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REQUEST for PROPOSAL 

The Economic Consequences of Hazard Impacts on Education
Save the Children is the world’s leading independent organisation for children. We work in 120 countries. Our vision is a world in which every child attains the right to survival, protection, development and participation. Our mission is to inspire breakthroughs in the way the world treats children and to achieve immediate and lasting change in their lives. Our values are accountability, ambition, collaboration, creativity, and integrity. In 2015 we reached 62 million children directly through our programmes in health, nutrition, education, protection and child rights, and also in times of humanitarian crises. In 2015 our combined revenues were $2.1 billion.
Save the Children International Asia Regional Office is inviting submissions for proposals for conducting the following research:

1. PURPOSE
The purpose of this research is to appraise the short- and long-term, tangible and intangible, direct and indirect economic consequences of intensive and extensive hazards impacts on the education sector, including and especially with reference to reducing educational inequities and disparities. Understanding the value that is exposed to risk will provide valuable information for policy-makers, advocates and donors regarding the need to assest cost benefits of variety of possible measures to reduce this exposure.

The project has two elements: 
1) To Construct a framework to analyse the economic consequences of hazards on the education sector, and 

2) To apply that framework to three case studies.

The framework should include the impact of hazards and associated policy responses on both
• education sector infrastructure (facilities, teaching and learning materials, etc.) as well as
• educational outcomes for students (achievement and attainment).
• The framework should be constructed so that it can be used for cost-effectiveness, cost benefit, and social return on investment analyses in the future.

The outcomes of this research will set the groundwork to inform integrated disaster risk management strategies for the education sector, by establishing the value exposed to damage. It will provide inputs to cost-effectiveness, cost-benefit, and social return on investment analyses in the future, allowing comparative assessment of investments in risk reduction, response and recovery. The research should contribute a useable model of disaster impacts on education, both by building on existing models for measuring education inequity and disruption impacts on individual income, and national economies, and disaster recovery cost information, as well as providing three applied case studies. 

The purpose of the research is to build a broad economic hazard framework for the education sector that is capable of taking the targets and indicators established to support Comprehensive School Safety (CSS) and mapping them into a prioritisation of resources across activities to meet these goals. The activities cover: safer school facilities, school disaster management, and risk reduction and resilience education. They broadly include things that we do before a hazard occurs (assessment, mitigation, adaption) and things that happen following a hazard (response and recovery). To the extent possible, the research should report on options and priorities across these activities and their impact on infrastructure and outcomes in a way that reduces educational inequity and disparities

We need to understand the gross economic consequences of hazards on education, and design follow-on research to measure the cost-benefit impacts and the reductions in inequities and disparities that can be measured future with respect to specific policy and program interventions. 


Research, supported by  Save the Children, is currently being conducted in the Philippines in cooperation with the DepEd, to investigate hazard and disaster impacts (of all sizes) on the education sector between 2009 and 2016.  That project is expected to provide sufficient data to produce a case study for this research. Two additional purposively selected case studies will be undertaken by the sucsesful consultant and should examine instances where intensive, recurrent, rapid onset natural hazard impacts have resulted in impacts to large numbers of children. The researcher will consider available data from authorities and researchers, and these may be selected from cyclones/floods in either Bangladesh, UK, or US, and earthquakes in either Nepal, Pakistan or Haiti. Selection of case studies will depend on researcher determination of quality of data readily available through partners. The objective is for the consultant to produce a standardised methodological framework to allow for direct comparison between the case studies.

The purpose of the detailed case study approach will be to shed light on the range of preemptive investments that may reduce underlying structural, non-structural, and social vulnerabilities. The analytical framework should be responsive to the targets and indicators, established to support Comprehensive School Safety, namely around: ensuring that every new school is a safe school, triaging and prioritizing unsafe structures for retrofit or replacement, implementing school-based risk reduction measures (including early warning), response-preparedness skills and provisions, educational continuity planning, and education in emergencies intervention.


2. TITLE
The Economic Consequences of Hazard Impacts on Education: Analytical Framework and Case Studies

3. PROJECT SUMMARY

The purpose of this research is to complete a study of the economic consequences of the impacts of intensive and extensive hazards on the education sector. This is to be completed through development and application of a framework to enable the quantification of short- and long-term, tangible and intangible, direct and indirect economic consequences of intensive and extensive hazards impacts on the education sector. Particular reference is to be made to reducing educational inequities and disparities. It is expected to address both the impacts on education sector assets (infrastructure as well as teaching and learning materials), as well as upon individual educational achievement and attainment and longer-term consequences for family socio-economic status.

4. BACKGROUND 

Education Safe from Disasters
Save the Children has launched an Education Safe from Disasters (ESD) strategy, which is a three-year Asia-Pacific regional strategy, aimed at strengthening Save the Children’s approach to Comprehensive School Safety, which aims to defend two fundamental child rights: the right to safety and survival, and the right to education. Governmental, inter-governmental, civil society, and private sector partners of the Global Alliance for Disaster Risk Reduction, the Worldwide Initiative for Safe Schools, and the Global Partnership for Education are all extremely interested to understand both disaster impacts on education, as well as cost-effective interventions to reduce these impacts.

The Asia region is the most disaster prone in the world, and children bear the brunt of the impact. Countries in the region experience infrequent high-impact hazards such as, earthquakes, tsunami, volcanoes; frequent lower-impact hazards such as cyclones and monsoons; slow-onset hazards such as drought, coastal erosion, and subsidence; and a range of social hazards including hazardous materials releases and conflict.

Children’s right to education, and policies and priorities for access to a free equitable quality basic education rest on assumptions about children’s ability to attend a target percentage of normative school days in order to make normative progress and benefit from their education. When schools are closed, used for other purposes or inaccessible, and when the school calendar or school attendance are significantly (and repeatedly) disrupted, when exam schedules are inflexible, children often fall behind, fail to achieve their goals, or drop out before finishing school. The consequences of educational inequities, disparities, and discontinuities are severe for individuals, families, and national welfare. Children who drop out of school face higher rates of poverty, exploitation, and violence. Whilst there is some evidence that coping with adversity is a learning and growth experience, there is also reasonable conjecture that equitable access to participation in a fairly high percentage of the normative annual school hours, is fundamental to the realizing right to education.

Comprehensive School Safety policy research, and communication from potential donors consistently indicates a great need to understand the cost of hazard impacts on education, as well as the cost of risk reduction options, and ultimately for cost-benefit studies. The pre-requisites for this are to be able to quantify the full range of damage to education sector and the children whose future depends on their access to education.

