD face, such as transportation, accessibility, and classroom adaptability. As a result, children 

with disabilities remain underserved, leading to low enrolment and participation rates and highlighting ABEP's 

lack of inclusivity for learners with diverse needs. 

To enhance access and equity, ABEP requires a more intentional and structured approach to disability 

inclusion, including clear guidelines, targeted support measures, and stronger coordination with 
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stakeholders specialising in inclusive education. Without these improvements, the programme risks leaving 

behind a vulnerable group of learners who face some of the greatest barriers to accessing quality education. 

 

3.3. Cost 

This section analyses the estimated costs of implementing ABEP, providing an orientation on the financial 

requirements based on data from the two main implementing programmes: OTL and PLANE. The findings 

presented here are based on cost estimates rather than actual expenditures, as the study team did not have 

access to detailed financial records, such as budgets or expense reports. As noted in the limitations section, 

this constraint has affected the depth, scope, and utility of the analysis. 

To estimate costs, the study team conducted several calculations using data provided by ABEP implementing 

partners. However, the data was not comprehensive, varied in format, and used different units of measurement. 

The sources of cost estimates are detailed below: 

• IRC: Provided the most detailed and relevant dataset, including a spreadsheet estimating the cost of running 

292 ABEP non-formal learning centres (NFLCs) planned for handover to three states. This dataset includes 

information on the number of NFLCs, expected learner enrolment, and a detailed cost breakdown. 

• Plan International: Provided estimates on the cost of mainstreaming a learner. Some item costs varied due 

to reliance on internal procurement records. Both IRC and Plan International advised using IRC’s data as 

the most reliable source. 

• UNICEF: Provided estimates for the cost of enrolling and mainstreaming a single ABEP learner. However, 

these estimates contained less detail and did not cover several cost domains included in IRC’s dataset. 

Key Findings 

• The estimated costs of implementing ABEP vary significantly across the programmes currently in 

operation. 

• Cost estimates for ABEP are notably lower than those for similar accelerated education 

programmes, indicating potential underestimation. Further analysis of actual expenditure data is needed 

for accurate financial planning and sustainability. 

• The three implementing partners consulted as part of this study use different cost estimation approaches, 

leading to variations in cost categories and expenditures. Key discrepancies include allocations for 

Learning Facilitators' stipends, teacher training, and mainstreaming kits, highlighting the lack of a unified 

cost structure for ABEP. 

3.3.1. Current costs 

Finding 23: The estimated costs of implementing ABEP vary widely across the programmes that are 

currently implemented. 

The estimated cost of enrolling and mainstreaming a learner in ABEP varies across programmes, with different 

figures calculated for OTL and PLANE. Based on data provided by IRC and Plan International (for OTL) and 

UNICEF (for PLANE), the cost per learner ranges from USD 9.74 (IRC estimates) to USD 21.86 (Plan 

International estimates) to USD 54.68 (UNICEF estimates). These cost variations are summarised in Table 6 

below. 
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Table 6: ABEP estimated cost per learner and learning centre 

ABEP 

partner/Programme 

Cost per 

learner 

Cost per 

learning centre 
Source 

IRC/OTL USD 9.74 USD 389.62 

Study team calculation based on spreadsheet 

estimating the cost of running 292 ABEP NFLCs 

planned for handover to three states. This dataset 

includes information on the number of NFLCs, 

expected learner enrolment, and a detailed cost 

breakdown. 

Plan/OTL USD 21.86 USD 784.47 

Study team calculation based on estimates on the 

cost of mainstreaming a learner as provided by Plan 

International. 

UNICEF/PLANE USD 54.68 USD 2,187 

Study team calculation based on cost estimates for 

enrolling and mainstreaming a single ABEP learner 

as provided by UNICEF 

 

Finding 24: Cost estimates for ABEP are significantly lower than those from similar accelerated 

education programmes, suggesting potential underestimation. Further analysis using actual expenditure 

data is needed to ensure accurate financial planning and sustainability. 

A rapid review of cost analyses for other accelerated education programmes in Nigeria and elsewhere 

reveals that the estimated cost per learner for enrolling and mainstreaming is significantly higher than 

the figures calculated in this study. This discrepancy suggests that further work is needed to determine the true 

cost of implementing ABEP, ideally using actual expenditure data rather than preliminary estimates. 

For example, a recent study by the Centre for the Studies of Economies of Africa (CSEA) on the cost-

effectiveness of the AENN programme estimated that enrolling a learner in an accelerated learning programme 

costs approximately USD 138. Similarly, a review of similar initiatives in other contexts also indicates higher 

costs per learner. In Liberia, the Accelerated Quality Education (AQE) programme reported an actual 

expenditure of USD 287 per enrolled learner. Likewise, the Second Change programme in Ethiopia, funded by 

the Luminos Fund, calculated a cost of USD 150 per learner. 

These higher cost estimates from comparable programmes underscore the need for more 

comprehensive and accurate costing studies for ABEP. Future research should prioritise the collection of 

actual cost data to refine these estimates, ensuring that the financial planning for ABEP reflects the true 

resources required for sustainable, high-quality implementation. 

Finding 25: The three implementing partners consulted for this study use different cost estimation methods, 

leading to variations in cost categories and expenditures. Key differences include discrepancies in how 

costs like Learning Facilitators' stipends, teacher training, and mainstreaming kits are allocated. These 

variations highlight the lack of a unified cost structure for ABEP, making it difficult to compare costs and 

plan for scaling without a more standardised framework. 

The three implementing partners—IRC, Plan International, and UNICEF—use different cost estimation 

approaches, leading to notable variations in both the cost domains considered and the specific expenditures 

included in their calculations. These differences highlight the challenges in establishing a standardised cost 

framework for ABEP implementation and make direct cost comparisons difficult. 

One of the most significant variations lies in the identification of key cost drivers. Table 7 shows that 

there is little consensus among partners on which categories account for the largest share of ABEP 

implementation costs. For instance, IRC allocates a significant proportion of its costs to learning facilitator (LF) 
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stipends (22.63%) and the ABEP curriculum (24.35%), whereas these categories are entirely absent from both 

Plan International and UNICEF’s estimates. This study was unable to identify the reasons for these variations, 

though they may be due to either: (1) the costs not being accounted for and missing from the data, or (2) the 

costs being integrated into other cost categories. Given the substantial differences compared to other AE 

programme costs, it is likely that the former is the primary factor. Meanwhile, Plan International includes dignity 

items (9.79%) as a cost component, which neither IRC nor UNICEF accounts for. These discrepancies suggest 

fundamental differences in budgeting priorities, procurement processes, and operational models across the 

partners. 

Table 7: ABEP estimated cost drivers 

Cost domain IRC Plan UNICEF 

Teacher and Learning 

Materials (TLM) 

1.19% 0.00% 12.32% 

LFs Stipends 22.63% 2.49% 0.00% 

Mentor Teachers 

training 

0.20% 2.01% 12.32% 

LFs training 3.96% 0.00% 0.00% 

ABEP curriculum 24.35% 0.00% 0.00% 

Dignity items 0.00% 9.79% 0.00% 

Mainstreaming kits 22.75% 58.05% 68.34% 

Certification and exam 9.60% 0.00% 4.76% 

Other 15.32% 27.66% 2.26% 

Despite these differences, one area of alignment across all three partners is the recognition of mainstreaming 

kits as a major cost driver. These kits represent 22.75% of costs for IRC, 58.05% for Plan International, and 

68.34% for UNICEF. The large variation in cost allocation may indicate differences in the assumed contents of 

the kits, procurement approaches, or implementation strategies. Nevertheless, the high allocation of resources 

to this category across partners reinforces its importance in supporting ABEP learners’ transition into formal 

education. 

There are also notable disparities in the funding allocated to teacher training and support. IRC dedicates 

3.96% of costs to Learning Facilitators' training and 0.20% to Mentor Teachers training, whereas Plan 

International includes only Mentor Teachers training (2.01%) and excludes LFs training altogether. UNICEF, in 

contrast, assigns a much higher proportion (12.32%) of its budget to Mentor Teachers training while not 

accounting for LFs training. These variations suggest differing approaches to teacher capacity-building, with 

some partners emphasising mentor support while others prioritise direct training for LFs. 

Another area of divergence is the inclusion of certification and examination costs. Only IRC (9.60%) and 

UNICEF (4.76%) allocate funds for this category, while Plan International does not include it at all. This raises 

questions about whether certification costs are covered under other budget lines, absorbed by government 

partners, or simply deprioritised in certain programmes. Similarly, TLMs receive significant funding in UNICEF’s 

estimate (12.32%) but are minimally considered by IRC (1.19%) and entirely absent from Plan International’s 

budget. These differences further illustrate the need for greater alignment in cost estimation methodologies. 

Overall, the wide variations in cost allocation indicate a lack of a unified cost structure for ABEP 

implementation. The differences may stem from variations in operational models, procurement policies, 

funding availability, or contextual factors influencing each organisation’s implementation approach. Establishing 

a standardised cost framework—one that clearly defines cost domains and expenditure categories—would 

improve comparability and ensure more accurate cost estimates for scaling ABEP. Further discussions among 
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implementing partners are necessary to clarify which costs are essential for effective programme delivery and 

which may be context-specific. Without a more harmonised approach to cost estimation, it remains difficult to 

determine the true financial requirements for ABEP expansion and sustainability. 

 

4.0 Insights for scaling ABEP 

This section presents insights that can inform the scalability the ABEP, drawing on the findings outlined in 

Section 3 and the views of ABEP stakeholders. It is divided into four sub-sections: Section 4.1 provides an 

overview of the key enablers that might support the scalability of ABEP. Section 4.2 examines the key barriers 

that may hinder its scalability. Section 4.3 analyses the organisations and institutions involved in ABEP, and 

their role in scaling ABEP. Finally, Section 4.4 explores how communication strategies can support ABEP 

scalability.  

While Section 3 outlines the findings—what has worked and what has not—in the implementation of ABEP 

based on available evidence, this section focuses on presenting insights. By insights, we mean the critical 

lessons, patterns, and key takeaways derived from an in-depth analysis of ABEP implementations across 

various programmes and contexts, and the views of the various stakeholders. These insights not only 

summarise the evidence but also provide actionable guidance and strategic considerations to enhance and 

scale the programme effectively. 

 

4.1. Key enablers 

This section provides insights on the key enablers that may support the scalability of ABEP. 

Key Insights 

• State-level political will is a decisive factor for advancing ABEP’s implementation 

• Maintaining and strengthening ABEP’s community-based approach is vital for its effectiveness and 

long-term impact. 

• ABEP’s model, which combines federal endorsement with a flexible, regionally adaptable approach, 

provides a strong foundation for its success 

• Strengthening the recruitment, management, and remuneration of learning facilitators is essential 

for effective ABEP scale-up. 

• Building technical expertise and training master trainers is critical for advancing ABEP’s development. 

• Effective coordination across stakeholders, supported by a strong, consensus-based institutional 

framework, ensures ABEP’s progress and impact 

• Improving data systems and strategic monitoring are key to maintaining ABEP’s effectiveness and 

supporting its evolution. 

 

 

Insight 1:  State-level political will is crucial for ABEP’s scalability, as it directly influences 

funding decisions, policy support, and programme implementation. A comprehensive advocacy 

strategy, combined with structured platforms for peer learning and networking, is essential 

for effectively influencing and fostering political commitment at the state level. 

ABEP stakeholders emphasise that political will at the federal level was crucial in the programme’s 

development, endorsement, and pilot. ABEP benefited from a unique window of opportunity when addressing 
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OOSC was a national priority, high on the federal Ministry of Education’s agenda. This momentum shaped 

ABEP’s design, secured its approval, and facilitated its initial rollout. 

