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ABSTRACT
This report evaluates the performance of the Empleando Futuros workforce development (WFD) Activity

in Honduras. The WFD Activity aimed to increase citizen security for vulnerable populations in urban,
high-crime areas in Honduras by supporting workforce development to increase income-generating
opportunities for youth who are the most at risk of being perpetrators of violence. The performance
evaluation examines two questions:
e To what extent are quality WFD services increased, and to what extent do quality WFD
services protect against violence?
o To what extent do WFD actions produce a workforce with relevant skills to support country
development?
Evaluators collected participant data using surveys at program intake and upon completion, followed up
with program deserters, and conducted key informant interviews with participants, implementing
partners, and employers. The evaluation found that adjustments made during the course of the WFD
Activity resulted in greater participant retention in the program. Important in the journey to self-
reliance, implementing partners are incorporating components of the WFD Activity into other
programs. Two thirds of youth participants reported receiving job placement services, but only a small
fraction of those resulted in (mostly temporary) employment. Participants did note that the training they
received aided them in their own job search. The key outcomes of the WFD Activity for participants
are increases in employability, job search skills, “soft skills,” and protective factors (resilience, emotional

regulation, positive attitude/confidence, and interpersonal skills).
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| EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. OVERVIEW

USAID/Honduras contracted Banyan Global (Banyan) to implement the Empleando Futuros (EF)
Workforce Development (WFD) Activity in Honduras. This Activity aimed to increase citizen security
for vulnerable populations in urban, high-crime areas in Honduras by supporting workforce development
to increase income-generating opportunities for youth who are the most-at-risk of being perpetrators of
violence. The Activity strengthened comprehensive workforce readiness services, including for job
linkage and self-employment, to benefit at-risk youth, including those who qualify for secondary and
tertiary violence prevention services. The Activity contributed to the USAID/Honduras Country
Development Cooperation Strategy Development Objective | (DOI), Sub-Intermediate Result 1.1.2,
“Quality services that protect against violence increased”. All participants were from communities with
medium to high levels of violence in Tegucigalpa, San Pedro Sula (SPS), Tela, Choloma, La Lima,
Villanueva and La Ceiba. The WFD Activity, implemented 2016-2021, focuses primarily on young males
ages 16-30, given their prevalence in national violence statistics, both as perpetrators and victims of
violence. At the time of enrollment, target participants were out of school, with no less than a sixth-
grade education and no more than a high school degree; and unemployed, underemployed, or with

inconsistent or low-skill employment (“NiNis”).

The WFD Activity sought to insert 3,750 of those trained into the workforce. Due to funding cuts in
2019, the program revised training targets to 4,600 and insertion targets to 2,500 during the period of
evaluation (see Country Context below). To provide lessons learned to the WFD Activity to make any
adjustment necessary to reach their goal, USAID/Honduras requested the Monitoring and Evaluation
Support for Collaborative Learning and Adapting (MESCLA) Activity to conduct a performance
evaluation (PE) of the Activity. The mid-term evaluation included participants enrolled from program
inception in October 2017 through June 30, 2018. This second and final PE focuses on those participants

enrolled in the WFD Activity from April 2019 to December 2019.

Together with WFD Activity implementing partners, MESCLA collected participants data using surveys
at program intake and upon completion. MESCLA also followed up with program deserters and
conducted key informant interviews (KllIs) with participants, implementing partners, and employers.
MESCLA examined the results to identify areas for adaptation and learning for future WFD programs.

According to program reports, by the end of December 2019, 3,421 participants had completed the
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WEFD program, and 1,137 participants were employed or had returned to formal education any time

during the 12 months following completion of training.

1.2 COUNTRY CONTEXT

The WFD Activity operates in a country with high migration rates and difficult economic conditions for
youth. After a dramatic increase in migration attempts leading up to May 2019 (more than 40,000

attempted migrants), migration attempts decreased dramatically, falling by more than 90% to less than

2,000 per month by May 2020 (CBP/DHS 2013-2020).

Employment during the same period for those between 19-24 and 25-29 was 87.8 and 91.7 percent
respectively, while official unemployment was only 12.2 and 8.3 percent (INE, 2019). Meanwhile, those in
underemployment or working for less than the minimum wage were 66 percent for both groups. This
demonstrates the fact that, despite low official unemployment, there is a great number of youths who

work but do not earn enough to sustain themselves or their families.!