Natural Hazard Impacts in General
The study of economic and financial impacts of both natural and man-made hazards has demonstrated both short- and longer-term impacts on economic growth and development, with important policy implications when it comes to disaster risk reduction. For example, a recent World Bank report finds that, when accounting for impacts on well-being, natural disasters cost the global economy USD 520 bn (or 60 percent more than usually reported) and force some 26 million people into poverty every year (Hallegatte et. al. 2016). Poor and marginalized populations bear the brunt of disasters and climate shocks. Through their impact on human capital (in particular, nutrition, education, and health), disasters can severely affect household’s earning potential.  

“There is substantial global knowledge and technology to support quantification of natural disaster risk across the full range of geographical and socio-economic settings. While specific risk models for education infrastructure and service interruption are rare, most developing world countries, including most of the 89 countries eligible for GPE financing under the financing and funding framework (FFF), are covered by some level of hazard and risk modeling. Through the use of proxies or collection of additional exposure information, detailed risk assessments for education systems are possible almost universally and covering most of the main natural hazard perils.” (GPE 2017. Task 2 Report Draft 2.0 p.iv)

In 2005, the Multihazard Mitigation Council of the National Institute of Building Sciences (NIBS, 2005) published the often quoted study that documented how every $1 spent on mitigation saves society an average of $4. The study (which did not look specifically at the education sector) found that FEMA mitigation expenditures resulted in reduced direct property damage, reduced direct and indirect business interruption loss, reduced non-market damage, human losses, and emergency response. The study is currently being updated, with more detailed and nuanced methods, and is expected to yield more accurate assessments of mitigation impacts. Of particular relevance to the education sector, the benefits of building safely, minimum retrofit, and facilities non-structural mitigation measures are expected to be quantified (Porter, 2017). In the meantime, some additional studies have found so-called “non-structural measures” to be more cost-efficient than structural counterparts, and prevention and preparedness strategies seem to be equally efficient (Hugenbusch & Neumann, 2016).

Cost-effectiveness analysis, cost-benefit analysis, and social return on investment play an important role in risk reduction planning. Such analysis begins with understanding the value being exposed to damage. While direct and tangible damage has been frequently and accurately assessed in engineering and education sector reconnaissance reports, indirect and intangibles associated with education sector disruption, and the incremental costs of delays in recovery, are much less well-articulated.  And yet, these are thought to be considerably higher than damages which can be easily quantified in monetary terms (Dedeurwaerdere, 1998; UNISDR, 2011).

When it comes to identifying impact assessment of mitigation, three types of DRR strategies can be distinguished: Prevention/mitigation measures (i.e. physical risk reduction or mitigation, esp. structural, non-structural, infra-structural or environmental measures to reduce exposure) Preparedness (eg. early warning systems, response preparedness, contingency planning, response networks, awareness), and Risk Transfer (i.e. insurance and reserves). To the extent that risk reduction is not undertaken or is not fully effective, then the costs of Disaster Response and Recovery also come into play. 

Educational Inequities in General
Equity in education (Field, 2007) is most frequently tackled in relation to educational achievement, attainment, and drop-out prevention. Many factors have been associated with drop-out, chief among these being poverty (OECD, 2007) Policies that promote fair and inclusive education are shown to make substantial difference (OECD, 2010). 

However, in the existing literature on reducing educational inequities, the impact of educational disruption (and the length of that disruption) due to hazards and disasters has almost been entirely ignored in studies to date. The notion of ‘fairness’ has been widely used, but the normative number of days of annual and lifetime school attendance that hazards interrupt, have not. Prevention of school drop-out is often discussed, but not in relation to length of school disruption (due to either damage, use of schools as temporary shelters, inaccessibility of schools, major or repeated hazard impacts). “Second chances” and “accelerated learning” are discussed, but rarely in relation to post-disaster catch-up programs. Fair and inclusive resourcing is discussed, but not in relation to either pre-disaster mitigation investments, educational continuity planning, or post-disaster education. 

Disasters Impacts on Education in General
Disaster impacts fall unequally on people of lower socio-economic status and further depress these conditions. Educational inequities are similarly associated with lower socio-economic status. Thus when it comes to disaster impacts on education, already deprived and marginalized children potential face a double jeopardy. Education impacts are complicated, including because beyond the more obvious infrastructure damage, and school disruption consequences for education, nutrition and health outcomes can also be dependent upon school participation (Baez et. al., 2010; GPE, 2017. Task 1 Annex 1).

Some of the limited data found is alarming. After Hurricane Mitch struck Nicaragua in 1998, child labor increased as much as 58% in affected areas, and the number of children who dropped out  or working more than doubled (Baez & Santos, 2007). Recent reports from Pakistan, 11 years after the 2005 earthquake there, include calls to rebuild more than 200 schools destroyed – implying that the equivalent of an entire K-12 cohort of students of these schools have been entirely denied the educational rights that were being fulfilled before the earthquake (Dawn, 2016). The impact of short-term gains to families through children’s labor market participation remain to be compared to longer-term gains of staying in school.

Substantive and comparable quantitative data that demonstrates economic impact on the education sector, is needed to understand potential financial and economic returns to specific policy and program options when it comes to risk reduction, structural safety, preparedness, contingency planning, and response measures. Current evidence is simply insufficient as the basis for formulating these integrated risk management strategies. (Benson & Clay 2004, GPE 2017). There is substantial consensus that purposively selected, detailed, disaggregated case studies are needed to generate the information and understanding for governments to understand and justify the actions to be taken. 

A recent study by the Global Partnership for Education provides the first analytical framework for understanding short-term and long-term costs associated with impacts on: students, delivery system, teachers, and physical infrastructure (GPE, 2016). The proposal for this research should consider how the results of the GPE study can be utilized as background for this study. 
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Analytical Framework for shock impacts on education. (GPE 2017. Task 1 Report Draft 3 p. 14

The clearest direct impacts on education sector investments are the damage and destruction of:
• school classrooms
• teaching and learning equipment and materials
• water and sanitation facilities. 