However, ABEP’s scalability—both within its current states and to new ones—depends largely on the 

political will of state-level government authorities. Nigeria’s education governance system places policy 

design, endorsement, and guidance at the federal level, but implementation, funding, and long-term 

sustainability fall under state governments. As a result, the decision to adopt, fund, and scale ABEP ultimately 

rests with state authorities. Experience from its implementation in current states shows that the commitment of 

key state education leaders—primarily governors, —is a decisive factor in whether ABEP is formally adopted, 

integrated into state budgets, and expanded. 

To influence and nurture political will at the state level, development partners and the federal 

government must work together to develop and implement a comprehensive advocacy strategy for 

ABEP. This strategy should begin with targeted engagement of key state-level political and education leaders—

especially governors and state education secretaries—through high-level meetings, policy dialogues, and 

regional workshops that present compelling evidence of ABEP’s successes from its pilot phase. These direct 

engagements help build relationships and secure essential buy-in. 

Equally important is the creation of opportunities for peer learning and networking. Establishing forums 

where state officials can share best practices and success stories from current states will not only demonstrate 

the tangible benefits of ABEP but also build the momentum needed for broader adoption. Complementing these 

efforts, a tailored communication approach is essential. Clear, concise materials that include data, testimonials, 

and case studies should be developed to highlight ABEP’s positive impact on addressing out-of-school children 

and improving educational outcomes. Such materials, combined with strategic media campaigns, can 

significantly raise public and political awareness, thereby increasing pressure on state governments to integrate 

the programme into their budgets and policy frameworks. 

Furthermore, coordinated resource mobilisation is critical. Ensuring that financial and technical resources 

are readily available will support the adoption and scaling of ABEP. This involves advocating for appropriate 

state budget allocations and seeking additional funding or technical assistance where needed. By weaving 

together these elements—targeted engagement, peer learning, tailored communication, public awareness, and 

resource mobilisation—stakeholders can cultivate a strong foundation of political will at the state level, ultimately 

securing the programme’s formal adoption and paving the way for its sustainable expansion. 

An illustrative example of this dynamic is evident in the contrasting experiences of Adamawa and Yobe 

in scaling and sustaining ABEP. In Adamawa, the state government has demonstrated its commitment to 

sustain 20% of the learning centres established by OTL—a clear signal of active adoption and scaling efforts. 

Stakeholders credit this progress to the strong leadership, active engagement, and consistent support provided 

by key figures such as the vice governor and the executive secretary for education, whose advocacy has helped 

integrate ABEP into the state’s education framework. In contrast, Yobe has made little progress in formally 

adopting ABEP learning centres or incorporating them into the state budget. Political transitions and multiple 

changes in leadership have disrupted the programme’s momentum, hindering its institutionalisation at the state 

level. This situation highlights that while Adamawa’s current success is promising, similar risks could undermine 

its progress unless systemic changes are enacted. Without adequate resourcing, formal inclusion in government 

operations, and regulatory backing, even a successful pathway like Adamawa’s could be jeopardised by future 

shifts in political leadership, as has already been witnessed in Yobe. 

Broader evidence from Nigeria’s education sector reinforces the role of political will in scaling 

education initiatives. The success of other programmes, such as Teaching at the Right Level (TaRL) and 

Kanuri Arithmetic Reading Initiative (KARI), has been largely driven by the commitment and leadership of state 

Education Secretaries. This underscores the critical need for sustained advocacy and engagement with state 

governments to secure ABEP’s long-term adoption and expansion. 
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Insight 2: Maintaining, strengthening, and mobilising a robust community approach is 

pivotal for the scalability and sustainability of ABEP as it enables the programme to be tailored 

to local contexts, actively engaging local leaders, and generating strong demand, thereby 

fostering community ownership and ensuring long-term viability. 

ABEP hinges on deep local involvement, with community stakeholders actively setting up, managing 

and monitoring learning centres, identifying learners, tracking attendance, and overseeing programme 

activities. This grassroots oversight not only ensures accountability but also reinforces local ownership—an 

essential element for long-term success. Community engagement drives demand for education, enables 

continuity of services, and enhances cost-effectiveness by leveraging existing local resources. As ABEP scales, 

preserving these community-driven elements becomes even more critical, since similar accelerated 

programmes often lose this vital connection when taken over by state or federal institutions. 

Community participation in the design and implementation of ABEP further strengthens its relevance 

and viability. When communities help shape programme timelines and structures, they develop a strong sense 

of ownership that increases both commitment and the programme’s perceived value. Recruiting teachers from 

within the local community embeds the programme in its context, ensuring that it aligns with local needs and 

fosters sustainable educational practices. Additionally, community leaders play an indispensable role by 

providing support for infrastructure—such as furnishing and managing learning centre spaces—which is 

essential for maintaining an operational and safe learning environment. 

Moreover, ABEP’s community-driven approach enhances its flexibility and accessibility as an 

alternative education pathway. Empowering communities to manage learning centres, identify out-of-school 

children, select facilitators, and oversee safety creates a decentralised model that adapts to local circumstances. 

This tailored approach not only builds robust grassroots ownership but also allows ABEP to remain agile in 

responding to evolving challenges 

 

Insight 3: Maintaining ABEP’s formula, which combines federal endorsement and 

accreditation with a flexible, regionally adaptable implementation strategy, will enhance its 

scalability. 

Maintaining an effective balance between accreditation and flexibility is key to ABEP’s scalability. On 

one hand, ABEP’s formal alignment with Nigeria’s national curriculum and accreditation framework ensures that 

learners earn officially recognised qualifications, enabling smooth transitions into formal education. This 

accreditation focus, endorsed by national bodies, reinforces ABEP’s legitimacy and drives its adoption at the 

state level. 

On the other hand, ABEP’s flexible implementation model allows it to adapt to diverse regional and 

cultural contexts. By tailoring content and delivery to meet local needs, the programme remains relevant and 

responsive, enhancing community acceptance and support. This dual approach—upholding rigorous 

educational standards while embracing local adaptability—creates a robust foundation for scaling ABEP 

nationwide. 

 

Insight 4: Strengthening the recruitment, management, and remuneration of learning 

facilitators - particularly by integrating these processes into government systems - is crucial for 

the effective scaling of ABEP. 

Ensuring a sustainable and well-trained workforce is essential for ABEP’s scalability. Experience from 

ABEP’s implementation so far indicates that the recruitment, management, and remuneration of learning 

facilitators have largely been driven by development partners under the programmes supporting ABEP. 

However, discussions on the long-term sustainability of these facilitators—particularly their retention and 

remuneration—are beginning to take place as states and programmes explore the ongoing maintenance and 

operation of learning centres. 
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ABEP stakeholders emphasise that solutions for sustaining the workforce must be tailored to state-

specific contexts, given the variations in mandates, oversight, and funding mechanisms for learning 

centres and facilitators across states. Therefore, maintaining flexibility in ABEP’s approach to learning 

facilitator recruitment, management, and remuneration is crucial. At the same time, support at the federal level 

can help strengthen locally driven solutions. 

To enhance ABEP’s sustainability, its approach and guidance on recruiting, managing, and 

remunerating facilitators must be further developed. The current ABEP Implementation Guidance Note 

outlines the required certification for learning facilitators, recruitment approaches, and potential institutions or 

organisations responsible for recruitment. However, a review of this guidance reveals gaps in specifying who 

should be responsible for selecting and recruiting facilitators under different circumstances, as well as who 

should fund their remuneration. Currently, the guidance lists several potential recruitment entities: state 

governments for state-owned learning centres (without clarifying whether responsibility falls under SUBEB, 

SAMEs, or other agencies), centre managers for privately owned centres, and development partners, civil 

society organisations, and NGOs for centres managed by these entities. However, it does not provide clear 

recommendations on which recruitment approach should be followed, how state governments should transition 

towards managing and remunerating facilitators, or how they can estimate the costs of doing so. Expanding the 

guidance to provide more structured direction on these aspects would help establish a strong, locally driven yet 

consistent framework for teacher recruitment, management, and remuneration—ultimately supporting ABEP’s 

long-term sustainability. 

In addition to refining the guidance note, broader structural reforms at the state level are essential to 

institutionalise the recruitment, management, and remuneration of ABEP facilitators. States need to 

establish clear lines of accountability and assign dedicated roles within their educational agencies—such as 

SUBEB or SAMEs—to oversee these processes. This would ensure a standardised and consistent approach 

across all learning centres, whether state-owned, privately managed, or supported by civil society organisations. 

Moreover, integrating ABEP facilitator recruitment into the regular government operations and budget planning, 

with designated funding lines and performance-based incentives, would promote transparency and long-term 

commitment. By aligning these processes with state education policies and fiscal frameworks, states can create 

a robust, sustainable system that not only attracts qualified educators but also supports their ongoing 

professional development and retention, thereby bolstering the overall impact of ABEP. 

The long-term approach to recruiting, managing, and remunerating learning facilitators for accelerated 

education programmes is a key challenge for government institutions and partners when designing sustainability 

and institutionalisation plans. Section 5 highlights lessons from other contexts that can inform strategies to 

enhance the scalability and sustainability of ABEP in Nigeria. 

 

Insight 5: Building technical expertise and master trainers is essential for ABEP scale-up, 

including a dedicated cadre of master trainers at federal level that can work across the different 

regions and states to build the capacity of learning facilitators. 

Scaling ABEP successfully requires a robust foundation of technical expertise at both national and 

state levels, particularly in the training of a large cadre of learning facilitators who are central to the 

programme’s rollout and overall quality. So far, ABEP has relied on programme-based approaches to 

teacher training, employing models such as master trainers and cascade methods. These approaches, drawing 

on previous initiatives like AENN and the previous phase of PLANE, have demonstrated their effectiveness and 

efficiency in the short term. However, they also expose a vulnerability: a heavy dependence on external 

programme support that may not be sustainable as ABEP expands over time. 

Addressing this challenge calls for a strategic shift toward building a resilient and independent training 

infrastructure. A key enabler for this transition is the development of a strong pool of master trainers. By 

establishing a cadre of national-level master trainers, ABEP can standardise training methodologies and ensure 

that consistent, high-quality training is available across all regions. This approach not only fosters a uniform 
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standard of excellence but also offers the flexibility needed for tailored deployment at the state level, adapting 

to local contexts and specific challenges. 

Such a pool of master trainers would serve as the backbone of ABEP’s training ecosystem. Their 

expertise would be instrumental in mentoring new trainers and learning facilitators, creating a ripple effect that 

enhances overall capacity within the education system. As these trainers work closely with state-level 

counterparts, they would facilitate the transfer of best practices and innovative approaches, reducing the 

programme’s reliance on external actors. This transition is critical for empowering states to take greater 

ownership of their training efforts, thereby securing the long-term sustainability of ABEP. 

Moreover, a nationally coordinated team of master trainers can drive continuous improvement through regular 

updates to training curricula, the incorporation of emerging educational technologies, and the integration of 

feedback from diverse implementation contexts. This dynamic approach ensures that the training remains 

relevant and responsive to the evolving needs of both facilitators and learners.  

 

Insight 6: Effective coordination across stakeholders, guided by a strong, consensus-based 

institutional framework, is crucial for ABEP scalability and sustainability. 

As described in Section 3, effective coordination among stakeholders is crucial for scaling and sustaining 

ABEP. Currently, fragmented responsibilities across federal agencies (such as NERDC, NMEC, and UBEC) 

and state bodies (like SUBEBs and SAMEs), along with an ambiguous mandate for the National Commission 

for Almajiri Education and Out-of-School Children, have led to gaps in oversight and accountability.  