The implementation of this performance evaluation measurement was marked by a series of
complications due to the country context, including funding cuts (and changes in activities), and the
global COVID-19 pandemic. Following the March 30, 2019 USG announcement that there would be
funding cuts to the Central American region in response to high rates of illegal migration to the United
States, USAID/Honduras requested scaling back training and activities, therefore impacting the WFD
Activity. Scheduled funding was ultimately withheld during the remainder of FY 19 which resulted in
changes to the training targets. Finally, the COVID-19 pandemic began as data collection for this
performance evaluation was beginning. The MESCLA team made changes to the data collection
instruments to capture activities and employment before the national lockdown on March 15, 2020.
Forecasts about the impact of the pandemic on the labor market were negative,2 however the exact

medium- and long-term impact of the pandemic and lockdown on responses cannot be known with the

I'In 2010 a “transitory” decree was issued for a special temporary employment program No. 230-2010 (Gazette No. 32, 358 of
11/05/2010) establishes temporary employment for specific work or services. The duration of the contracts can be up to 36
months and are renewable. At the beginning of 2014, Congress issued the Hourly Employment Law making temporary
employment modalities included in the 2010 program permanent. According to a 2018 UNAH report on the employment
situation in Honduras, the hourly employment law - instead of fulfilling its purpose of reducing unemployment -caused an
increase in underemployment in the country. The visible underemployment rate increased from 4.6% in 2009 to 14.2% in 2018.
Visible underemployment by definition includes people who worked less than 36 hours in the reference week and at the time of
the interview expressed a desire to have been able to work longer and is used as a proxy for temporary employment.

2 https://forbescentroamerica.com/2020/05/19/cohep-alerta-de-posible-desaparicion-de-400000-empleos-en-honduras-por-
covid-19/
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data collected. (Participants were asked about employment before the lockdown in an attempt to

minimize the impact on responses. See further discussion in Limitations section).

1.3 KEY FINDINGS

The MESCLA team used a mixed methodology for the PE, including review of WFD Activity reports; data
collection via a six-month follow-up survey and Klls; data analysis of enrollment, program progression,
and socioeconomic data in the Empleando Futuros Information System (EFIS); data analysis of existing
baseline, endline, and new follow-up data. According to the MESCLA EF Technical Proposal (9/2017), the
PE process was to answer two learning questions:

e QI: To what extent are quality WFD services increased, and to what extent do quality WFD

services protect against violence?!
e  Q2: To what extent do WFD actions produce a workforce with relevant skills to support country

development?

Some findings referenced here and throughout the report use dropouts (did not complete 80 percent of
course, n=54), basic training completers (n=58), and technical training completers (basic + additional
technical training, n=466) for comparison purposes only when results are statistically significant. When
comparisons are made, those comparisons are only suggestive of difference/no difference between
groups given that there was no way to control for potential selection bias. Pre-post results without a
comparison group should also be interpreted with the normal caution for performance evaluations, as it
is not possible to attribute changes to the WFD Activity alone since no impact evaluation was

undertaken.

1.3.1 EMPLOYMENT AND EMPLOYABILITY

e The improvement in completion rates indicates that the WFD Activity modifications to
recruitment and training improved the retention of participants across all socio-demographic
characteristics (sex, age, or education level) since the mid-term PE. In the mid-term PE
completion rates differed by gender (women completed at higher rate than men), age (lower
completion for 16-17-year-olds, highest for 18-19-year-olds), and education level.

e Seven in ten completers who were unemployed when they started the program were employed
or had returned to school in the six-month follow up.

e Nearly half of those who completed technical training and engaged in some kind of economic
activity after the WFD Activity indicate that their employment was better (in terms of pay,

stability, hours, or location) than before. This improvement is especially notable given the high
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rates of underemployment in Honduras. This improvement is statistically significant when
compared to less than a quarter of those who did not complete technical training reporting
better employment after the WFD Activity.

e About one quarter of those who were in informal employment or self-employed when the
program started had moved to a formal position in the six-month follow up, and an additional
one in ten returned to school (this was true of dropouts as well, meaning this move cannot be
attributed solely to the WFD Activity).