Some of the significant impacts results from the use of schools as temporary shelters. These impacts have been noted in terms of physical damage to buildings, furnishings, equipment, teaching and learning supplies and water and sanitation facilities by displaced occupants – which are often not compensated or result in very delayed recovery. In addition, a the disruption to education by prolonged use of classrooms, which may force either cancellation or shortened class hours, or sub-optimal conditions such as over-crowding, noise, interruptions and distractions (Cadag et. al. 2017)

When it comes to assessing the indirect impacts on educational access, our starting point is the normative number of school days set by each country for primary and secondary education (eg. 180 days, though many are longer). The number of hours in the school day can vary considerably (eg. 5.5 hours per day is common, however in many places, and for each instruction levels –  early childhood programs and kindergarten, early primary, late primary, middle and upper schools – the day may be shorter or longer). Whilst the literature contains many measures and factors in educational equity, the underlying metrics are student-teacher contact hours, assuming generally stable teacher attendance, and classroom size (number of students per teacher). In places with recurring school disruption due to flooding, the cumulative impact on these two measures of educational equity across a child’s school ‘career’ have neither been measured nor estimated

Some of the important metrics in understanding the indirect impacts of hazards on education involve assessing impacts such as:
• school closure due to inundation and/or damage, or use of schools as temporary shelters.
• school days or hours shortened due to damage or use of schools as temporary shelters.
• children or teachers not attending due to physical inaccessibility, lack of or cost of transportation, or displacement.
• made up time and accelerated learning may not be as conducive to learning (perhaps especially for slower learners).
• displaced children’s access and adjustment to school in a new location. 
• psychosocial impacts especially on attention and concentration, for both students and teachers.
• damage to water and sanitation facilities may also have depressive effect on attendance and enrolment.

These impacts and the mitigation measures being taken to address them may be measured in a variety of ways by looking at comparisons between impacted and non-impacted populations, and populations with and without mitigation and preparedness programming in terms of: overall reduced student-teacher contact hours, enrolment, attendance, advancement, continuation between primary and secondary school, drop-out, national test performance etc. Though as yet unmeasured, individual impacts can be expected to include short- and long-term consequences for educational achievement and attainment. Outcomes may be impacted by rapid resumption of schooling, by community and student engagement in educational continuity planning. 

There may be complicating factors when it comes to measuring hazard-induced inequities in educational access. For example:
• enrolment rates are notoriously easy to inflate and are very poorly correlated with actual daily attendance and regular participation in school.  
• a variety of factors may inhibit children’s consistent attendance (and therefore lead to lack of success, repetition and drop-out). For example, pressure for children to participate in livelihood or child care activities, distance and safety of the route to school, availability of clothing and footwear in relation to weather.
• lack of appropriate water and sanitation facilities at school is a deterrent especially to girls’ participation.

Other important indirect impacts mentioned in the literature are related to the interruption of school health and nutrition programs. 

Educational continuity planning and rapid resumption of education
Knowing that school days lost has multiple consequences, many jurisdictions faced with hazard impacts, the general policy is to minimize school days and hours lost. However, in many cases of large-scale emergencies, schools are officially closed for a very limited number of days for safety, to conduct damage assessment and clean-up, and where equity considerations make this practical. Strategies for rapid resumption of schooling, minimizing school days lost, making up hours. School disruption also has impacts on community, family and individual recovery. The success of rapid school resumption seems to also have a ripple effect, making it possible for adults being able to focus on clean-up and recovery and resumption of livelihood activities, including occupational and family-based routines (known as predictors of recovery).  There are a variety of methods addressing rapid resumption of education, the logic of which is that rapid resumption is important. The economic consequences of every additional school day lost, may help inform cost-benefit calculations associated with rapid resumption of schooling. 


V. POTENTIAL CASE STUDY DATA 

Report should include 3 case studies. Save the Children has made initial efforts to identify potential case studies. 

Data from the Philippines (longitudinal 2009-2016)
Dep Ed in the Philippines has been collecting data systematically on hazard impacts on schools since 2009 hazards, as well as from use of schools as evacuation centers. Over these 5 school years, there were reports of impact from 10 different types of natural and man-made hazards
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Figure:  Disaster Impacts on Education in the Philippines. Source: Dep Ed DRRMS Presentation, 2017.

Data currently being gathered from the Philippines will answer the following questions:
• What are the range of hazards to impact the education sector in the Philippines over the 7 school years between 2009 and 2016?
• What have the educational impacts been of hazards of all sizes, in the Philippines between 2009 and 2016?
• What have the economic impacts been of hazards of all sizes, on education sector infrastructure investments in the Philippines between 2009 and 2016?
• What kinds of inequities are caused by hazard impacts in the Philippines?
• Are there a critical number of school days disrupted either at one time, or cumulatively over a student’s school years beyond which negative impacts are seen on educational achievement and attainment?
• Are there any adaptive interventions that have positive impact on these outcomes (eg. availability of temporary learning spaces, rolling resumption of school, adjusted calendar, accelerated learning, actively involving children in recovery activities, how use of school as temporary shelter is managed, percentage of children reached with adaptive interventions) 
• What recommendations can be made regarding data collection and analysis in relation to DepEd DRRM’s strategic plan (Dep Ed Order No 37, S.2015), Student-led School Watching and Hazard Mapping (Dep Ed Order No 23, S. 2015)
Researchers undertaking that project will be sharing data as soon as available, for use in a case study.
Potential Case Study Data from Nepal (2015 earthquakes): 
The impact of the Nepal earthquake (measuring 7.8 on the Richter scale) on 25 April 2015 was profound. Over 36,000 classrooms were destroyed and an additional 17,000 classrooms damaged in the earthquake and the subsequent aftershocks, disrupting education of more than 1 million children (UNICEF, 2015) through loss of learning spaces, teaching and learning materials and the psychological impacts. The Nepal Education Cluster estimated the total costs needed to support the Education response were $24.1 million ($24.1 per child) and by June 2015 only 47% ($11.3 million) had been received, and by that point in time 1007 temporary learning centres had been established, supporting school access for 100,700 children. Longitudinal data has not been reported. Save the Children has strong partnerships with Nepal’s National Society for Earthquake Technology, and Ministry of Education. Key contacts believe that there is considerable data available that can be mined with respect to the physical damage to the education sector, caused by the Nepal Earthquake, as well as data regarding longer term educational disruption.

Other Potential Case Studies:

Other potential case study data might be obtainable from researchers and government authorities with respect to the following disaster impacts.
• Hurricane Katrina – U.S
• York floods – U.K.
• Cyclones – Bangladesh (Ministry of Health data)
• Earthquake – Pakistan
• Earthquake – Haiti

2. RATIONALE 

This study aims to complement other recent studies on the barriers to achieving children’s right to a free basic quality education, and to identify significant sources of inequities in educational participation, as the result of hazards, disasters, and climate-change impacts.