To overcome these challenges, it is essential to develop a strong, consensus-based institutional 

framework that clearly delineates the roles and responsibilities of all stakeholders. This framework would 

not only standardise procedures and create effective monitoring mechanisms but also foster a collaborative 

environment where federal and state agencies work in synergy. By establishing clear lines of accountability and 

ensuring that funding responsibilities are appropriately allocated, the framework would enable stakeholders to 

pool resources and expertise, thus driving a more coordinated and sustainable approach to ABEP 

implementation. 

More specifically, to ensure the long-term sustainability and scalability of ABEP, it is critical that state and federal 

governments take on greater responsibility for the recruitment, employment, and professional development of 

Learning Facilitators and Master Trainers. Currently, much of this responsibility falls on implementing partners, 

leading to inconsistencies in recruitment processes, remuneration structures, and long-term retention. 

Embedding these functions within government systems—through agencies such as SUBEBs, SAMEs, UBEC 

and NMEC—would help create a standardised and accountable system for managing ABEP personnel. 

A key step in this process is establishing clear policies that define the roles of federal and state 

governments in LF and Master Trainer recruitment, ensuring that remuneration structures align with 

national education workforce policies. Additionally, investing in capacity-building mechanisms—such as 

training programmes and certification pathways—would help professionalise the LF role, improving retention 

and overall programme quality. By integrating these responsibilities into government systems, ABEP can 

transition from a donor-driven initiative to a sustainable, state-led model that is both scalable and adaptable to 

Nigeria’s evolving educational landscape. 

 

Insight 7: Strengthening data systems and strategic monitoring is key to ABEP’s scalability 

and sustainability. 

As described in the findings section, the current implementation of ABEP is hindered by the absence of a 

single, authoritative entity with the mandate and leadership necessary to drive its rollout. Without a 

centralised force, efforts to implement ABEP have been fragmented, and there is no comprehensive, robust 

framework in place to monitor the programme’s progress across states. Consequently, there is limited 
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understanding of which states are actively implementing ABEP, the extent of their progress, and how this aligns 

with the national education goals outlined by the Ministry of Education. 

This lack of a unified monitoring system has resulted in significant gaps in the available data on ABEP’s 

implementation and outcomes, making it challenging to mainstream the programme and expand it 

nationwide. A critical step toward overcoming these challenges is the development of a clear monitoring 

framework that not only tracks ABEP’s progress but is also integrated with existing data systems, such as EMIS. 

Strengthening these data systems and enhancing data flow across ministries, departments, and agencies will 

improve coordination and decision-making among education stakeholders. 

Enhanced data sharing will also support collaborative efforts with state governments to develop tailored 

solutions that address local challenges. In particular, establishing systems to track learner progress—

especially during their transition into formal education—will provide valuable insights into the programme’s 

impact. Ultimately, building a strong, integrated monitoring framework is essential for scaling ABEP effectively 

and sustaining its long-term impact on Nigeria’s educational landscape. 

 

4.2. Barriers to address 

Key Insights 

• The lack of clear and structured transition mechanisms reduces incentives for enrolment and 

completion, limits government buy-in, and creates inefficiencies in resource allocation. Strengthening 

pathways into formal education and aligning with national policies is crucial for long-term sustainability. 

• State governments’ willingness to support and fund ABEP varies, influenced by factors such as 

limited awareness, perceptions of OOSC as a regional issue, or the existence of alternative local solutions. 

• Advocacy efforts for scaling ABEP are constrained by the absence of robust cost-effectiveness 

data, making it difficult to secure greater government commitment and investment. 

 

 

Insight 8: Weak transition pathways hinder the scalability and sustainability of ABEP by 

reducing incentives for enrolment and completion, limiting government buy-in, and creating 

inefficiencies in resource allocation. Strengthening transition mechanisms—through clear 

pathways into formal education, alignment with national policies, and robust data-sharing—is 

essential to ensure ABEP’s long-term impact and integration into the education system. 

Weak transition pathways to formal education remain a critical barrier to ABEP’s scalability. Despite 

ABEP’s success in boosting learning outcomes through accelerated education, many learners face significant 

obstacles when transitioning into formal schools. Overcrowded classrooms and insufficient government support 

for additional resources mean that even when headteachers are willing to admit ABEP graduates, there is often 

little capacity to do so. Moreover, hidden costs like uniforms and school fees discourage families from enrolling 

their children, undermining the constitutional promise of free basic education. 

These weak transition mechanisms not only compromise the individual success of ABEP graduates but 

also hinder the programme’s broader scalability and sustainability. A lack of clear, structured pathways 

into formal education creates uncertainty for learners and families, reducing incentives for enrolment and 

completion. If learners and their families perceive ABEP as a dead-end rather than a viable route to further 

education or vocational opportunities, participation rates may decline, limiting the programme’s reach and 

effectiveness. 

Moreover, without strong transition frameworks, state and federal governments may be reluctant to 

invest in ABEP as a long-term solution to out-of-school children. Education authorities need assurance 

that ABEP aligns with national education policies and that its graduates can seamlessly integrate into existing 
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school systems. Weak transition mechanisms also contribute to inefficiencies in resource allocation, as learners 

who complete ABEP but struggle to transition may require additional remedial support, straining both formal 

schools and government budgets. 

A well-defined transition strategy—supported by flexible pathways, clear articulation with formal 

education systems, and robust data-sharing mechanisms—is essential for ABEP to evolve from a short-

term intervention into a scalable, system-integrated solution. This challenge is common when linking 

accelerated education with traditional schooling, and lessons from other contexts can inform how ABEP might 

address these issues. We describe some of these learnings in Section 5. 

 

Insight 9: State buy-in to ABEP varies between state governments, which can influence 

willingness to allocate funding to ABEP from state budgets. Some reasons for this are a lack of 

awareness of ABEP, perception of OOSC as a regional issue or own existing localised solutions. 

A key barrier to ABEP’s scalability is the varying levels of state government awareness and 

commitment. Some states lack sufficient knowledge about ABEP, while others perceive OOSC as a 

predominantly northern issue, reducing their engagement in the South. Additionally, some states have already 

developed their own non-formal education curricula tailored to local challenges, such as crime or migration, and 

may require further evidence or persuasion to adopt ABEP instead. 

The responsibility for raising awareness about ABEP is unclear, with some viewing it as NERDC’s role 

while others expect Development Partners to lead sensitisation efforts. Without targeted advocacy and 

awareness-raising initiatives, ABEP’s adoption may remain limited, particularly in states that do not yet 

recognise OOSC as a pressing concern. 

 

Insight 10: Advocacy efforts to encourage state buy-in and the scaling of ABEP are inhibited by 

a lack of evidence of the cost-effectiveness of the programme. 

Efforts to promote state-level adoption of ABEP are constrained by the absence of robust cost-effectiveness 

data, a challenge also faced by this study. State governments require clear evidence on both the financial 

implications of implementing ABEP and the educational outcomes it delivers, but this data is currently lacking. 

Without strong evidence, advocacy efforts struggle to persuade states to allocate resources for ABEP 

expansion. 

Additionally, concerns exist regarding the adequacy of existing learning assessments, as some 

stakeholders believe the benchmarks may be too low to accurately measure meaningful progress. 

However, ongoing research—such as a randomised controlled trial (RCT) by IRC that includes a cost analysis—

may help fill this evidence gap and strengthen the case for ABEP’s scalability.16 

 

4.3. Organisations and institutions 

This section provides insights on the key organisations and institutions essential for scaling ABEP at the federal, 

state, and community levels. 

Key Insights 

• There are opportunities to enhance the federal-level institutional roles to support ABEP’s 

scalability, and clearly defining and reducing fragmentation of roles among key stakeholders is essential 

for fostering coordination and effective implementation at the state level. 

 

16 Given the current status of US aid, which are affecting OTL, it is unlikely this study will finally go ahead. 
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• Effective scale-up requires improved collaboration between SAMEs and SUBEBs, utilising SAMEs’ 

mandate on out-of-school children and SUBEBs’ funding capacity. 

• At the community and LGA levels, community-based organisations (CBOs) and local coalitions 

play a critical role in the success of ABEP by supporting activities such as community mapping, 

enrolment, facilitator nominations, and resource mobilisation. 

 

 

Insight 11: There are opportunities to strengthen institutional roles at federal level for 

ABEP’s scalability. Reducing the fragmentation and clearly defining the roles of key 

stakeholders is essential for fostering coordinated efforts and ensuring effective programme 

implementation at the state level. 

At the federal level, several institutions play pivotal roles in shaping the strategic direction and 

oversight of ABEP, though challenges remain in clarifying responsibilities and enhancing capacity. 

NMEC and UBEC have not fully assumed the expected leadership in rolling out ABEP. In particular, NMEC 

lacks the necessary capacity and influence to drive state-level implementation, while UBEC has delegated many 

responsibilities to the NERDC. 

NERDC, initially instrumental in the development and early rollout of ABEP, continues to lead its 

promotion, implementation, and monitoring efforts. However, its role has not evolved as anticipated. Rather 

than transitioning into a technical support role for state-level implementation, NERDC has maintained a 

leadership position despite limitations in its mandate, leverage, and capacity. Additionally, the recently 

established Commission for Almajiri and Out-of-School Children has been tasked with addressing broader 

issues related to out-of-school children nationwide. Although with legislative recoginition, the commission’s role 

is subject to varying interpretations among stakeholders, further complicating its impact on ABEP’s scalability. 

 

Insight 12: Effective ABEP scale-up requires stronger collaboration between SAMEs and 

SUBEBs, leveraging SAMEs’ mandate on out-of-school children and SUBEBs’ funding capacity.  

At the state level, the landscape is characterised by both the involvement of development partners and 

the interplay between state governmental bodies.  Initially, development partners and donors played a 

crucial role in advocacy and technical assistance during ABEP’s inception. Over time, their focus shifted towards 

providing funding and supporting implementation. Moving forward, there is a clear need for these partners to 

reorient their efforts towards advocacy at both the federal and state levels, thereby driving broader adoption 

and ensuring the programme’s sustainability. In particular, development partners must play a pivotal role in 

advocating for systemic reforms within the education sector, aiming to reduce fragmentation and strengthen 

coordination among key stakeholders. This includes pushing for reforms that clearly define the roles and 

responsibilities of federal and state agencies, ensuring that ABEP is better integrated into national and state 

education systems. Furthermore, partners should work closely with governments to secure long-term 

institutional commitment, strengthen monitoring and accountability frameworks, and support policy development 

that aligns with the needs of marginalised communities. By focusing on these reforms, development partners 

can help create an enabling environment for ABEP’s expansion, ensuring that it is not only scalable but also 

sustainable in the long term. 

Within state governments, two key bodies are involved: the SUBEBs and the SAMEs. SAMEs should 

ideally be at the forefront of ABEP implementation. However, they often struggle due to insufficient funding 

and limited capacity. Conversely, SUBEBs generally have better access to funding and stronger operational 

capacity, but their mandate for ABEP is less defined. Enhanced collaboration between SAMEs and SUBEBs is 

therefore essential to streamline efforts and ensure effective programme delivery at the state level. In addition, 

some states have specific boards and agencies that play a significant role in the governance, management, 

and funding of both non-formal and formal education. Consequently, they contribute greatly to addressing the 
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issue of OOSC. This is particularly evident in northern states, where certain Islamic education institutions, such 

as the Quranic Tsangaya and Islamiyya Board in Kano, play a crucial role. 

 

Insight 13: At the community and LGA levels, CBOs and local coalitions are crucial for the 

success of ABEP. Their activities, including community mapping, enrolment, facilitator 

nominations, and resource mobilisation, are essential for linking policy to practice and ensuring 

the programme meets local needs. 