e  Eight in ten dropouts who were unemployed when they started the program were employed or
had returned to school in the six-month follow up. One in every three dropouts left the
program because they found a job or to return to school.

e Despite inconsistent direct job placement support from EF reported by participants, participants
noted that the training they received from EF improved their job search and interview skills,
improved their entrepreneurial abilities, and provided them with a recognizable certification that
aided in their own job search.

e Among program completers, women are significantly less likely than men to be employed or to
have returned to school at the six-month follow up (76.4 percent versus 63.4 percent, p<0.05).
However, at the national level, women are also less likely to be employed or in school than
men: 89.7 percent of men versus 56.8 percent for women which reveals structural barriers that
were beyond the scope of the WFD Activitys3.

e Older youth (26-30 years old) had 53 percent lower odds of being employed at the six month
follow up than younger youth (16-20 years old), while individuals with higher resilience levels
were 24 percent more likely to be employed than those with lower resilience levels.

e  Women, those with less education at baseline, those who completed only basic training, and
younger participants reported more improvement in employability skills than men, those with
more education at baseline, those who completed technical training, and older participants. This
is not surprising given that the employability skills measured are basic labor competencies.

e A large majority (I3 out of 17) of employers interviewed expressed satisfaction with EF
employees and cited better attitudes/soft skills among EF graduates as a reason for hiring or

desiring to hire from the program in the future.

3 These numbers, estimated using INE’s 2018 household survey, consider those who are not working for pay or looking for
employment as not working.
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e Service providers cite poor attitudes and the vulnerable situation of youth as a major challenge
to program completion. This stigmatization is associated with youth in marginalized communities
in Honduras with limited opportunity to develop soft skills.

e Employers and service providers note that soft skills and positive attitudes are key for success in
the program and in securing and maintaining employment (while employers mentioned
appropriate technical skills as an area for improvement).

e Service providers are using or plan to use the lessons learned, materials (especially life skills),
and relationships (with other service providers and employers) in other programs.

e The most common area for improvement mentioned by participants was clarity in the services
offered. Participants felt cheated because, when enrolling, they understood the WFD Activity

would help them find employment or a job interview, and that did not happen in all cases.

1.3.2 VIOLENCE
e Participants with secondary and tertiary risk of engaging in violent behaviors at the baseline had
a higher probability of dropping out of the WFD Activity than those with primary risk.
e Nearly six in ten participants at secondary or tertiary risk levels at baseline decreased their risk
between baseline and the six-month follow up.
e Protective factors significantly improved between baseline and the six-month follow up
regardless of program completion. However, technical training completers showed the most

consistent and statistically significant improvements in emotional regulation and resilience.

1.3.3 MIGRATION

While the original aim of the WFD Activity was not to reduce migration to the U.S., the PE included
migration questions to increase understanding of the youth employment and migration dynamic. The
sample size was small (n=344 at baseline and follow-up) and questions did not separate between regular
and irregular migration, however the learning that came out of this initiative includes the following
findings:

e Participants with secondary education and those in the primary risk category were less likely
(statistically significant) to have attempted to migrate in the year prior to enrolling in EF than
those with no secondary education and those in the secondary risk category. Meaning more
education and lower violence risk levels are predictive of lower migration.

e Migration intentions decreased by nearly two thirds between baseline and six-month follow up,
regardless of program completion. (Note that over this same period, US Customs and Border

Protection (CBP) apprehensions at the southwest border also declined significantly).
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e Migration intentions decreased for dropouts and those who completed basic training, but not
for those who completed technical training, which were already substantially lower at baseline
than overall trends (all statistically significant).

e The reason for having migration intentions remained stable between baseline and six-month
follow up with lack of employment as the most common reason for having migration intentions.

e Migration intentions increase with past migration attempts and decrease with perception of a
good future in Honduras. At the six-month follow up, difficulty with emotional regulation also
increases the odds of having migration intentions.

e About three out of four participants agree that there is a good future in Honduras. This
perception increases among those who completed basic or technical training compared to
dropouts and decreases by age group.

e Similar to those with migration intentions, nearly 9 in 10 of those who do not see a good future

in Honduras cited the economic situation as the primary reason for that negative perception.