The study will generate the foundational evidence on economic consequences of disaster impacts on the education sector in order to recommend and point the way forward to both risk reduction investment options, as well as to long-term data collection, and future research. An understanding of the financial and economic consequences of a variety of hazard impacts on the education sector is needed to support recommendations for policy implementation, as well as to propose a way forward for ongoing research and analysis in this field

The case studies will begin to document and provide constructive examples for many hazard prone countries in their efforts to understand the impacts of hazards on education, and to address educational inequities with thoughtful, evidence-based planning and decision-making. The results are expected to guide education sector partners, development partners, donors, and other stakeholders in reducing hazard and disaster impacts on the education sector.


3. AIM, OBJECTIVES & RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
This section can be revised with selected researcher(s), and upon consultation with key stakeholders, especially with education authority partners, and country office TA. 

Aim:
To understand the economic consequences of hazards impacts on both educational outcomes for children, and on education sector investments from a theoretical perspective as well as from case study examples.

Objectives:
• To understand the differential and longitudinal economic consequences of hazards impacts on children’s education outcomes (including larger intensive disaster impacts and extensive and recurrent impacts of hazards);
• To understand the economic impacts of hazards on education sector investments;
• To utilize quantitative data for analysis of economic consequences of hazard impacts in three case studies.

Proposed Research Questions:
Researchers are invited to formulate the proposed research questions in their proposal and in their inception report.

7. SCOPE of WORK and DELIVERABLES

Note that any results that are to be published in a peer-reviewed academic journal will require approval by academic institutional human subjects or ethics board.
1. Inception Report  
This report will refine the research questions, outline the work plan for conducting the study, a time frame for completion of each step, agreements from major stakeholders on the scope, and detail the methodologies and resources to be used. 

2. Research-into-Practice Brief    
This 2,000-word brief will provide a concise academic literature review of how the economic consequences of educational inequities and disparities can be measured and understood, as a primer geared towards practitioners. The review template will be provided, and covers:
Abstract (100 words)
Short Glossary of important terms
Introduction (100 words)
Literature Review (approx 850 words)
Case Study (approx 250 words)
Practical applications (approx 250 words)
Conclusions (approx 250 words)
Important Lessons (approx 250 words)
Follow-up Questions (5) 
References (<10)
Bibliographic References (as many as needed – submitted into Mendeley shared bibliography)

3. Final Report 
The final report will concisely (20 pages or less plus appendices) present the main findings and recommendations with regards to the overall objective and research questions outlined in this terms of reference, incorporating feedback from Save the Children and other relevant stakeholders. 
Acknowledgements
Table of Contents
Executive Summary
Introduction and Background
Purpose and Research Questions
Research Design and Methodology (sample, data collection, data analysis, limitations)	
Research Findings
Discussion (including link to other research, the guiding research narrative and translation/utilization goals).
Recommendations (must include: research dissemination and utilization goals and actionable utilization plans)
References
Appendices:

4. PowerPoint presentation of findings for general practitioner and stakeholder workshop
5. Full data set (where applicable)
	
8. QUALIFICATIONS 

Applicants may be an individual or a team.

Applicants should demonstrate that the team has:
   • A qualified economist
• Subject-matter expertise in education sector research
• Subject-matter expertise in disaster impacts research
• Subject-matter expertise in educational inequities research

• Strong research design and quantitative data analysis skills
• Excellent writing, conceptual and analytic skills, including being able to write for practitioners and policy-makers
• Proven track record in designing and implementing social science research
• Commitment to research dissemination and interest in implementation science highly desirable
• Appropriate cultural and language skills to carry out research in this particular context

In accordance with Save the Children's child safeguarding policies, all team members selected will be requested to sign SC's Child Safeguarding Policies. 


9.  RESPONSIBILITIES
The Save the Children and DepEd Research Project Support Team will guide and review the research methodology and outputs: 
• Karimi Gitonga, the Children ESD Knowledge Management Advisor
• Dr. Marla Petal, Save the Children Senior Advisor for Education and Disaster Risk Reduction
• Dr. Kat Haynes –  Education Safe from Disasters Academic Advisory Group
• Marit Aakvaag – DRR Advisor, Save the Children Norway

10.APPLICATIONS 

Application should include: 
• Cover letter stating interest and qualifications
• CV(s) and/or introduction of institute, company and primary investigators (please ensure to include contact information including phone number and email address)
• Links to 1 or 2 sample research work products
• Full proposal based on the above description of this research

Full Proposal should include:
1. Brief review of relevant literature (This is not meant to be extensive or definitive. However, it should indicate awareness of significant contributions in the field from both relevant scientific and academic texts as well as grey literature. It should indicate careful consideration of critical inquiry into carefully selected issues, clarify the 'gap' that the research should focus on, and create a space for the theoretical orientation and guiding model for the research. It can also indicate further areas of review that will be included in the course of the project).
2.  Discussion of objectives and research questions
3. Research design insights (Include and justify proposed methods to ensure rigorous, generalizable results. Describe wherever possible: rationale, sampling approach, data collection process, assumptions, limitations, analysis, and models. Where applicable, include procedures to ensure ethical research practice, such as gaining Informed Consent, and protecting participant confidentiality, and protecting children. Where applicable indicate to which organization ethical review will be submitted. 
3. Research Team Roles and CVs  
4. Budget

Review, Interviews, Notification:
If you are interested in this tender, please follow the below link to our Save the Children website to review the full request of proposal documents, how the express of interest needs to be received and whom to contact for any further information requirement. https://www.savethechildren.net/tenders

[bookmark: _GoBack]Application deadline to return your application submission must be received at the email address below not later than October 22nd 2017 ("the Closing Date"). Failure to meet the Closing Date may result in the tender being void. Returned proposals must remain open for consideration for a period of not less than 60 days from the Closing Date. Save the Children is under no obligation to award the contract or to award it to the lowest bidder. [esdresearch@savethechildren.org]

11. TIMELINES & MILESTONES

Research Duration: Nov 1st, 2017 – February 1st 2018 (end date may be subject to change based on submitted proposals)

DELIVERABLES: 

1. Inception Report – by November 15th, 2017
2. Draft Research-Into-Practice Brief – by December 8th, 2017 (revisions within 7 days of feedback)
2,000 word concise review of literature summarizing findings with respect to economic impacts of educational disruption and inequities. (format to be provided).
3. Draft Final Report –  by January 22nd, 2018 (revisions within 7 days of feedback)
• Full Research Report (20 pages + appendices) (for technical practitioner audience).
• Research Summary Report (4-6 pages) (for public stakeholder audience) 
4. Powerpoint presentation of findings for stakeholder workshop –  by January 22nd, 2018
5. Presentation of findings and recommendations (may be via remote webinar) –  by January 31st, 2018 (by arrangement)

12. BUDGET
Budget range:  Max EUR 45,000

• Payment will be made in 2 tranches: 40% upon receipt of approved inception report and 60% upon receipt of approved final deliverables. 
• The researcher/research team is responsible for all travel, telecommunications and other costs as may be required.
• Research proposal should include all anticipated costs. 