At the community and Local Government Area (LGA) levels, community-based organisations (CBOs) 

and local coalitions have been instrumental in supporting ABEP. These groups engage in a wide range of 

activities—from community mapping and identifying out-of-school children to raising awareness, nominating 

learning facilitators, and monitoring learning centres. They also play a critical role in mobilising financial 

resources and supporting learners’ transitions to formal education. Their grassroots engagement is vital for 

bridging the gap between policy and practice, ensuring that ABEP is not only implemented but also responsive 

to local needs. 

 

4.4. Communication strategies for scalability 

This section presents insights on communications strategies that will enable the scalability of ABEP, based on 

experiences from ABEP and other programmes in Nigeria. 

Key Insights 

• Ongoing advocacy and sensitisation efforts are crucial to renew ABEP’s momentum, address 

misconceptions, and secure long-term government commitment at both federal and state levels. 

• Consistent, grassroots-level sensitisation is essential to maintain and expand ABEP’s reach, 

ensuring its scalability and sustainability. 

• Effective dissemination of best practices through exposure visits, success stories, and robust data and 

research is critical for building broader political and stakeholder buy-in and driving the wider adoption of 

ABEP. 

 

Insight 14: Sustained advocacy and sensitisation efforts are needed to revitalise ABEP’s momentum, 

address misconceptions, and secure long-term government commitment at both federal and state levels. 

Over the years, advocacy and awareness campaigns have played a critical role in generating 

government buy-in for ABEP. When the programme was first developed and piloted in 2019, a series of 

national and state-level advocacy initiatives helped to introduce ABEP to policymakers, creating momentum 

that led to its adoption in several states and sparking interest in others. These early efforts successfully 

positioned ABEP as a viable response to the OOSC crisis, driving initial engagement from government 

stakeholders. 

However, this momentum gradually faded. ABEP stakeholders suggest that one key factor has been the 

turnover of government officials following the 2023 elections, which resulted in the loss of institutional memory 

among policymakers. Many of the officials who were initially sensitised and supportive of ABEP have been 

replaced by new decision-makers who may not be familiar with the programme. Without continuous advocacy, 

systemic reforms and an appropriate institutional framework, awareness of ABEP has diminished, and in some 

cases, progress has stalled. 

At the same time, there remain persistent misconceptions about ABEP’s relevance across different 

contexts in Nigeria. Some stakeholders perceive the OOSC challenge as primarily a northern issue and view 

ABEP as a programme that does not adequately address the root causes of out-of-school children in the South. 
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While many argue that ABEP was designed as a flexible, national solution adaptable to different contexts, these 

perceptions have created barriers to its broader adoption. Addressing these concerns requires renewed 

sensitisation efforts that reinforce ABEP’s value as a nationwide strategy for tackling the OOSC crisis. 

To counteract this loss of momentum and ensure continued support for ABEP, several advocacy and 

awareness-raising initiatives are currently underway. These include a nationwide sensitisation campaign, 

the National OOSC Campaign, partnerships with key entities such as the National Commission for Almajiri and 

Out-of-School Children Education, an upcoming presentation at the Basic Education Summit, and a six-month 

learning series focused on ABEP. 

While these initiatives are steps in the right direction, sustained and strategic advocacy efforts will be 

essential to revitalising ABEP’s momentum. By reinforcing government commitment at both federal and 

state levels, addressing misconceptions, and ensuring that new policymakers are well-informed about ABEP’s 

potential, these efforts can help secure the programme’s long-term sustainability and expansion. 

Insight 15:  Sustained community sensitisation is crucial for ABEP’s scalability and long-term 

sustainability. To effectively support expansion, sensitisation efforts must be more strategic and led by the 

appropriate state-level agencies. 

Public sensitisation campaigns targeting parents and communities have been effective in raising 

awareness and building support for ABEP. In Adamawa, for instance, these efforts have led to a significant 

shift in community attitudes—local Malams have not only accepted ABEP learning facilitators but have also 

expressed interest in expanding centres to include girls, demonstrating the potential for broader community 

engagement. 

ABEP stakeholders highlight similar experiences across Nigeria, particularly from AENN, where 

community organisations have played a crucial role in efforts to reach OOSC. Grassroots coalitions—

comprising regional and traditional leaders, parents, and other influential community members—have actively 

mobilised and disseminated information about AE programmes. These coalitions have created a supportive 

environment, ensuring that AE opportunities are widely understood and embraced at the community level. 

Given the central role of communities in ABEP, stakeholders emphasise the need to sustain and expand 

sensitisation efforts. Public campaigns and the active involvement of grassroots organisations are essential 

to maintaining the community-based approach that underpins ABEP’s scalability. These efforts not only 

generate demand and engagement but also empower communities to take an active role in the design and 

implementation of ABEP. 

However, to achieve lasting impact, sensitisation efforts need to be more strategic. Integrating them 

into a broader advocacy and sensitisation strategy will help address awareness and buy-in at all 

levels—federal, state, and community—ensuring a more coordinated and sustainable approach to expanding 

ABEP. Moving forward, community engagement efforts should be led by state-level institutions, which are best 

positioned to understand and address local contexts. These institutions have established networks and deep-

rooted connections with communities, allowing them to tailor messages effectively, build trust, and mobilise 

grassroots support. By taking the lead, state-level bodies can ensure that sensitisation campaigns not only raise 

awareness but also foster active participation and ownership among local stakeholders. This localised 

leadership, when aligned with national advocacy strategies, will bridge the gap between federal policy directives 

and community needs, ultimately creating a more resilient and scalable framework for ABEP. 

Insight 16: Effective dissemination of best practices is critical for scaling ABEP, yet evidence of 

structured knowledge-sharing is limited. Stakeholders recommend leveraging exposure visits, success 

stories, and robust data and research to build broader political and stakeholder buy-in. 

Documenting and disseminating best practices are essential for driving wider adoption of ABEP. A 

variety of strategies have been suggested to boost support and build buy-in, including exposure visits for 

policymakers, sharing success stories, and presenting programme data and research. According to 

stakeholders, exposure visits—such as those where state government officials tour ABEP centres or observe 
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alternative education programmes abroad—have been cited as effective in creating momentum for the 

programme. An example is the trip funded by OTL to Liberia in November 2024, which allowed key federal and 

state stakeholders to witness a similar approach in practice, thereby reinforcing ABEP’s potential. 

Despite these promising strategies, there is limited evidence that success stories or good practices are 

being shared beyond the immediate programme areas. ABEP stakeholders noted that while stakeholders 

appreciate examples like the success seen in Adamawa—where community support and advocacy led to 

expanded centres including girls—there remains a gap in effective knowledge-sharing mechanisms that reach 

new stakeholders nationwide. Additionally, there is scant evidence of programme data—such as enrolment 

figures, assessment reports, and learning outcomes—being systematically disseminated to demonstrate the 

programme’s impact. 

Stakeholders have suggested that a more structured approach to knowledge-sharing is needed. This 

could include integrating regular exposure visits, publicising success stories, and leveraging robust research 

methodologies, such as RCTs and cost-effectiveness studies, to build an evidence base. Such efforts could 

strengthen the case for scaling ABEP by demonstrating tangible outcomes and encouraging buy-in from political 

leaders and government officials. Ultimately, adopting a comprehensive advocacy and sensitisation strategy 

that incorporates these elements could be key to broadening ABEP’s reach and ensuring its long-term 

sustainability. 

 

5.0 Learnings from other contexts 

This section presents key learnings from AEPs and similar education programmes in Nigeria and other 

countries. This includes best practices that could be incorporated into the implementation of ABEP and lessons 

learned from the scaling and institutionalisation processes of similar education programmes that could be used 

to inform the scaling of ABEP.  

These learnings are based on programme evaluations, research studies, academic articles, and evidence 

reviews of similar accelerated and alternative education programmes in other contexts. While all the 

programmes reviewed share the common goal of reducing OOSC through accelerated learning initiatives, 

differences among them prevent a perfect comparison. These variations have been carefully considered to 

identify commonalities and extract meaningful lessons that can inform ABEP. 

Key Learnings 

• ABEP shares a number of similarities in design features and implementation strategies with other 

successful and/or scaled AEPs. ABEP can draw on lessons from some of these programmes to improve 

practices and strategies for learner transition and mainstreaming, tailored support, and teacher recruitment 

and retention. 

• One of the biggest disparities between programmes is how existing resources are used. Leveraging 

existing infrastructure and teachers might facilitate the scaling of ABEP, making expansion more feasible 

and cost-effective. However, sharing resources without clear delineation between AEPs and formal schools 

can place a strain on education systems. 

• As more governments are beginning to take ownership of AEPs, challenges with governance, funding and 

implementation strategies have become evident. Balancing sustainability with scalability is essential to 

ensure the continued effectiveness of programmes, including ABEP.  

Box 4: Shared learnings from ABEP and other AEPs 

ABEP shares similarities in design and implementation with AEPs outside Nigeria. Many of these are 

designed to align with the AEWG principles and guidance, providing an accelerated, free of cost and age-

appropriate education for overage learners. However, the structure and flexibility of these AEPs varies. 
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Programmes such as the Primary AEP in Uganda follow a similar structure to ABEP, condensing primary 

education into three levels with multiple re-entry points into formal education. Other AEPs have a more 

expediated timeframe and are limited to a 9- or 10-month programme. This usually covers primary grades 1-

3 and offers no possibility of remaining in the programme for higher grades. This structure is followed by 

AEPs that are based on the Speed School Model (Speed Schools Ethiopia, Luminos Liberia Program, 

Geneva Global Uganda (GGU) Speed School Program) as well as the Complementary Basic Education 

(CBE) programme in Ghana. 

Despite the differences in programme structure, many of these AEPs share several key features and 

practices, including the use of community-based learning facilitators and learner-centred pedagogical 

approaches. Other success factors identified by GPE-KIX research include the use of mother-tongue based 

instruction and strong community engagement and participation.17  

 

5.1. Learnings to improve ABEP 

 

Learning 1: Longitudinal and tracer studies are important tools for understanding the 

long-term impacts of AEPs on learning outcomes/gains and learner pathways, including 

retention and primary school completion rates.  

Longitudinal research has been conducted by multiple AEPs to measure the medium and long-term 

impacts of programmes on learners. Both the Complementary Basic Education (CBE) programme in Ghana 

and the Luminos Liberia Program have used longitudinal studies to revisit students one year after they had 

completed their respective programmes. Whilst the CBE study focused on students who had completed a year 

of public schooling, to establish if learning gains had been sustained, the Luminos Liberia Program also wanted 

to determine the effect of the program on enrolment (or transition) rates. The key question for the six-year 

longitudinal study of the Speed School Program in Ethiopia was whether the programme ‘provides a sustainable 

route back into education for out-of-school students.’18 Consequently, the impact evaluation explored both the 

retention rate and primary school completion rate of transitioned leaners as well as their learning outcomes and 

attitudes towards learning (see Box 5). 