2 EVALUATION PURPOSE & EVALUATION QUESTIONS
2.1 EVALUATION PURPOSE

Theory of Change

At-risk youth who are provided with high-quality, comprehensive, and market-driven vocational training
services and assistance (life skills, basic competencies, psycho-social support, technical skills and job
placement support) will both increase their employment opportunities and reduce their risk factors;

therefore, increasing their household incomes and reducing their incidence for being victims or

perpetrators of violence and crime.

The Empleando Futuros WFD Activity in Honduras began in FY2016 under Development Objective |
Sub-Intermediate Result I.1.2, “quality services that protect against violence increased”.
USAID/Honduras contracted Bayan Global to implement the WFD Activity from FY2016-20214. The
Activity is part of the Central America Regional Security Initiative (CARSI). As such, it aims to support
workforce development that will increase income-generating opportunities for youth who are the most

at risk of being perpetrators of violence in urban, high-crime areas in Honduras. The WFD Activity will

4 In response to cuts to United States foreign assistance to Honduras, in July 2019 Banyan Global submitted a contingency plan
to USAID outlining adjustments in activities (reductions in scale and scope) and modified projections due to the change in
available funds. Formally accepted by USAID in August 2019, that plan indicates that project activities will continue through
November 2020.
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strengthen comprehensive workforce readiness services, including job linkage and self-employment, to
benefit at-risk youth, including those who qualify for secondary and tertiary violence prevention services.
The WFD Activity goal in Honduras is to “increase employment and protective factors for at-risk youth
living in the targeted USAID/Honduras DO high crime municipalities of Tegucigalpa, San Pedro Sula,
Choloma, La Ceiba, and Tela.”

The WFD Activity seeks to achieve the following three primary results:
e Result I: Access to high quality, comprehensive workforce development services for at-risk
youth increased, with an emphasis on youth who qualify for secondary prevention services.
e Result 2: INFOP’s institutional capacity to deliver high-quality, market-driven services
improved.
o Result 3: Access to workforce-related services, including income-generating activities,

increased for youth who have been in conflict with the law, including former gang members.

At-risk youth eligible to participate in the WFD Activity were defined by the following criteria: (I) living
in selected high-crime communities in the DO target municipalities of Tegucigalpa, San Pedro Sula,
Choloma, La Ceiba, La Lima, Villanueva and Tela; (2) being out of school, with at least a sixth-grade
education and no more than a high school degree; and, (3) being unemployed, under-employed, or with
inconsistent or low-skill employment. The criteria also specify that at least 30% of the participants will

be at-risk youth in need of secondary prevention services.

The scope of this PE covers Result | exclusively. The PE will serve to support USAID’s decision-making
process and inform delivery strategies to ensure outcome effectiveness in subsequent activities.

It should be noted that a pilot impact evaluation was conducted in 2017 but was terminated due to
challenges with consistency in implementation and high dropout rates in the first full year of the WFD
Activity. While improvements have been made in both areas, the PE is expected to provide further input
for future adaptation. Absent a control group, however, the PE will not be able to answer the impact

evaluation questions originally presented by USAID.

2.2 EVALUATION QUESTIONS

According to the MESCLA EF Technical Proposal (9/2017), the PE process was to answer two learning
questions:
e QI: To what extent are quality WFD services increased, and to what extent do quality WFD

services protect against violence?!
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Q2: To what extent do WFD actions produce a workforce with relevant skills to support country

development?

The mid-term PE (2018/19) focused on the service delivery and violence portions of QI given that the

status of program implementation did not allow for a review of employment/employability. The current

PE will therefore focus on QI sub-questions dealing with employment/ employability (i.e. special focus

on employment/employability in Q1.2-1.4) and Q2.

The scope of this PE is limited to the following sub-questions:

QI.1: To what extent has the WFD Activity reached the targets of Result |? Why have these
targets been or not been reached?

Q1.2: How does the risk of violence and employability change after program completion and six
months after finishing the program?

Q1.3: What are the perceptions of beneficiaries about the people and services that help them
succeed?!

Q1.4: How do stakeholders perceive the quality of the WFD Activity deliverables?

Q2.1: To what extent is the WFD Activity delivering job placement services to participants?
Q2.2: What are the perceptions among service providers about the services of the WFD
Activity?

Q2.3: What are the perceptions among employers about the services of the WFD Activity?