13. OVERSIGHT & ACCOUNTABILITY
Contractor will report to the Research and Learning Program Manager, and will be guided by a Research Project Guidance Team, represented by an assigned Save the Children TA Lead, as well as an independent Academic Research Advisor (assigned by Save the Children). The team will function as resource persons, to support the primary researcher (and team, where applicable), to produce quality outputs and guide effective research dissemination and next steps in implementation.

Save the Children will provide templates for layouts of final Research-into-Practice Brief, Final Report, and Powerpoint presentations. Researchers will also be provided with a Quality Review Checklist for the R2P Brief and the final reports. Peer review, final edit and 1-page summary of Research-into-Practice Brief will be completed by Risk Frontiers. Researchers are expected to arrange for professional copy-edit, info-graphics, and layout of Research Summary Report, as appropriate.  

14. PUBLICATION & DISSEMINATION OF RESULTS:
This research is a 'work for hire', and as such, Save the Children reserves the right to retain the data collected and to publish research report. Primary Investigator and Research Project Team are encouraged to consider submission of appropriate publications to both peer-reviewed journals, and relevant and national regional publications. Any such submission requires prior approval from Save the Children.
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ANNEX to Request for Proposal
The Economic Consequences of Hazard Impacts on Education

Notes from recent GPE Reports:

Global Partnership for Education (2017). Sustaining the Gains: Feasibility of Risk Financing for Education. Task 1 Report: Applicability of Existing Catastrophic Risk Models and Risk Transfer Programs to Education. Draft 2. Overseas Development Institute in conjunction with Start Network and Save the Children, with inputs from Willis Towers Watson.
Executive Summary
With global exposure to disasters increasing (United Nations, 2015), investments in education are at risk from both natural disaster and political shocks. Natural disasters are currently estimated to affect 175 million children per year (UNICEF 2014), and half of out-of-school children of primary school age live in countries affected by conflict (UNESCO 2013). 

The GPE portfolio has significant exposure to natural disaster and political risk. Almost all GPE countries are exposed to one or more natural catastrophe types, and a significant portion are fragile states and / or at risk of politically-driven crises and macro-economic shocks. This report finds that from 2000 to 2016, 79 out of 89 GPE countries reported a flood event, 53 reported drought, 44 reported storms, and 20 reported at least one earthquake event.[footnoteRef:1] In addition, political risk exposure in the GPE portfolio is substantial, with 42% of GPE partner countries classified as Fragile and Conflict-Affected Countries (FCAC). [1:  From original analysis of EM-DAT (http://www.emdat.be/) data] 


Impacts to the education sector are complex and cascading, and shocks and disruption to education have costs which reverberate beyond initial disaster recovery. Losses to education in GPE partner countries from 2000 to 2016 are estimated to total a minimum of USD 11.6 billion from natural disaster events[footnoteRef:2] alone[footnoteRef:3]. Direct and indirect impacts of shocks create substantial long-term economic and health costs, which substantially outweigh the immediate costs of rebuilding education systems. [2:  Tropical cyclone, earthquake and flood]  [3:  From original analysis of 34 PDNAs in GPE partner countries. This estimate likely represents 60% of overall natural disaster losses to education.] 


Funding to respond to shocks in education systems is not prioritized and is poorly coordinated, which results in significant economic and social costs. Very little structured risk management is currently in place in the education sector, and the traditional response to shocks is reactive rather than pre-planned and coordinated. Humanitarian funding allocations to education have averaged 2.1% over 10 years, and financial preparedness for shocks is low. The most significant cost of this system is the long-term socioeconomic cost of foregone schooling. Estimates from recent crises suggest that lower education levels due to foregone schooling have resulted in losses varying from 1.3%-3.1% of GDP, with substantial additional costs arising from permanent increases in the number of out-of-school-children. depending on the context.  

A comprehensive and structured disaster risk management approach can build resilience for the education sector to external shocks. This approach is based on understanding and reducing of hazard, exposure and vulnerability, but also on coordinated and pre-agreed post-disaster plans, backed by effective financial protection measures. The resilience dividend for the education sector could be substantial. Running a series of scenarios on recent examples of crises demonstrates that these vary from a 5% reduction in the delivery gap (i.e. the number of lost teaching days) resulting in savings equivalent to 15.7% of the direct costs of the crisis in Syria, to a 50% reduction in the delivery gap resulting in savings equivalent to 7,789% of the direct cost of the crisis in Pakistan. 

Overall, risk financing mechanisms appear to be a promising avenue for development for GPE but require piloting and further analysis. There are a number of outstanding questions regarding the scale of the potential benefits of risk financing, the use of parallel approaches or careful selection of contexts to avoid capacity traps, and optimum design of the risk financing mechanism to balance the needs and interests of the different actors involved. Piloting and further analysis will therefore be key to establishing how viable and useful these approaches will be for GPE and will be addressed in Task 2 and 3 of this project. 

p.9.
Emergency Events Database (EM-DAT), which is compiled by the Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED), based at the Université catholique de Louvain in Belgium, and focuses on natural catastrophe events compiled from various sources, including UN agencies, non-governmental organisations, insurance companies, research institutes and press agencies. EM-DAT data for all 89 GPE countries was analysed by hazard type for the period 2000 to 2016. Figure 2.1 shows that over the past 17 years, by hazard, floods affect the largest number of GPE countries, with earthquakes affecting the fewest countries.[footnoteRef:4] Further modelling and risk exposure data is presented in the Task 2 report. [4:  For EM-DAT data on the total number of events in GPE countries between 2000 and 2016 by hazard, see Annex 2. Absolute numbers of events mirror hazard distribution by GPE country. ] 
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Figure 2.1	GPE countries and disaster event experience, 2000 – 2016.