Box 5: Effective transitions: The Speed School Program in Ethiopia 

A six-year longitudinal study of the Speed School Program in Ethiopia (2011-2017) found that 74.6% of 

mainstreamed leaners were still in school, compared to 66.1% of tracked government school leaners.19 

Whilst the study does not provide transition rates for the speed school cohort, the high retention rate of Speed 

School learners suggests that the transitions into (formal) government schools are effective. The study 

identified three important components of the programme, namely the 'inclusive pedagogy in the Speed School 

classroom; mothers’ self-help-groups, and support for teachers in Government/Link Schools.’20  

However, there are several clear differences between the Speed School model and ABEP that could also 

influence the high retention rates of leaners in formal education. This includes the guarantee of smaller 

classes (25-30 leaners maximum) and longer days (between 7-8 hours). The long hours of the Speed School 

days restrict the timetable flexibility of the programme, in comparison to AEPs that can run at different times 

of the day to suit learners’ needs. Speed School learners must also live less than 2.5km from the allocated 

link school. Whilst this guarantees that leaners have access to a formal school to mainstream into, it means 

 

17International Development Research Centre, Education Options for Out-of-School Children and Those at Risk of Dropping Out: A 
Research Synthesis, GPE KIX, 2024, 2. 
18 Kwame Akyeampong et al. Tracking the Progress of Speed School Students: 2011–2017 (University of Sussex, 2018), 4. 
19 Ibid, 12.  
20Ibid, 39. 
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that the programme is less likely to reach those children who live more rurally and already face limited access 

to education options.  

Although learning outcomes and transition rates for ABEP learners are recorded during the programme, no data 

is collected on ABEP learners after they have been mainstreamed into formal schools. This data gap limits 

understanding of ABEP's long-term impact on educational outcomes but also on the retention rates of 

mainstreamed leaners in the formal education system. It is important to understand if transitioned ABEP 

learners remain in the formal education system because, if high dropout rates are identified, it might require 

providing additional support to mainstreamed leaners or the formal education system.  

A robust system to track ABEP learners after they transition to formal schools is necessary to understand 

the (long-term) effectiveness of ABEP and the barriers to learners remaining in formal education. If these issues 

are not identified and addressed, it is possible that ABEP might provide a basic education for leaners but not a 

viable or sustainable pathway to education for out-of-school children.  

 

Learning 2: Mainstreaming learners is a common challenge for accelerated and alternative 

education programmes. Learnings from other AEPs suggest that transition pathways can be 

strengthened by providing more financial support to mainstreamed learners and improving 

coordination with formal schools.  

The difficulty of mainstreaming leaners is a common challenge highlighted by accelerated and 

alternative education programmes. AEPs offer different levels of engagement following the end of 

programmes, with some providing support to leaners and families during the transition process. The level of 

coordination with the formal education system also varies, with some AEPs operating independently and others 

providing training and support to formal schools. Transition and retention rates vary between AEPs, and whilst 

some disparity might be due to calculation differences, learnings from some of these programmes could be 

used to strengthen ABEP’s transition pathways and improve the mainstreaming process. 

Research from multiple AEPs has found cost to be both a significant barrier to enrolment and a common 

reason that transitioned leaners dropped out of formal education.21 Some AEPs attempt to address the 

hidden costs of formal education by providing support to learners and their families. Several AEPs (including 

ABEP) provide transitioning learners with mainstreaming kits, to help with initial costs such as school uniform, 

books and learning materials.22 Alternatively, the Luminos Liberia Program provides transition support of 5-10 

USD per child to formal schools who enrol graduates of the programme.23 This payment is intended to cover 

any costs of enrolment (although it is also referred to as covering school fees).  

Other programmes provide financial support to families and communities, enabling them to sustain 

their children's education over the long term. Village saving and loan schemes in Sierra Leone have enabled 

some parents to start businesses to help support the costs of their children’s education following 

mainstreaming.24 Alternatively, the Speed School Programs in Ethiopia and Uganda have organised Self-Help 

Groups, which support mothers in income-generating activities and savings practices, to cover the future costs 

of their children's education.25  

 

21 Ibid; Jessica Oddy, Accelerated Education Programming (AEP) in Uganda: Children, Families, Teachers, and Educational 

Stakeholders’ Experiences of AEP (Save the Children, 2019); Kashema Bahago et al., Political Economic Analysis: Nigeria. Associates 
for Change, GPE/KIX/IDRC, 2022). 
22 Jessica Oddy, Accelerated Education in the Democratic Republic of Congo, South Sudan, Tanzania, and Uganda. (Accelerated 
Education Working Group (AEWG), 2022); Kashema Bahago et al., Political Economic Analysis: Nigeria. Associates for Change, 
GPE/KIX/IDRC, 2022).  
23 Kenna Mokobi, et al. Luminos Program Impact Evaluation: Longitudinal Outcomes from a Randomized Controlled Trial of Accelerated 

Learning for Out-of-School Children in Liberia. (IDinsight, 2024), 6.  
24 Dalan Development Consultants. Lessons Learned to Inform Scaling of AEP Programmes. (Associates for Change, GPE/KIX/IDRC, 

2023) 
25 Robinah Kyeyune et al. Impact Assessment of the GGU Program on Former Speed School Learners in and Outside School. 

(Development Research and Social Policy Analysis Centre (DRASPAC), Geneva Global, 2023). 
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Another strategy to strengthen the transition pathway of AEP learners is greater coordination between 

formal schools and AEP (management and) learning centres. Programmes that have drawn on the Speed 

School model (Speed School Ethiopia, GGU Speed School Program, Luminos Liberia Program) identify 

government schools that are likely to receive ALP graduates. These ‘link’ schools are provided with support 

through the Primary School Capacity-Strengthening (PSCS) strategy, which ensures teachers in link schools 

are trained ‘in the core methods of Speed School both to ease the transition of former Speed School pupils into 

conventional classrooms and to decrease future dropouts.’26  

 

Learning 3: Tailoring AEP design and delivery to the needs of different groups promotes 

inclusive education. This can be done through the design of adapted curriculums which are 

designed for different groups of leaners or by ensuring flexibility of AEPs delivery, support and 

transition pathways.  

One of the learnings identified in the Back2School Assessment report is the importance of recognising 

the heterogeneity of out-of-school children and considering what approaches might suit the needs, 

experiences and circumstances of different groups of leaners.27 Some countries have attempted to provide 

inclusive accelerated education by designing specific AEPs for certain groups. For example, South Sudan has 

designed AEPs for young girls and children in pastoralist communities, as well as secondary AEPs for teachers 

and young women (who are older than 18 and did not attend secondary school due to pregnancy, poverty or 

conflict).28  

Other programmes have tailored their delivery and support to try to ensure social inclusion and 

accessibility. The Education Crisis Response (ECR) project in Northern Nigeria (the precursor to AENN, also 

funded by USAID), established 12 non-formal education centres for CwD, where learners were provided 

vocational training as well as taught numeracy, literacy and SEL. Sign language and appropriate learning aids 

were also used at the centres to ensure all learners had access to teaching. “Over the lifetime of the ECR 

project, 539 (280 males, 259 females) physically challenged OOSCY were enrolled and graduated from the 

centres.29 

As mentioned in sections 3.2 and 4.2, the emphasis placed on formal school (re)integration for ABEP 

leaners constrains the flexibility and inclusivity of the learner pathway. Where formal schools are 

overcrowded or lack teachers, leaners should progress to the next level of ABEP. This is also appropriate for 

rural learners who cannot easily access formal education as well as learners in Almajiri schools, who might not 

want to transition into the formal education system.  

This pathway could be expanded (beyond the completion of ABEP) by the provision of a secondary 

AEP. Secondary AEPs are currently implemented in Uganda and South Sudan. In South Sudan, lower 

secondary AEPs are only offered to teachers and young women who are above 18 or 19 years old.30 In Uganda, 

the programmes are open to leaners who are 16 and above.31  

Alternatively, some leaners might be more suited to transitioning into vocational training. This is 

particularly relevant for older ABEP leaners and those who have already been economically active. The 

longitudinal study of the Speed School in Ethiopia found that older children were more likely to drop out of formal 

 

26 Robinah Kyeyune et al. Impact Assessment of the GGU Program; Graça Machel Trust. Back2School Assessment Report.  
27 Graça Machel Trust. Back2School Assessment Report: Accelerated Learning Models for Out-of-School Girls in Ethiopia, Kenya, and 
Tanzania. (GPE KIX, 2023) 
28 Jessica Oddy, Accelerated Education in the Democratic Republic of Congo, South Sudan, Tanzania, and Uganda. (Accelerated 

Education Working Group (AEWG), 2022). 
29 Adedeji Adeniran et al., Effectiveness of Accelerated Education Programmes in Nigeria. (Center for the Study of Economies of Africa, 
2022), 3.  

30 Richard Arden, Evaluation of the Accelerated Secondary Education Programme (ASEP) in South Sudan. (Windle Trust International, 

2023); Jessica Oddy, Accelerated Education in the Democratic Republic of Congo, South Sudan, Tanzania, and Uganda. (Accelerated 
Education Working Group (AEWG), 2022). 
31 Jessica Oddy, Accelerated Education in the Democratic Republic of Congo, South Sudan, Tanzania, and Uganda. (AEWG, 2022); 

Hiba Salem et al. Accelerate with Care: Towards Gender-Responsive Secondary Accelerated Education. (Jesuit Refugee Service (JRS) 
and Secondary Education Working Group (SEWG), 2023). 
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education after transition.32 This is important to consider if ABEP is scaled to other regions of Nigeria, especially 

those areas where it has been identified that children do not attend school due to economic opportunities. 

 

5.2. Learnings to scale ABEP 

 

Learning 4: Government ownership and support are crucial for scaling and institutionalising 

AEPs. However, sustaining programme success also requires long-term funding for 

teacher renumeration, TLM provision and mainstreaming support. Without continued advocacy 

and budgetary inclusion, funding and resource availability may decline.  

Government ownership must be accompanied by funding and this financial support must be sustained 

if AEPs are to be sustainable and scaled effectively. Government ownership and support for the 

Complimentary Basic Education for Tanzania (COBET) facilitated the creation of a national policy and 

curriculum, enabling the programme to be scaled nationally. However, whilst the programme initially budgeted 

around TZS 50,000 (22 USD) per month for AEP teacher renumeration, this was reduced to TZS 20,000 (7 

USD) per month and there is currently no budget allocation for COBET.33 Budgetary constraints have led to 

large inadequacies in the numbers of teachers and classrooms available, with the consequence of overcrowded 

classes and COBET leaners being taught alongside formal school leaners in the same classroom.34 

Sustained funding for the renumeration of teachers or learning facilitators is essential to retain teaching 

personnel. In many donor-funded programmes, learning facilitators are volunteers who are paid a stipend or 

provided a form of incentive to teach the AEP. However, following the transition of AEP funding to governments, 

this renumeration has sometimes been reduced or removed leading to a loss of volunteer teachers. In Liberia, 

the removal of a stipend following government adoption of the Accelerated Quality Education (AQE) programme 

led to staffing shortages for the AEP and an increase in student-teacher ratios.35  

Long-term funding is also required to ensure the provision of resources for AEP learning centres. Under 

donor-management and funding, AEP learning centres are (normally) provided with teaching guides and 

learning materials for students (such as workbooks, pencils, etc) to ensure the free provision of education for 

learners. Following the transition of the AQE AEP to Ministry of Education management in Liberia, the availability 

of teaching and learning materials reduced considerably and was reported as a substantial challenge by 

teachers and schools.36   

Additional support for mainstreamed leaners is not necessarily budgeted for in the transition of a 

number of AEPs to government implementation, raising questions as to how effective the AEP will be under 

government management. Government implementation of the Ethiopia Speed School Program (operating under 

the name ‘Accelerated Learning Programme’) has not included the community development components 

delivered by the donor-funded version of the programme, such as the Self-Help Groups and the PSCS 

strategy.37 Although it is difficult to determine the impact of this removal of transition support for mainstreamed 

learners, GPE KIX has recently commissioned a research project to analyse an apparent decrease in the 

programme’s outcomes following the scale-up of the Speed School Program/ALP.38  

 

32 Kwame Akyeampong et al. Tracking the Progress of Speed School Students: 2011–2017 (University of Sussex, 2018), 
33 Graça Machel Trust. Back2School Assessment Report: Accelerated Learning Models for Out-of-School Girls in Ethiopia, Kenya, and 

Tanzania. (GPE KIX, 2023), 31.  
34 Ibid, 35.  
35 Alicia Menendez et al. Evaluation of the Accelerated Quality Education for Liberian Children Activity (AQE). (NORC, USAID, 2021). 
36 Ibid  
37 Graça Machel Trust. Back2School Assessment Report: Accelerated Learning Models for Out-of-School Girls in Ethiopia, Kenya, and 

Tanzania. (GPE KIX, 2023) 
38 Scaling Up the Adoption Process of the Speed School/APL in Ethiopia's Conflict-Affected Areas | GPEKIX 

https://www.gpekix.org/project/scaling-adoption-process-speed-schoolapl-ethiopias-conflict-affected-areas
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Learning 5: Recruiting and retaining teachers is one of the biggest challenges in scaling and 

sustaining AEPs. There are two main approaches: recruiting and training new learning 

facilitators from the community or using existing teachers. Whilst both approaches have 

their own advantages, it is important that teacher recruitment and management models align with 

governance and funding realities. 