3 ACTIVITY BACKGROUND

WEFD Activity participants are drawn from the following target population:

Males (at least 60 percent) between the ages of 16 and 30;

Living in specifically identified communities within the following high-crime municipalities:
Tegucigalpa, San Pedro Sula, Choloma, La Ceiba, Villanueva, La Lima, or Tela;

Currently out of school, with no less than a sixth-grade education and no more than a high
school degree; and

Currently unemployed, underemployed, or with inconsistent or low-skill employment.

Prior to the period of evaluation, the WFD Activity in Honduras was comprised of three separate

phases in a Basic Training Model: 104 hours of life skills and cognitive behavioral therapy (“phase 1”),

followed by basic labor competencies (80 hours), and 24 hours each of “capstone” labor orientation and
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customer service (“phase 2”), and an internship or job placement and six months of observation and
mentoring (“phase 3”). Mentors accompanied the youth during phase |, and labor advisors accompanied

the youth during phases 2 and 3.

Technical Training Models: In earlier phases of the WFD Activity, the Basic Training was completed
as a requirement for entry into the technical training component. Some implementing partners
maintained this model during the period of evaluation, while many other implementing partners moved
to an Integrated Service Model that added technical/vocational training to the basic training model.
In this model youth were recruited for a specific occupation, for example restaurant services or sales
associate. Training was then integrated where youth spent one half day on the phase | activities, and
one half-day on phase 2 activities (the same total number of hours per topic was maintained from the
Basic Training Model). Mentors accompanied the youth during phase |, and labor advisors accompanied

the youth during phases 2 and 3.

In some cases, the integrated training model was used in direct response to a company’s immediate job
insertion needs, in which case it is referred to as a Specialized Integrated Service Model.

Finally, a Customized Dual Model was also introduced, which was offered in the same way as the
Integrated Service Model, with the customer service training provided by the employer.

In all models, training was conducted by local service providers (“implementing partners”) and

considered “complete” for youth who finished 80 percent of the hours in phases | and 2.5

4 EVALUATION METHODS

A mixed methodology was used for the PE, including:
o Document review of WFD Activity reports;
e Data collection via a six-month follow-up survey and Klls;
e Data analysis of enrollment, program progression, and socioeconomic data in the Empleando
Futuros Information System (EFIS);

e Data analysis of existing baseline, endline, and new follow-up data.

According to EFIS data, between April 2019 and December 2019, 1,615 individuals enrolled in EF. Of

those, 85 percent (1,370 participants) had a baseline Violence-Involved Persons Risk Assessment (VIP-

5 Given the change in models, the WFD Activity also attempted to recover youth who had dropped out after completing phase
| of the Basic Training Model by offering them a chance to “complete the program” by completing the customer service and
capstone courses.
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RA), and 54 percent of the total enrolled (869 participants) had either an endline, six-month follow up
conducted for the PE, or both. This last group constitutes the primary population for this PE (Figure I).6
MESCLA conducted the six-month follow-up survey data for a sample of 578 of the 1,370 participants
with a baseline, and Klls with 41 participants in Tegucigalpa, San Pedro Sula, Choloma and La Ceiba.
MESCLA also conducted KllIs with 18 implementing partner representatives, from seven of the eight

implementing partner organizations, and |7 employers.

Figure I: Sample distribution, by program completion and program modality
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The socio-demographic characteristics at baseline of the sample were not significantly different from all
EF enrollees in terms of sex or age, but there was a difference in education levels with an under
sampling of primary to 8t, over sampling of secondary to 12t (see Figure 2). The sample of dropouts,
completers of basic training, and those who complete technical training were also not significantly
different from each other in terms of sex, age, or education level. The endline and six-month follow up
samples for dropouts and those who only completed basic training are also not significantly different in
terms of sex, age, or education level from those who originally enrolled (see Annex | for all sample
characteristics). This means that for these populations the three samples are comparable. However, in
the case of those who completed technical training, those in the endline sample were slightly less
educated than those who originally enrolled, and those who answered the six-month follow up were
slightly older and more educated (p<0.05).