GPE (2017). Sustaining the Gains: Feasibility of Risk Financing for Education. Task 2 Report: Applicability of Existing Catastrophic Risk Models and Risk Transfer Programs to Education.  (Annex 10). Willis Towers Watson, Start Network, Overseas Development Institute 
Post-Disaster Needs Assessment Reports with Education Sector Loss Metrics
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Figure A10.1	GPE PDNA education sector losses (USD 2016) by natural hazard.
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Figure A10.2	GPE PDNA number of schools affected by natural hazard.
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Figure A10.3	GPE PDNA number of children affected by natural hazard.
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Figure A10.3	GPE PDNA number of children affected by natural hazard.

[bookmark: _Toc481532613]GPE (2017). Sustaining the Gains: Feasibility of Risk Financing for Education. Task 1 Report: Annexes). Willis Towers Watson, Start Network, Overseas Development Institute 
Annex 3	Disruptions to Education 

Table A3.1	Types of disruption to education systems.
	Type of disruption
	Definition/Examples

	Disruption to the presence of students
	Absenteeism caused by physical displacement of students or their withdrawal from school due to perceived risks, household economic needs etc. Alternatively, an influx of students due to refugee crises etc.

	Disruption to the education delivery system
	Reductions in education spending, foregone tuition / school fees, breakdown of systems, the loss of key personnel and records, emergence of complex needs in terms of curriculum content, language of instruction etc. 

	Disruption to the presence of the teaching workforce
	Teacher death or injury, absenteeism caused by physical displacement of teachers or their withdrawal from school due to perceived risks, household economic needs etc.

	Disruption to physical infrastructure
	Looting, occupation, damage or destruction of classrooms, schools and learning materials etc.



Table A3.2  The impact and predictability of different types of shock on the education system. Source: Authors’ analysis
	Shock
	Predictability
	Impact
	Nature of disruption to education system

	Earthquake
	Low 
(Overall risk quantifiable; onset, scale and location of events unpredictable; no warning)
	Immediate
	Damage and destruction of school infrastructure
Damage and destruction of learning materials
Displacement of students
Displacement / death of teachers

	Flood / Tropical cyclone
	Moderate 
(Overall risk quantifiable; high risk areas can be identified; short-term – few hours to days – warning possible but usually vague)
	Immediate
	Damage and destruction of school infrastructure
Damage and destruction of learning materials
Displacement of students
Displacement / death of teachers

	Epidemic illness
	Low
(Overall risk not well quantified; onset, scale and duration unpredictable)
	Slow onset / protracted
	Displacement / withdrawal of students
Displacement / death of teachers
Closure /alternative use of schools

	Drought / famine
	Moderate
(Overall risk broadly quantifiable; possible to identify early indicators, as well as likely affected groups and regions)
	Slow onset / protracted
	Displacement / withdrawal of students
Increase in malnutrition limits cognitive capacity of affected children
Displacement / death of teachers

	Civil unrest / violent conflict
	Varied
(Overall risk not well quantified; possible to detect early warning signs or risk areas in some cases. Onset, scale and duration generally unpredictable)
	Immediate
	Damage and destruction of school infrastructure
Damage and destruction of learning materials
Displacement / withdrawal of students
Displacement / death of teachers

	Prolonged insurgency
	Moderate 
(Overall risk not well quantified; possible to identify early indicators, as well as likely affected groups and regions)
	Slow onset / protracted
	Occupation, damage and destruction of school infrastructure
Damage and destruction of learning materials
Displacement / withdrawal of students
Displacement / death of teachers

	Macro-economic shock
	Varied
(Overall risk recognized but not well quantified; possible to identify early indicators, but scale and duration generally unpredictable)
	Generally slow onset / usually protracted
	Lack of funds to maintain education program
Displacement / withdrawal of students
Displacement of teachers

	Refugee influx due to shock in another state
	Varied
(Overall risk not well quantified; likely to depend on the nature of the initial shock. Onset, scale and duration generally unpredictable)
	Generally immediate, potential for slow onset / protracted
	Rapid increase in student numbers
Emergence of additional and complex needs in terms of language, curriculum etc.
Challenges in raising funds to expand education access
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A4.1	Short term costs
Table A4.1	Quantifying the costs of restoring the education system. Source: Data from Jones & Naylor (2014), Ndaruhutse and West (2015), Save the Children (2015) and data collected from Save the Children and the Start Network.
	Type of cost
	Method of estimation
	Extent of existing data/ quantification
	Example cost range per unit

	Rebuilding of destroyed school building
	Number of buildings destroyed x average cost of school building construction
	Extensive
	$35,000-$4.8 mn per school[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Range based on school construction estimates for Pakistan in Jones and Naylor (2014) and World Bank PDNA estimates for the Seychelles.] 


	Repairs to damaged school building
	Number of buildings damaged x estimate of extent of damage x average costs of school building construction
	Extensive
	$13,000-$380,000 per school[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Range based on World Bank PDNA school repair cost estimates data for Myanmar and Fiji.] 


	Replacement of learning materials and equipment that were destroyed or looted 
	Estimate of cost of replacing lost equipment
	Moderate
	$5,000--$30,000 per school[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Range based on generic estimate from Jones and Naylor (2014) and estimates for Syria in Ndaruhutse and West (2015).] 


	Training of new teachers to replace those that left the teaching workforce due to death, disablement, trauma, displacement and recruitment to armed groups etc.
	Number of teachers lost due to death, disablement, trauma, displacement and recruitment to armed groups x cost of teacher training
	Extensive
	$300-$8,825 per teacher[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Range based on estimates from the DRC in Jones and Naylor (2014) and from Syria in Ndaruhutse and West (2015).] 