Teacher recruitment and retention is one of the key challenges for institutionalising and scaling AEPs. 

Previous accelerated education programmes in Nigeria and internationally have demonstrated the difficulty of 

recruiting and retaining learning facilitators after programmes end. As discussed in Learning 5, retaining 

volunteer teachers is particularly difficult once stipends or incentives are removed. However, if AEPs are to be 

scaled, this requires not only retaining the personnel but increasing the numbers of trained learning facilitators.  

One approach to recruiting and retaining personnel for AEPs is to draw on existing teachers. A number 

of AEPs, including ABEP, employ teachers who are deemed to have additional capacity, with some donors or 

governments paying them for their additional time. Furthermore, in circumstances where non-state actors were 

unable to provide support, the Government of Tanzania employed teachers in the formal system to teach 

COBET (sometimes with no extra renumeration or incentives).39 However, whilst this approach has been 

framed as a cost-effective method which makes the most of existing resources and additional teacher 

capacity, it appears unsuitable for education systems that are already understaffed and lack teacher 

capacity. In Tanzania, research suggests that COBET’s current teacher management model leads to an 

‘enormous burden placed on teachers, who must combine their responsibilities for teaching COBET learners 

with that of teaching pupils in the mainstream system, without any extra pay or incentives, in severely resource 

constrained environments.’40 Similar issues are raised with the Government of Liberia’s AEP under the “One 

School Model”, where teachers are often required to teach AEP sessions as well as conventional schooling, 

without any financial compensation.41 Concerns for teacher burnout and retention raise questions around the 

sustainability of this model.  

An alternative recruitment strategy is to recruit community learning facilitators who are not government 

teachers. The benefits of recruiting teachers or learning facilitators from the community has been outlined in 

section 4.1. However, the Luminos Liberia Program deliberately ‘does not recruit government school teachers 

to be community teachers in the program, given the shortage of teachers in the government school system and 

the need to ensure that there are sufficient teachers in schools where Luminos graduates will enrol after the 

program.’42 Instead, learning facilitators are volunteers who have graduated from high school and are provided 

training before and throughout the programme. This strategy is particularly relevant for under-staffed and under-

resourced education systems and should be considered if ABEP intends to uitilise existing teachers to scale up 

the programme nationally.  

  

Learning 6: Leveraging existing resources and infrastructure can facilitate the scaling of 

AEPs, making expansion more feasible and cost-effective. However, sharing resources can also 

place a strain on education systems. 

Although using existing resources of school infrastructure could provide a quick and cost-effective method in 

scaling the programme, this approach risks overburdening the school system and losing some of the flexibility 

of AEPs. The use of government schools for AEPs is relatively common, even by programmes that are not 

managed or implemented by national or state governments. Many of these programmes (including ABEP) use 

formal school space in combination with other suitable spaces as learning centres and, generally, these 

programmes only use government owned schools when they have capacity and spare rooms.  

 

39 Graça Machel Trust. Back2School Assessment Report: Accelerated Learning Models for Out-of-School Girls in Ethiopia, Kenya, and 
Tanzania. (GPE KIX, 2023), 35.  
40 Ibid.  
41 Alicia Menendez et al. Evaluation of the Accelerated Quality Education for Liberian Children Activity (AQE). (NORC, USAID, 2021 
42 Jeffery McManus et al., “Improving Learning Outcomes for Out-of-School Children: Evidence from a Randomized Evaluation of an 

Accelerated Learning Program in Liberia.” Education Economics 33, no.1 (2024): 22. https://doi.org/10.1080/09645292.2024.2410773 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09645292.2024.2410773


ABEP Scalability Study 
 

44 
 

An alternative “One School Model” has been adopted by the Government of Liberia, where AEP and formal 

school learners attend classes at the same time in government schools. However, whilst the model intends 

for AEP and formal school leaners to be taught in separate classrooms by different teachers, it was reported 

that leaners were sometimes combined in one class.43 This has led to increased class sizes, sometimes beyond 

the seating capacity of the classrooms, and has also affected student attendance. A similar problem has been 

reported in Tanzania, where COBET learners are often taught in the same classrooms as students in the formal 

education system.44 Aside from increased pressure on teachers and the risk of overcrowded classrooms, this 

can have substantial implications on pedagogy and learning. 

These examples highlight the importance of clear delineation between spaces and teachers for AEPs and 

formal schools. Currently, the ABEP guidance specifies times when government schools can be used for 

ABEP, to ensure that sessions do not clash with classes in the formal education system.45 If ABEP does intend 

to use existing infrastructure and teachers from the formal education system to facilitate scaling of the 

programme, lessons from Tanzania and Liberia have demonstrated that it is vital to retain this separation. 

 

  

 

43 Alicia Menendez et al. Evaluation of the Accelerated Quality Education for Liberian Children Activity (AQE). (NORC, USAID, 2021 
44 Graça Machel Trust. Back2School Assessment Report: Accelerated Learning Models for Out-of-School Girls in Ethiopia, Kenya, and 

Tanzania. (GPE KIX, 2023) 
45 Accelerated Basic Education Working Group (ABWG) and NERDC. Accelerated Basic Education Programme (ABEP): National 

Implementation Guideline. (ABWG and NERDC, 2020). 
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6.0 Conclusions and recommendations 

This section presents the study’s conclusions, bringing together key findings, insights, and lessons from the 

previous sections. These conclusions form the basis for a set of recommendations aimed at informing future 

programming, policy, and research. The section is organised around the study’s four objectives, which examine 

the programme’s results, its design and implementation, considerations for scalability, and lessons from other 

contexts 

Objective 1: ABEP Results 

Conclusions 

The ABEP interventions examined in this study have successfully provided learning opportunities to 

a large number of OOSC, enrolling over 230,000 learners across five cohorts. The programme has been 

particularly effective in reaching girls. However, inclusion remains a challenge for CwD, whose participation 

is notably low, which highlights the need for targeted efforts to improve access and support for the most 

marginalised learners. 

While ABEP has been successful in expanding access, sustaining participation remains a challenge. 

Evidence from PLANE indicates high dropout rates, with boys and CwD particularly affected. Enrolment data 

reveals a significant decline in learner numbers from the start to the completion of the programme, 

underscoring the importance of strengthening retention strategies to ensure learners remain engaged and 

complete the programme. 

Beyond access and retention, ABEP has facilitated the transition of learners into formal education, 

with a relatively large proportion of those enrolled successfully mainstreamed. A large proportion of these 

transitions involve girls, though this reflects their initially higher enrolment share rather than a higher transition 

rate compared to boys. While the programme has been effective in enrolling girls, it has not necessarily 

resulted in gender-specific gains in their transition to formal schooling, pointing to the need for additional 

support to facilitate their continued education. 

In terms of learning outcomes, ABEP has demonstrated positive impacts on both literacy and 

numeracy. Learning assessments show that the programme has helped the lowest-performing learners 

make significant progress, with a marked reduction in the proportion of children at the beginner reading and 

numeracy levels. Notably, girls have consistently outperformed boys, demonstrating greater improvements 

over time and a higher likelihood of reaching the highest levels in both literacy and numeracy assessments. 

These findings highlight the potential of ABEP to improve foundational learning, particularly for marginalised 

learners, while also emphasising the need to better understand and address the factors driving gender 

differences in learning outcomes. 

Recommendations 

• Enhance the communication of ABEP outcomes: UBEC and NMEC, with support from NERDC, should 

develop a comprehensive strategy to showcase programme results across Nigeria, emphasising both state-

level and federal achievements. Tailored reports, presentations, and infographics should clearly 

communicate the positive impacts of ABEP, thereby building support among policymakers, stakeholders, 

and potential partners. 

• Systematically document and share success stories: Implementing partners and funders should 

establish a repository of success narratives that highlight achievements at multiple levels—from governance 

innovations to individual beneficiary experiences. These documented stories will serve as powerful 

advocacy tools, raising awareness about the programme’s benefits, inspiring replication of effective 

practices, and driving stakeholder buy-in. 
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• Investigate gender dynamics in enrolment: NERDC and development partners should conduct focused 

research to determine whether ABEP’s approach effectively enrols out-of-school girls and to understand 

the underlying factors behind this success. This investigation should explore how the programme addresses 

barriers such as harmful gender norms, conflict-exacerbated challenges, and various forms of school-based 

and gender-based violence. Insights gained will inform the design of future interventions that are more 

responsive to the unique needs of girls. 

• Examine and address high dropout rates: UNICEF and Plan International should undertake a thorough 

analysis of the high dropout rates, with particular attention to trends among boys and children with 

disabilities. Research should aim to identify the factors contributing to early disengagement from the 

programme and assess whether existing remedial measures are effective. This evidence will be critical in 

developing targeted strategies to improve learner retention and ensure long-term educational success. 

• Improve inclusion and retention for CwD: NERDC, funders and implementing partners should prioritise 

research to understand the causes of both the low enrolment and the high dropout rates among children 

with disabilities. Studies should investigate potential barriers such as inaccessible infrastructure, challenges 

in identifying eligible learners, and gaps in teacher training on inclusive practices. The findings will be 

essential for designing interventions that create a more supportive and accessible learning environment for 

CwD. 

Objective 2: ABEP Design and Implementation 

Conclusions 

ABEP’s design provides a strong foundation for addressing the needs of out-of-school children 

through its curriculum, implementation guidelines, and teacher training manual. Developed in line with 

global best practices, these elements enable rapid, high-quality implementation, with stakeholders particularly 

valuing its clear guidance on learning centres, timetables, and structure. However, key areas such as federal 

and state-level management, teacher recruitment, transition pathways, and sustainability require further 

refinement, especially for effective scaling. 

More than just a curriculum, ABEP is a comprehensive and adaptable framework that enhances 

access, engagement, and impact. Its child-centred approach, community-based implementation, and 

certification-oriented structure make it a promising model for reintegrating out-of-school children into 

education. Strengthening its governance and sustainability measures will be key to its long-term success. 