Figure 2: The six-month follow-up sample is comparable to all EF enrollees

6 Dropout cases are used for comparison purposes only.
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EF Enrollees Six-month follow up

Male 45.5% 43.4%
Age 16-20 50.7% 50.4%
Age 21-25 35.5% 35.2%
Age 26-30 14.1% 14.2%
Primary, 6-8"" grade 11.0% 6.4%**
Primary, 9" grade 11.8% 9.5%
Secondary, 10-11* grade 18.5% 18.2%
Secondary, 12 grade 58.7% 65.8%**

4.1 LIMITATIONS

While MESCLA anticipated collecting the survey and Kl data in person, the beginning of data collection
coincided with the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic and subsequent stay-at-home orders in March
2020. Surveys were therefore conducted online, and Klls by phone.

Given that there is no single source that could be used to answer all the questions posed in this report,
we draw from different, complementary, data sources. Therefore, reference populations and samples
differ between questions and figures in the following manner:

e Data on enrollment, dropout, and completion are from the WFD Activity information system
called the EFIS.

e WHFD Activity implementers collected VIP-RA and Employability data at baseline and endline, and
MESCLA conducted follow up surveys. Analysis of characteristics of participants at baseline
refers to all participants who responded to the VIP-RA and Employability survey within three
weeks of enrollment. Comparison between baseline, endline and the six-month follow up,
however, depend on those who responded in two or three observations. This decreases the
sample sizes. Dropouts did not respond to an endline, and the six-month follow up was only
applied to a statistical sample of all participants.

® Response numbers in some of the analyses and figures may be smaller because participants may

not have answered all questions necessary to calculate risk scores and protective factors.

In each of the analyses we try to specify, as clearly as possible, the data used and the population it refers
to. There are also several issues and limitations about data to consider that arose during the PE. Key
among them are the following:

e Due to COVID-19, rather than applying the survey in face-to-face interviews or with the

assistance of an enumerator, respondents filled in the survey online. Klls were also completed
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telephonically with youth participants, service providers and employers. The response rate was
lower than anticipated, and the team was only able to reach 71% of the target sample size in the
survey, and 88% of planned qualitative interviews. There may have also been an unknown impact
on responses to the survey given the difference in data collection techniques between baseline
and follow up.

Per agreement between MESLCA and the WFD Activity, the VIP-RA was initially collected at
intake or during the first three weeks of beneficiary enrollment as a baseline. However,
MESCLA learned from EF staff that WFD Activity implementers had sometimes been
administering the VIP-RA as late as the fifth week of enrollment. Late application of the VIP-RA
limits the ability to identify change given that there is no real baseline and that application during
week five of a eight week program provides little time for meaningful change to occur, or may
already be affected by changes that occurred between enrollment and the fifth week.

Migration questions were added to the baseline in April 2019 and to the endline in July 2019.
Given this timing, the analysis is based on 806 individuals who answered migration questions in
the baseline survey, and 344 who answered migration questions at both baseline and the six-
month follow up. Data from the endline are not used, as only |15 participants had migration
data at all three points in time.

The six-month follow up was conducted between March and April 2020 among participants that
enrolled in the program between April and December 2019. On average, they had completed
the program six months prior to the six-month follow up. However, some had enrolled up to a

year before, while others had enrolled only four months before.

Locating WFD participants several months after they had concluded the program was a challenge and

required the use of a replacement list to achieve the necessary sample size. This challenge was due to

outdated contact information, and a reported unwillingness to engage with the WFD Activity again.

Methodological limitations include:

This is a PE, not an impact evaluation. In some sections of the report we compare the situation
of WFD Activity participants at baseline, endline and approximately six months after completion.
We provide these as evidence of results, but in a strict sense, we cannot know if the changes
observed were a result of the program, or if they were a product of the natural evolution of
participants over time. In order to know this, an impact evaluation would be necessary.

The results may not be representative of the change in all WFD Activity participants, but only of

those who answered the VIP-RA and Employability Survey. This is due to the following:
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o 85 percent of all WFD Activity participants were interviewed at the beginning of the
program, 65 percent had an endline, and of these, 64 percent were interviewed for a
follow up.

o Among program completers, those willing to answer the follow-up survey may
represent those most satisfied with the program, possibly indicating they have achieved

better results. There may also be a selective bias among drop-outs.

Finally, given that the VIP-RA and employability survey asks about sensitive topics, participants may have
lied in some of their answers, especially when interviewed at the beginning of the WFD Activity, when
they were not familiar with the program and hence did not trust EF. If their lying decreased over time,
we may be reporting results that underestimate the true positive effect of the program or that even

show a move towards riskier attitudes. There is no way we can assess the size of this effect.