	Pensions for teaching force due to disablement, trauma etc.
	Number of teachers lost due to death, disablement and trauma x cost of teacher pension (where applicable)
	Limited
	None

	Compensation to teachers or their families due to death, disablement, trauma etc.
	Number of teachers lost due to death, disablement and trauma x cost of teacher compensation (where applicable)
	Limited
	None

	Mediation to end school occupation
	No of hours of staff time (usually cluster and MoE) supporting negotiations, through meetings, drafting of policy position, developing alternative solutions
	Limited
	$1,000-$2,000 of staff time

	Breakdown of systems
	Number of hours of staff time to rebuild systems, cost of replacing filing systems (online/paper)
	Limited
	$2,000 per MoE office

	Loss of key personnel and records
	Number of key personnel lost due to death, disablement and trauma x replacement costs (time-recruiting, training costs, loss of personnel time etc.) 
	Limited
	$500 per staff member lost

	Emergence of complex needs (e.g. curriculum reform)
	Time to redraft, develop, print, distribute and disseminate new curriculum etc, 
	Limited
	$10-$20 per textbook





Table A4.2 	Quantifying the costs of foregone provision. Source: Government of Haiti (2010), Ndaruhutse and West (2015) & Save the Children (2015).
	Type of cost
	Method of estimation
	Extent of existing data/quantification
	Example cost range per unit

	Falling government revenues/education spending
	Will vary by shock. Current approaches based on empirical association between battle related deaths and reduced education expenditure.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Lai and Thyne (2007) found that being in a state of civil war is associated with a 3.1-3.6% reduction in education expenditure per year. Further analysis based on the severity of the conflict found that an increase of 1,000 battle related deaths per year leads to a reduction in BRDs per year leads to a reduction in educational expenditure of about 2–2.7%.] 

	Limited
	0.6%-11.4% reduction in annual public expenditure on education[footnoteRef:10]   [10:  Range based on the application of the approach of Lai and Thyne (2007) to data on the Democratic Republic of the Congo and Pakistan (Jones and Naylor, 2014). Similar estimates have not yet been produced for non-conflict shocks, but should be considered a future priority. ] 


	Foregone tuition/school fees due to school closure, student absence etc.
	Estimate of lost teaching days x average fee rate / day
	Moderate
	$0.75-$3.80 per student per lost teaching day[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Range based on daily fee at Omega Schools (low fee private schools) in Ghana and the maximum monthly fee that can be charged by private-subsidised schools in Chile. ] 




Table A4.3	Quantifying the costs of temporary education provision. Source: Overseas Development Institute (2016)[footnoteRef:12][footnoteRef:13][footnoteRef:14] and data collected from Save the Children and the Start Network. [12:  Sources for ECW estimates: UNICEF Supply Catalogue (temporary learning areas and education materials); Theunynck (2002) (teacher stipend/salaries); and DFID (2011) (teacher training). See ODI (2016) for full details of calculations.]  [13:  Assumption of 40 students per school-in-a-box kit. ]  [14:  Class sizes at different levels of education assumed to be as follows: Pre-Primary 26; Primary 35; Lower Secondary 27; Upper Secondary 23 (Education for All Global Monitoring Report, 2015).] 

	Type of cost
	Method of estimation
	Extent of existing data/ quantification
	Example cost range per unit

	Provision of temporary structures
	Number of temporary structures required x average cost of temporary structure construction 
	Extensive
	$1,420 per 42 sq. m shelter

	Provision of learning materials
	Estimate of number of students lacking access to materials x per-pupil cost of learning material provision
	Extensive
	$4 per pupil (share of school-in-a-box)

	Provision of teacher stipends
	Number of teachers affected by shock conditions x estimated additional stipend required for retention
	Extensive
	$234-$2,600 per teacher, per annum

	Provision of cash transfers/safety nets
	Livelihoods assessment of Minimum Expenditure Basket x number of families requiring support
	Limited
	$102 per month for family of 5, including 3 children[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Based on costs for Save the Children programme in Lebanon.] 
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Table A4.4	Quantifying the long term costs of costs of shocks and disruption. Sources: Estimates from Jones and Naylor (2014), Mizunoya (2015) and Save the Children (2015).
	Type of cost
	Method of estimation
	Extent of existing data/ quantification
	Example of costs 

	Lower levels of educational achievement and learning outcomes due to lost teaching time from gaps in attendance / provision  
	Estimated reduction in national average years of schooling due to conflict x increase in income per capita for increase of one year in average years of schooling
	Moderate – only for economic impact
	DRC (2009-2012): $470 mn (1.5% of GDP)
Pakistan (2009-2012): $2.9 bn (1.3% of GDP) 
Syria (2011-2015): $1.26 bn (3.1% of GDP)

	Permanent reductions in cognitive ability due to persistent malnutrition
	Estimated number of additional children affected by persistent malnutrition x loss in lifetime incomes associated with famine[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Indicative calculations for in-utero and infant children during the 1984 Ethiopian famine suggest income losses of between 3% and 8% per year over their lifetime (Dercon and Porter, 2014).] 

	Limited 
	$10.26 – $27.35 per annum per affected child[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Based on the estimates in Dercon and Porter (2014), combined with GDP per capita in Ethiopia in 2010 (current US$)(World Development Indicators).] 


	Permanent increase in out of school children
	Estimate number of additional student drop-outs at different levels of education x wage differentials for wages for people with different levels of academic attainment, applied with discount rate
	Moderate – only for economic impact
	DRC (2009-2012): $53-107 mn 
Pakistan (2009-2012): $440 mn – $1.5 bn 
Syria (2011-2015): $2.18 bn – $10.7 bn
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Table A4.5	Evidence from recent conflict disasters on the economic and social costs of shocks to the education system under the current approach.
	
	DR Congo
(2009-2012)
	Nigeria
(2009-2012)
	Pakistan
(2009-2012)
	Syria
(2011-2015)

	Nature of crisis
	Conflict
	Conflict
	Conflict
	Conflict

	Damage and destruction of school infrastructure
	$20 mn
	$4.95 mn
	$23.63 mn
	$991 mn – $2.73 bn

	Damage and destruction of learning materials
	$4 mn
	$0.29 mn
	$4.5 mn
	$104 - $264 mn

	Replacement of lost teachers
	$2,100
	$20,000
	$115,020
	$2-$6 mn

	Estimated loss from rise in OOSC due to conflict (range)
	$53-$107 mn
	Not available
	$440 mn – $1.5 bn
	$2.18 bn – $10.7 bn

	Estimated loss from education disruption (loss of teaching days and learning outcomes)
	$470 mn
	Not available
	$2.9 bn
	$1.26 bn

	Total cost estimate
	$547 mn - $601 mn
	$5.26 mn
	$3.37 bn – $4.43 bn
	$4.54 bn - $14.96 bn

	Source
	(Jones and Naylor, 2014)
	(Jones and Naylor, 2014)
	(Jones and Naylor, 2014)
	(Mizunoya, 2015; Ndaruhutse and West, 2015; Save the Children, 2015)
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Table A4.6	Evidence from recent natural disasters on the economic and social costs of shocks to the education system under the current approach.
	