ABEP’s success in implementation hinges on several key enabling factors that enhance its 

accessibility, adaptability, and community engagement. Its inherent flexibility allows for tailored learning 

environments and timetables, ensuring that classes can be scheduled to fit the unique needs of each 

community. Moreover, while the curriculum is aligned with national standards, its adaptable delivery methods 

empower communities to customise instruction without compromising core content. The master trainer 

approach further strengthens ABEP’s responsiveness to local contexts, driving community engagement and 

ensuring that the programme remains flexible. However, reliance on externally funded master trainers does 

raise questions about long-term sustainability. Additionally, robust political will and strong local ownership—

exemplified by successes in states like Adamawa—prove crucial, as sustained advocacy and the 

identification of local champions significantly bolster programme implementation. Complementing these 

factors, the provision of a completion certificate serves as a vital incentive, encouraging learners and their 

families by facilitating a smooth transition into formal education. Finally, the programme’s community-based 

approach not only ensures that ABEP is tailored to local needs but also fosters ownership, drives demand, 

and contributes to overall cost-effectiveness. 

Despite its strong design, ABEP’s implementation faces several critical barriers. A major challenge is 

the absence of a robust, consensus-based institutional framework, which has led to overlapping 

responsibilities among federal and state education bodies. This fragmentation is compounded by limited 

awareness and promotion at the state level—many states remain unaware of or uninterested in ABEP due 
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to the lack of a dedicated entity to drive its uptake. In the northern regions, ABEP’s reach is further constrained 

by the absence of a clear strategy for integrating with the Almajiri School System, limiting scalability. 

Additionally, transitioning ABEP learners into formal education is hindered by systemic and structural 

challenges; the pathways for mainstreaming remain unstructured, underfunded, and poorly aligned with the 

needs of many learners. Operational challenges also include restricted access to curriculum materials, as 

centralised control by NERDC hampers timely distribution at state and community levels. Finally, the 

programme’s lack of a clear approach to identifying, enrolling, and supporting children with disabilities has 

created significant barriers for these learners, reflecting broader issues in addressing the needs of vulnerable 

populations in conflict-affected areas. 

The estimated costs of implementing ABEP vary significantly across the programmes currently in operation, 

although they need further investigation. This cost variability suggests that operational expenses, economies 

of scale, and regional factors differ considerably, highlighting the need for context-specific budgeting 

approaches. As the programme scales, establishing flexible funding and rigorous cost-monitoring 

mechanisms will be crucial to ensure efficient and sustainable resource allocation. 

Recommendations 

• Review and update ABEP implementation guidance: NERDC, in collaboration with relevant FME 

departments and implementation partners, should lead a consultative process to refine the ABEP 

implementation guidance. This review should focus on areas needing improvement, as identified in this 

report, such as strengthening provisions for CwD), providing clearer guidance on teacher recruitment, 

management, and remuneration to ensure consistency across states and improve retention and 

effectiveness and enhancing state-level ownership and clarity on roles and responsibilities at different levels 

of governance. 

• Conduct a comprehensive cost analysis of ABEP: NERDC, in collaboration with development and 

implementing partners, should lead an in-depth investigation into the costs of ABEP. This study should aim 

to establish standardised cost calculations, including the cost per enrolled child, cost per learning centre 

and a breakdown of key cost components (e.g., teacher remuneration, learning materials, infrastructure, 

and administrative costs). The findings from the cost analysis should be used to create practical cost 

estimation tools that allow state education officials to assess the financial implications of implementing 

ABEP in their respective state and compare ABEP costs with available education budgets and funding 

opportunities and make informed decisions on resource allocation based on the estimated number of OOSC 

in their state. 

• Establish a national cadre of master trainers: A structured master trainer programme should be 

developed at the federal level to ensure the rapid, consistent, and high-quality rollout of learning facilitator 

training across states. NERDC could potentially host and manage this cadre to ensure uniformity and 

efficiency in training delivery. 

• Agree on standardised models for learning facilitator recruitment and management: UBEC, NMEC, 

SUBEBs, and SAMEs should define clear models for recruiting, managing, and remunerating learning 

facilitators within ABEP. Given that teacher costs are the most significant factor affecting ABEP’s scalability 

and sustainability, this effort should explore options for integrating learning facilitators into state education 

systems while maintaining the flexibility needed for community-based implementation. 

• Training for supporting OOSC transition: The National Commission for Colleges of Education (NCCE) 

and the National Universities Commission (NUC) should incorporate training on supporting the transition of 

OOSC into formal schooling into both pre-service and in-service teacher programmes nationwide. The 

curriculum in these trainings should prioritise equipping formal education teachers with the skills to facilitate 

the mainstreaming and reintegration of former OOSC, including those transitioning from ABEP, into formal 

schools. This approach will ease their transition and ensure effective integration into the formal education 

system. 
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• Strengthen tracking of transitions to alternative education pathways, Including Technical and 

Vocational Education and Training (TVET). ABEP implementing partners should collect and analyse data 

on the number of learners who are mainstreamed into alternative education pathways upon completing the 

programme, with a particular focus on transitions to TVET. This analysis should aim to quantify how many 

learners pursue these alternatives, identify patterns or gaps in access, and assess how well the programme 

is supporting these transitions. 

Objective 3: Enabling factors and barriers to ABEP scalability 

Conclusions 

Scaling ABEP successfully depends on several key enablers. First, strong state-level political will is 

essential, as it drives funding decisions, policy support, and effective programme implementation at the state 

level. This political commitment, coupled with a robust community approach that actively engages local 

leaders, ensures that the programme is tailored to local contexts, fosters strong community ownership, and 

generates sustainable demand. Additionally, scaling ABEP requires strengthening the recruitment, 

management, and remuneration of learning facilitators by integrating these processes into government 

systems. Building technical expertise through a dedicated cadre of master trainers at the federal level is also 

critical, as they can support learning facilitators across different regions and states. Effective coordination 

among stakeholders—guided by a consensus-based institutional framework—and robust data systems with 

strategic monitoring further underpin the programme’s scalability and long-term sustainability. 

The scalability of ABEP is hindered by several critical barriers. First, weak transition pathways reduce 

incentives for enrolment and completion, limit government buy-in, and lead to inefficiencies in resource 

allocation. Without clear pathways into formal education—aligned with national policies and supported by 

robust data-sharing—ABEP’s long-term impact remains at risk. Second, state-level buy-in is inconsistent. 

Variations in awareness and perceptions—where some view out-of-school children as a regional issue or rely 

on localised solutions—affect states’ willingness to allocate funding from their budgets. This lack of uniform 

support further complicates scaling efforts. Finally, advocacy for broader adoption is challenged by insufficient 

evidence of the programme’s cost-effectiveness. Without a compelling financial case, it is difficult to secure 

the necessary political and financial commitment for expansion. Addressing these barriers through 

strengthened transition mechanisms, improved state engagement, and comprehensive cost-effectiveness 

research is essential for scaling ABEP sustainably. 

Scaling ABEP effectively hinges on a coordinated institutional framework at multiple levels. At the 

federal level, there is a clear opportunity to reduce fragmentation by clearly defining the roles of key 

stakeholders, thereby fostering more coordinated efforts and ensuring effective programme implementation 

at the state level. Strengthened collaboration between SAMEs and SUBEBs is also essential, with SAMEs 

leveraging their mandate on out-of-school children and SUBEBs providing critical funding support.  At the 

community and LGA levels, civil society organisations and local coalitions play a vital role. Their 

contributions—ranging from community mapping and enrolment to facilitator nominations and resource 

mobilisation—are crucial in linking policy to practice and ensuring that ABEP meets local needs. Together, 

these strengthened institutional and organisational ties form the backbone of a scalable and sustainable 

ABEP model. 

Effective communication is essential to scaling ABEP. Sustained advocacy and sensitisation efforts are 

needed to reinvigorate the programme’s momentum, correct misconceptions, and secure enduring 

government commitment at both federal and state levels. Continuous community sensitisation further 

reinforces local ownership and long-term support for the initiative. Moreover, the effective dissemination of 

best practices remains a critical yet underdeveloped area. Stakeholders highlight the need for structured 

knowledge-sharing mechanisms—leveraging exposure visits, success stories, and robust data—to build 

broader political and stakeholder buy-in. Strengthening these communication strategies will be key to 

advancing ABEP’s scalability and ensuring its sustained impact across diverse contexts. 
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Recommendations 

• Integrate ABEP into the Almajiri education system: The FME, including UBEC, NMEC, and the National 

Commission for Almajiri and Out-of-School Children Education, should collaborate to define a framework 

for integrating ABEP in the Almajiri education system. This integration should be formally incorporated into 

ABEP’s implementation guidance, providing clear instructions for states on how to adapt and operationalise 

this alignment. 

• Investigate ABEP’s political economy for expansion: Development partners should conduct a political 

economy analysis of ABEP’s implementation to identify the key enablers for successful uptake. This 

analysis should build on existing cases, such as Adamawa, to understand what has worked in securing 

government commitment, funding, and implementation at the state level. The findings should inform 

strategies for introducing ABEP into new states. 

• Develop a consensus-based institutional framework: ABEP stakeholders, including federal and state 

actors, should come together to establish a new institutional framework for ABEP governance and 

implementation. This framework should clarify responsibilities across federal, state, and local levels, 

ensuring alignment between FME and SME agencies (UBEC, NMEC, SAMEs, SUBEBs) and strengthening 

coordination mechanisms for sustainability. 

• Enhance links between ABEP learning centres and formal schools: A stronger, structured transition 

pathway should be established to ensure ABEP learners successfully mainstream into formal education or 

technical and vocational training. NMEC, UBEC, SAMEs, and SUBEBs should lead efforts to strengthen 

coordination between ABEP learning centres and formal school, ensure adequate funding and planning for 

transition mechanisms and develop support systems for learners transitioning into formal education to 

improve retention and success rates. 

Objective 4: Learnings from other contexts 

Conclusions 

Lessons from other countries provide valuable insights for strengthening ABEP. Longitudinal and 

tracer studies are critical for assessing the long-term impact of AEPs on learning outcomes, retention, and 

transition into formal education. Such studies can inform improvements in programme design and policy 

decisions. A major challenge for AEPs globally is the successful mainstreaming of learners into formal 

education. Evidence from other contexts highlights the importance of financial support for mainstreamed 

learners and stronger coordination between AEPs and formal schools to facilitate smoother transitions. 

Inclusive education is best achieved when AEP design and delivery are tailored to the needs of diverse 

learner groups. This can be done by implementing specialised AEP models for different populations or 

ensuring flexibility in delivery, learner support, and transition pathways. These strategies enhance 

accessibility and retention, ensuring AEPs effectively reach marginalised learners. 

Scaling ABEP requires addressing key challenges and leveraging lessons from other contexts. One 

of the biggest hurdles in scaling and sustaining AEPs is recruiting and retaining teachers. Two common 

approaches—training new facilitators from the community or utilising existing teachers—both have 

advantages, but recruitment and management models must align with governance structures and funding 

realities to be effective. Maximising existing resources and infrastructure can support scalability, making 

expansion more feasible and cost-effective. However, integrating AEPs into existing education systems may 

create additional strain on resources, requiring careful planning and coordination. Government ownership 

and sustained funding are essential for scaling and institutionalising ABEP. Without long-term financial 

commitments and continued advocacy, funding may decline, threatening programme sustainability. 
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Recommendations 

• Conduct longitudinal research to inform ABEP scale-up: NERDC and development partners should 

conduct longitudinal research to generate crucial data supporting government-led scale-up efforts for ABEP. 

This research should track learner outcomes, retention, and progression to assess whether ABEP-

supported learners remain and advance within formal schools and how their performance compares to their 

peers. These insights will help ensure that scale-up strategies are evidence-based, responsive to learner 

needs, and aligned with national education priorities. 

• Strengthen post-transition support for ABEP graduates: To enhance the long-term success of ABEP 

graduates, SUBEBs and SAMEs should provide continuous support to learners, their families, and schools 

beyond the transition phase, ideally as part of formal education support packages to avoid stigma. This 

should include academic reinforcement, psychological and social support, and targeted capacity-building 

for schools to create an enabling environment that helps learners thrive in the formal education system. 