4.2 DATA COLLECTION TooLs

4.2.1 VIOLENCE INVOLVED PERSONS-RISK ASSESSMENT AND EMPLOYABILITY SURVEY

The VIP-RA, employment, and employability instruments are standardized questionnaires (collectively
“VIP-RA and employability survey”) collected among WFD Activity participants at enrollment,
completion, and, for the sample above, six months after either dropout or program completion. The
questionnaires are completed together as part of a joint instrument (full instrument in Annex 9).
Employment information was captured using the questionnaire used for the Honduras National
Household Survey. Some modifications were made to the questionnaire so that it would follow the
Colombia National Household Survey questionnaire, which goes further in depth in several areas of

employment and entrepreneurship.

Employability information was captured using the Youth Employability Survey employed by the USAID
Activity Mejorando la Educacion para Trabajar, Aprender y Superarse Programa de Capacitacion (METAS).
Small modifications were made based on the WFD Activity Monitoring Evaluation and Learning (MEL)
Plan, but the METAS tool was largely replicated verbatim.?

At the request of USAID, faculty and staff at the University of Notre Dame developed and validated the
VIP-RA tool for the WFD Activity in order to distinguish between primary and secondary risk, and to

track change in risk for WFD Activity impact and performance evaluations.8 The VIP-RA served several

7 More on the tool can be found in Abdalla, Barth, Dunn, Holter, Ortega, and Tinta (2013) and USAID Honduras (2014).
8 For more information on the tool, see the “Development and validation of the violence-involved persons risk assessment:
Honduras” report submitted to USAID September 2017.
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purposes: (1) establish empirically defensible risk of violence among young adults ages sixteen to thirty,°
(2) help target interventions for the secondary risk population, and (3) measure change in risk during

and after program participation via an impact and/or performance evaluation.

4.2.2 SURVEY DATA COLLECTION METHODS

When enrolling participants, the VWFD Activity collects baseline data using the VIP-RA and employability
survey. Banyan training subcontractors, called implementing partners, apply the VIP-RA and
employability survey to all new enrollees at the latest by the third week of the WFD Activity in order to
have a baseline observation that is comparable among participants.'® The implementing partners also

committed to collect data on a rolling basis as participants finished the program.

In order to have enough follow-up information on WFD Activity participants who either dropped out
before a second data collection and those who had completed at least six months ago, MESCLA
collected 578 follow-up VIP-RA and employability surveys. The sample selection was drawn from a file
that MESCLA constructed matching VIP-RA and employability baseline data and enrollment information

provided by the WFD Activity. (For more on sampling, see Annex 1.)

Following up with participants who had not been in contact with the WFD Activity for some time was
complicated by the fact that one in three participants was unreachable through the contact information
provided (i.e. no answer to three attempted calls, or disconnected numbers). Among those reached, the
refusal rate for the survey varied by age groups, from 54 percent among |6-19-year-olds, to 30 percent

among 20-24-year-olds, and |6 percent for 25-3|-year-olds.

4.2.3 KIl GUIDES

The team conducted Klls with participants, service providers, and employers following a guide (Annex
3). KlIs were held by phone given COVID-19 restrictions. The team followed a standard question and
response format, including follow-up questions for clarification and greater depth. The WFD Activity
provided names and contact information for all Kll subjects. Of the 190 potential KllIs subjects, 76
interviews were conducted. Only 6 KlI subjects refused the interview, while the remainder were either
unreachable at the contact information provided by the WFD Activity or did not answer at the time of

the programmed interview.

9 The term “young adult” or “adult” is used to distinguish the VIP-RA from other tools that target younger age groups
commonly referred to as “youth.”
10 This, however, is not always the case. Of |,615 participants in the sample, only 1,370 had a baseline VIP-RA.
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5 FINDINGS

This section provides the main findings for the two learning questions and each of the sub-questions
from the evaluation. Some findings referenced here and throughout the report use dropouts (n=54),
basic training completers (n=58), and technical training completers (n=466) for comparison purposes
and only when results are statistically significant. It is not possible to attribute changes to the WFD
Activity alone without an impact evaluation. Therefore, when comparisons are made, it is done to
emphasize that changes cannot be attributed to the program alone. Results without a comparison group
should also be interpreted with caution for the same reason. The only time results can be attributed to
the program is when statistical significance is indicated, meaning the difference was large enough to

detect with the available data.