	Haiti
(2010)
	Bangladesh
(2008)
	Philippines
(2013)
	Nepal
(2015)

	Nature of crisis
	Earthquake
	Cyclone Sidr
	Typhoon Haiyan
	Earthquake

	Damage and destruction of school infrastructure plus clean-up
	$401.6 mn
	$110 mn
	$491.2 mn
	$280.6 mn

	Damage and destruction of learning materials
	$82.3 mn
	
	
	

	Lost tuition fees
	$75.4 mn
	Not available
	$50.3 mn
	$32.5 mn

	Temporary schooling
	$60 mn
	
	
	

	Total cost estimate
	$626.7 mn
	$110 mn
	$541.5 mn
	$313.1 mn

	Source
	(Government of Haiti, 2010)[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Government of Haiti (2010). Haiti Earthquake, Post-Disaster Needs Assessment.] 

	Government of Bangladesh (2008)[footnoteRef:19] [19:  Government of Bangladesh (2008). Cyclone Sidr in Bangladesh: Damage, Loss and Needs Assessment for Disaster Recovery and Reconstruction ] 

	Government of the Philippines (2013)[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Government of the Philippines (2013). Reconstruction Assistance on Yolanda.] 

	(World Bank, 2015)[footnoteRef:21] [21:  World Bank (2015). Nepal Earthquake, Post-Disaster Needs Assessment. Working Paper 97501.] 
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Table A5.1	Evidence from recent conflict disasters on the economic and social costs of shocks to the education system under the current approach. (US$ Million)[footnoteRef:22] [22:  Source – DR Congo, Nigeria and Pakistan – Jones and Naylor (2014). Syria – Mizunoya (2015); Ndaruhutse and West (2015); and Save the Children (2015).] 

	
	DR Congo
(2009-2012)
	Pakistan
(2009-2012)
	Syria
(2011-2015)

	
	Low
	High
	Low
	High
	Low
	High

	Infrastructure
	20
	20
	23.63
	23.63
	991
	2,730

	Teaching materials
	4
	4
	4.5
	4.5
	104
	264

	Replacement of lost teachers
	0.002
	0.002
	0.1
	0.1
	2
	6

	Loss from rise in OOSC
	53
	107
	440
	1,500
	2,180
	10,700

	Loss from education disruption
	470
	470
	2,900
	2,900
	1,260
	1,260

	Total crisis cost
	547
	601
	3,368
	4,428
	4,537
	14,960

	Total direct crisis cost[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Note – direct crisis costs here and below refers to (i) the costs of replacing infrastructure and teaching materials and (ii) the costs of replacing lost teachers. ] 

	24
	24
	28.25
	28.25
	1,097
	3,000



Tables A5.2 – A5.5 present the potential savings from reductions in direct costs from early financing and response for the conflicts presented in Table A5.1. It is important to note that in these tables we assume that the cost of insurance is equal to the direct cost of the crisis (i.e. the cost of replacing lost infrastructure, teaching materials and teachers). Thus, although these costs will be compensated for by the insurance pay out they are are not classified as savings here, as they have already been paid for by insurance premiums etc. Savings estimates are therefore derived entirely from reductions in the costs associated with foregone education and rising numbers of out of school children. 

Table A5.2	Cost savings scenario based on a 5% reduction in the education response gap (US$ Millions). Source: Authors calculations.
	
	DR Congo
(2009-2012)
	Pakistan
(2009-2012)
	Syria
(2011-2015)

	
	Low
	High
	Low
	High
	Low
	High

	Loss from rise in OOSC
	2.65
	5.35
	22
	75
	109
	535

	Loss from education disruption
	23.5
	23.5
	145
	145
	63
	63

	Total cost savings
	26.15
	28.85
	167
	220
	172
	598

	Savings as proportion of total crisis cost
	4.8%
	4.8%
	4.96%
	4.97%
	3.79%
	4%

	Savings as proportion of direct crisis cost
	109%
	120.2%
	591.26%
	778.89%
	15.7%
	19.9%




Table A5.3	Cost savings scenario based on a 10% reduction in the education response gap (US$ Millions). Source: Authors calculations.
	
	DR Congo
(2009-2012)
	Pakistan
(2009-2012)
	Syria
(2011-2015)

	
	Low
	High
	Low
	High
	Low
	High

	Loss from rise in OOSC
	5.3
	10.7
	44
	150
	218
	1,070

	Loss from education disruption
	47
	47
	290
	290
	126
	126

	Total cost savings
	52.3
	57.7
	334
	440
	344
	1,196

	Savings as proportion of total crisis cost
	9.56%
	9.6%
	9.92%
	9.94%
	7.58%
	8%

	Savings as proportion of direct crisis cost
	217.9%
	240.4%
	1182.5%
	1557.8%
	31.36%
	39.87%



Table A5.4	Cost savings scenario based on a 25% reduction in the education response gap (US$ Millions). Source: Authors calculations.
	
	DR Congo
(2009-2012)
	Pakistan
(2009-2012)
	Syria
(2011-2015)

	
	Low
	High
	Low
	High
	Low
	High

	Loss from rise in OOSC
	13.3
	26.8
	110
	375
	545
	2,675

	Loss from education disruption
	117.5
	117.5
	725
	725
	315
	315

	Total cost savings
	130.8
	144.25
	835
	1,100
	860
	2,990

	Savings as proportion of total crisis cost
	23.9%
	24%
	24.8%
	24.8%
	19%
	20%

	Savings as proportion of direct crisis cost
	544.7%
	600.9%
	2956.3%
	3894.5%
	78.4%
	99.7%



Table A5.5	Cost savings scenario based on a 50% reduction in the education response gap (US$ Millions). Source: Authors calculations.
	
	DR Congo
(2009-2012)
	Pakistan
(2009-2012)
	Syria
(2011-2015)

	
	Low
	High
	Low
	High
	Low
	High

	Loss from rise in OOSC
	26.5
	53.5
	220
	750
	1,090
	5,350

	Loss from education disruption
	235
	235
	1,450
	1,450
	630
	630

	Total cost savings
	261.5
	288.5
	1,670
	2,200
	1720
	5,980

	Savings as proportion of total crisis cost
	47.8%
	48%
	49.6%
	49.7%
	37.9%
	40%

	Savings as proportion of direct crisis cost
	1089.5%
	1202%
	5912.6%
	7789%
	156.8%
	199.3%
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