• Develop regionally adapted ABEP curriculum: NERDC, in collaboration with other state-level agencies, 

should design and implement adapted curricula that address the specific needs of different regions and 

demographic groups, such as the Almajiri community. These adaptations should maintain flexibility and 

ensure cultural, linguistic, and contextual relevance. 

• Advance systemic solutions for ABEP sustainability: Development partners should actively promote 

systemic solutions to key challenges affecting ABEP’s scalability and sustainability. This includes 

advocating for improved mechanisms to recruit, manage, and remunerate learning facilitators, ensuring a 

consistent supply of teaching materials, and strengthening transition support systems to help learners 

integrate successfully into formal education. 
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Annexes 

Annex A: ABEP Summary 

Objective 

The core objective of the Accelerated Basic Education Programme is to provide 

an alternative basic education programme for overage out-of-school children and 

youth, and in the process, either mainstream them into formal school programme 

or provide them alternative career path through enrolment into vocational training 

centres. 

Curriculum structure 

and alignment with 

formal education 

Level Equivalent class level Target 

Level 1 Primary 1-3 

Those who have never been to 

school and are between age 10 and 

18. 

Level 2 Primary 4-6 

Those who have been to school up to 

primary 2 or 3 but dropped out due to 

one reason or the other. 

Level 3 Junior Secondary 1-3 

Those who have been to school up to 

primary 5 or 6 but dropped out owing 

to one reason or the other. 
 

Subjects 

Five subjects are included in ABEP implementation: English Studies, 

Mathematics, Basic Science and Technology, Nigerian History and Values, and 

one Nigerian language—Hausa, Igbo, or Yoruba. 

Target group 

ABEP specifically targets OOSC and youth between ages 10 and 18 who were in 

school but had their education interrupted, and are overage to continue schooling 

from where they stopped; as well as those who have never been to school and 

are overage to start formal education from the foundation class (Primary 1). 

Elements 

• Curriculum: Contains the official subject curricula and detailed content that 

students will follow at each level of ABEP. 

• National Implementation Guidance: A comprehensive document designed 

for state-level education officials, implementing partners, education 

practitioners, and other stakeholders. It provides an overview of ABEP, its 

structure, and implementation strategies, along with guidance on key areas 

such as the selection of learning centres, infrastructure requirements, and 

programme management. 

• Teacher Training Manual: A resource designed to train teachers on 

delivering accelerated education, contextualised specifically for ABEP. It 

includes instructional strategies, methodologies, and best practices for 

effective programme implementation. 

Source: Basic Education Programme National Implementation Guideline 
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Annex B: Stakeholder list 

Name Role Organisation 

Chrystal Holt Senior Education Advisor Save the Children 

Richard Tekdek Head of Education Save the Children 

Nneka Ogbansiegbe Education Specialist Save the Children 

Emilia Sorrentino Education in Emergency Advisor Plan International 

Laban Onsimus Head of Social Development Programmes Plan International 

Simon Waba Project Manager W2 Plan International 

Tobi Mbaya Project Manager EU and GAC Plan International 

Aisha Usman Project Manager USAID Plan International 

Folake Olatunji-David Director, Basic Education Department, 

Federal Ministry of Education 

Federal Ministry of Education 

(FME) 

Joy Onoya Deputy Director, Basic Education 

Department, Federal Ministry of Education 

Federal Ministry of Education 

(FME) 

Kate Kanebi Programme Manager (Education) European Union (EU) 

Dr Chima Research and development specialist Nigerian Educational Research 

and Development Council 

Jutaro Sakamoto Education Manager UNICEF 

Yusuf Ismail National Education Specialist  UNICEF 

Mustapha Shehu Education Officer UNICEF 

Lynda Ashoaolu Education specialist USAID 

Mevayero Umukoro Project Manager USAID 

Ayo Oladini Chief of Party OTL IRC 

Kashema Bahago KIX lead researcher CSEA 

Mikailu Ibrahim Education Advisor FCDO 
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Annex C: Additional information on the programmes 

Programme Background information 

PLANE  PLANE is a three-year Education in Emergencies (EiE) project (2021-2025) funded by 

FCDO and implemented by UNICEF in partnership with Plan International. Operating in 

six LGAs across Borno (Jere, Konduga, MMC) and Yobe (Damaturu, Nguru, Potiskum) 

states in northeast Nigeria, the project aims to enhance foundational learning and 

transition opportunities for children. Plan International focuses on improving the quality 

of teaching and learning in formal and non-formal settings, while UNICEF leads the 

protection component. Key priorities include strengthening literacy and numeracy skills 

and supporting girls in conflict-affected areas to complete primary education and 

transition to junior secondary school. PLANE aligns with Nigeria’s National Policy on 

Education and contributes to Sustainable Development Goal 4 on inclusive and 

equitable education. 

Opportunities 

To Learn (OTL) 

USAID’s Opportunities to Learn (OTL) is a $25 million initiative addressing the education 

needs of out-of-school children and youth in up to 12 LGAs in Borno, Yobe and 

Adamawa states. Building on the USAID-supported AENN programme (2018–2021), 

OTL continues supporting 912 non-formal learning centres and expands the use of 

USAID-approved teaching materials in English, Hausa, and Kanuri. The project aims to 

equip OOSC and youth with foundational literacy, numeracy, and socio-emotional skills 

to progress in education, training, or employment. Core interventions include providing 

accelerated learning programmes (ALP) for children aged 10-15, capacity building for 

facilitators and administrators, provision of learning materials, and advocacy for 

alternative education. OTL has five result areas: increased access to quality ALP, safe 

learning environments, improved pedagogy in non-formal education, successful 

mainstreaming into formal education, and strengthened state and local education 

institutions. The project also prioritises innovation, supporting two Innovation Hubs in 

Maiduguri and Damaturu to pilot and scale low-cost education solutions, with a focus on 

Nigeria-facing and women-led technology firms. 

EU I Between 2018 and 2019, the European Union funded a project to support the 

development and approval of the ABEP curriculum. Plan International and Save the 

Children provided technical support to NERDC in designing the curriculum and 

accompanying materials. This initiative primarily focused on technical assistance to 

ensure the curriculum's development. Building on this effort, the EU funded a follow-up 

project between 2020 and 2021 to pilot the ABEP curriculum and materials in Borno 

State. This phase included the enrolment and successful completion of one learner 

cohort, testing the programme’s effectiveness in a real-world setting. 

EU II The second EU-funded project supports a comparative analysis of Accelerated Basic 

Education Programme (ABEP) implementation in stable environments across Jigawa, 

Kano, and Sokoto states. With a target of over 300,000 learners, it will initially establish 

20 learning centres in one state, complemented by technology-driven solutions, 

including e-learning content developed with NERDC to expand access remotely. The 

project plans to recruit and train 720 learning facilitators, with 240 facilitators per state, in 

collaboration with State Agencies for Mass Education (SAMEs). The inception phase 

(July–September 2024) involved community workshops and stakeholder engagement. 

Recruitment is nearing completion, after which training will commence, followed by 

learner enrolment. The programme will run in three cohorts aligned with the academic 

calendar. 

Source: Elaborated by the authors with information from programme documentation and KIIs 
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Annex D: Research Questions and Areas of Interest 

Objective Area of interest Research Question (RQ) 

Objective 1: Analyse and 

document the results of 

PLANE ABEP in reducing 

the number of overaged 

OOSC and creating 

pathways for their 

transition into formal and 

vocational education. 

Results 

1.1 What educational outcomes and impacts (e.g. 

learning gains and transition rates) were observed in the 

initial two states where ABEP was implemented? How 

have these outcomes and impacts varied across 

different groups (e.g., gender, disability) over the 

specified period? 

1.2 What unintended consequences, both positive and 

negative, have been observed from PLANE ABEP in the 

initial implementation? 

Objective 2: To identify, 

understand, and 

document the key design 

and implementation 

features of the PLANE 

ABEP, explore their 

differences from federal 

government guidelines, 

analyse how these 

features contribute to the 

programme's success, 

and assess the potential 

for adapting these 

elements for scaling to 

other locations and 

educational levels across 

Nigeria, including what 

adjustments may be 

required to government 

guidelines to enable this. 

Design 

2.1 What are the key components and design elements 

of ABEP that have contributed to its success in Borno and 

Yobe? 

2.2 What design elements are more “adaptable”, and 

which are not? 

2.3 What are the potential risks and challenges in 

adapting the PLANE ABEP design for different regions? 

2.4 How closely does the design of the PLANE ABEP in 

Borno and Yobe adhere to government curriculum and 

guidelines? If there are differences, what are they, and 

why do they exist? 

Implementation 

2. 4 What implementation strategies were employed in 

the initial two states, how effective were they and why? 

2.5 What are the key factors and conditions required for 

successful implementation of ABEP in new states? 

2.6 How can implementation be consistent46 across 

different regions while allowing for local customisation? 

2.7 What are the barriers experienced in the design and 

implementation that have hindered ABEP? How has 

ABEP addressed these barriers, and what lessons can be 

learned from its experiences? 

2.8 What good practices and success stories have 

emerged from the design and implementation of ABEP 

thus far? 

Costing 

2.10 What are the current costs of implementing ABEP 

in Borno and Yobe? What are the cost implications of 

scaling ABEP to additional states and at the national level? 

 

46 The study will not aim to produce a single solution that can be implemented uniformly across all geographies. Instead, it will offer 
insights, ideas, and tools to inform local, tailored solutions. We acknowledge the challenge of providing consistent insights that are flexible 
enough to be adapted by different audiences. 
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2.11 Is PLANE ABEP a cost-effective solution?47 What 

evidence exists from other similar educational 

programmes in Nigeria, and can ABEP be compared with 

them? If so, how? 

Objective 3: To identify, 

contextualise, and 

document the external 

enabling factors and 

barriers that need to be 

considered to scaling 

ABEP to other locations in 

Nigeria, along with the 

associated risks and 

considerations 

Scalability 

3.1 What are the critical success factors that support the 

scalability of ABEP? 

3.2 What are the potential barriers to scaling ABEP to 

other states and nationally, and how can they be 

mitigated? 

3.3 How can ABEP be scaled sustainably, ensuring long-

term success and integration into the broader educational 

system? 

3.4 What key organisations, institutions, and 

programmes should be considered to facilitate the 

scalability of ABEP? 

3.5 What funding mechanisms and financial models 

have been most effective supporting similar interventions 

to ABEP?  

Communication 

and 

dissemination 

3.6 What communication strategies have been effective 

in promoting ABEP in the initial states? And in wider 

Nigeria and other countries? 

3.7 How can good practices and success stories from 

ABEP be communicated to stakeholders in new regions? 

Objective 4: Identify and 

document best practices 

and lessons learnt from 

previous accelerated 

education programmes in 

and outside Nigeria and 

how they can be 

integrated into scaling 

ABEP. 

Best practices at 

regional and 

global level 

4.1 What can be learnt from the implementation of ABEP 

in Nigeria? And in other countries?  

4.2 What best practices from similar educational 

programmes in other regions and globally can be 

integrated into scaling ABEP?  

4.3 How can ABEP learn from and collaborate with 

international educational initiatives to enhance its 

scalability? 

4.4 What are the lessons learned from other large-scale 

education programmes that can inform the scaling of 

ABEP? 

 

 

47 We will aim to understand and document the cost-effectiveness of approaches using existing formal schools in tandem to regular 
classes and community structures/mosques, and other approaches, and how these can be scaled and/or replicated. 
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Annex E: Copy of ABEP Certificate 

 