5.1 LEARNING QUESTION |

o QI: To what extent are quality WFD Services increased, and to what extent do quality WFD

services protect against violence?!

5.1.1 SuUB-QUESTION I.I
e QI.I: To what extent has the WFD Activity reached the targets of Result | (Access to high
quality, comprehensive workforce development services for at-risk youth increased, with an
emphasis on youth who qualify for secondary prevention services.)? Why have these targets

been or not been reached?

5.1.1.1 How MANY INDIVIDUALS HAS THE WFD ACTIVITY BENEFITED TO DATE!
According to WFD Activity reports, 6,750 have been enrolled from the start of the WFD Activity to
December 31, 2019. From April 2019 to December 2019 — the period under consideration in this PE —

1,615 participants enrolled in the program.

5.1.1.2  HOW MANY PARTICIPANTS HAVE COMPLETED THE WFD ACTIVITY?

WEFD Activity reports indicate that of the 6,750 enrolled throughout the life of the project to December
31,2019, 3,421 or 50.7 percent completed the program. This is 74.4 percent of the target of 4,600
completions. “Completion” is at least 80% of the hours under the Basic Training Model (see section 3
for more details on hours and models). EFIS data indicate that 87.2 percent (1,408) of the 1,615
participants who enrolled between April and December 2019 completed training. (See Figure | above in

Section 4 for breakdown of these participants by training type).

5.1.1.3  ARE THERE ANY SEX, AGE OR EDUCATION DIFFERENCES IN COMPLETION RATES?
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Figure 3 shows completion rates by sex, age, and education level. No significant differences in
completion rates were found by sex, age, or education level. This differs from the results of the mid-
term PE where there was a difference by gender (women completed at higher rate than men), age
(lower completion for 16-17 year-olds, highest for 18-19 year-olds), and education (higher completion
for those with secondary education in phase |, higher completion for those with primary education in
phase 2). The improvement in completion rates indicates that WFD Activity modifications improved the

retention of participants across all socio-demographic characteristics.

Figure 3: Completion rate (%) among those enrolled in 2019, by sex, age, and education level
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5.1.1.4 HOW DO ENROLLMENT AND INSERTION RATES COMPARE WITH TARGETS?

The original enrollment, completion, and insertion targets for the WFD Activity were |1, 250, 7,500 and
3,750 respectively. Due to funding cuts, targets were changed so that the target for youth completing
the program was reduced to 4,600 and those securing employment to 2,500. As of December 31, 2019,
the WFD Activity had enrolled 6,750 participants. Of those enrolled, 3,421 or 74.4 percent of the target
of 4,600 had completed WFD Activity training. In the same period, the WFD Activity had inserted!!

2,481 participants, or 99 percent of the target of 2,500.

According to program reports, of the 1,615 WFD Activity participants enrolled during the April-

December 2019 PE analysis timeframe, 1,504 (93.1 percent) had found employment or returned to

I “Inserted” refers to those employed or returned to formal education once in the year after completing or dropping out per
the revised EF PIRS section |.3. For the PE, an individual is considered “employed” if they worked for at least one hour during
the last week (Instituto Nacional de Estadisticas standard) or the week prior to the COVID quarantine, including those self-
employed or who worked without pay in a family business. Return to formal education is only available in the six-month follow
up as it refers to return to school or training after leaving EF.
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formal education at any time during the 12-month period after completing or dropping out of the

program.

To answer a key question of this PE — whether participants had obtained new or improved employment
— we analyzed data collected at baseline and at the six-month follow up. As shown in Figure 4, the
percentage of individuals who were working or studying was significantly larger in the six-month follow
up than at baseline (n=524). This result holds for both those who only completed basic training (67.2
percent) and for those who completed the technical training (69.3 percent). There is no significant
difference between these two groups at follow up, which indicates that the type of training completed
does not make a difference in the chance of having employment at the six-month follow up.'2 (See
Annex 4.) About one in three participants who left the program before completing basic training did so
because they found a job or went back to school, which contributes to the higher percentage working
among dropouts. (However, the completers significantly reported securing better jobs post program

Figure 4).

Figure 4: Percentage of participants employed or returned to school, by time of observation
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