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Executive Summary 

This report presents the post reopening assessment findings on the impact of COVID-19 on Low 

Fee Private Schools (LFPS) under the IDP Rising School Program.  The assessment was 

commissioned by the IDP Foundation in order to examine the impact of COVID-19 on LFPS 

operations and make pertinent recommendations on how to support vulnerable LFPSs. The IDP 

Rising School Program (IDPRSP) under the IDP Foundation in partnership with Sinapi Aba, is 

aimed at supporting LFPS with financial resources through the provision of loans and school 

management training for proprietors of LFPS; this enables them to provide quality education to 

poor and vulnerable populations. Under the program, in 2019, the IDP Foundation and Sinapi Aba 

Trust agreed to extend the implementation of the IDP Rising Schools Program for five additional 

years in order to expand the support to LFPS2. Over the past ten years, the IDPRSP has provided 

LFPS with a total loan portfolio of GHS10,979,852 (average loan size of GHS18,768.98).  

Assessment Design and Methodology 

The post reopening COVID assessment adopted a mixed method approach employing 

quantitative and qualitative methods, including exploratory and participatory techniques. The 

assessment utilized key informant interviews and focus group discussions to elicit information 

from proprietors, headteachers, teachers, parents, district education officials, and private school 

associations. The assessment also involved interviews with Sinapi Aba along with other financial 

institutions supporting LFPS, GES, NBSSI/BAC and GNAPS at the district level, as well as 

PTA/SMC members at the community level.  

The study area was stratified into three zones: Northern zone (Upper East), Middle zone (Ashanti 

and Brong Ahafo), and Southern Zone (Greater Accra, Western and Central) based on the old 

regional demarcation. A total of 80 LFPS were sampled across eight districts in four regions of 

Ghana. Data collection was conducted from 9th March, 2021 to 24th March 2021. The quantitative 

data was analyzed using descriptive statistics whereas the qualitative data was analyzed using 

thematic and narrative approaches. All data was disaggregated by sex, location and school 

classification based on the GES ratings. 

Key Findings and Conclusions 

Situational analysis (Post reopening) 

The post-reopening assessment found that LFPS are facing severe challenges in relation to the 

stoppage, and erratic payment of school fees, declines in enrollment, drop out, low levels of 

parental support and high turnover of teachers. Most proprietors indicated that parents are facing 

difficulties in paying their wards school fees. Accordingly, some parents have negotiated for 

payment plans with the LFPS that allow them to make school fee payments in instalments. 

Because of the high demand for payment plans, some LFPS have changed their payment 

schedule’s from termly to monthly and even a daily basis. 

The Post Reopening LFPS assessment found that the enrollment in LFPS has declined over the 

COVID 19 period from March 2020 to date. According to the proprietors interviewed, some 

students have not returned to school since reopening in January 2021, this has led to a reduction 

in enrollment in LFPS. Some students who did not return after the school closure in March 2020 

have transitioned to public schools. 

 
2 As part of this expansion drive, funding was made available to Sinapi Aba with the aim of increasing the 

beneficiary schools from 584 to 1,000, and providing about 400 loans to be disbursed to the schools over 
the five-year period. 
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Thirdly, low parental support and high teacher turnover emerged as key factors impeding teaching 

and learning in LFPS. School proprietors explained that after the reopening of schools, some 

parents are not very supportive of the school. The contribution that parents used to make to the 

development of the schools (e.g. purchase of furniture, books, computers etc) has stopped 

according to proprietors’, with parents complaining of economic hardship and their inability to pay 

school fees.  

Analysis across the school levels shows higher enrolment numbers (11,343) from the sampled 

LFPS in urban areas compared to schools located in rural areas (7,313). The same trend is 

observed across the school levels with urban pre-schools, primary and JHS having higher 

enrolment figures than their rural counterparts. The study also recorded enrollment rates before 

school closure and after schools resumed. The pre-opening study revealed that before the closure 

of schools—in March 2020-- the drop in enrolment across most LFPS was between 1 to 5 

students. However, with the school reopening, the drop in enrollment increased to 20 and 60 

students; schools reported an average of 42.3% drop in student enrollment across the sampled 

schools.  About 91% of the LFPS are resilient and about 9% are at risk of closing down. Of the 

9% that are at risk of closing down, 5.13% were rural LFPS whereas 3.85% were urban LFPS. 

 

Needs Analysis  

The parental views captured in the LFPS reopening study suggests that about 90% of parents 

agreed that schools should reopen, with very few parents disagreeing. This was apparent when 

almost all parents interviewed indicated their satisfaction with the schools’ preparedness to 

ensure the safety of their children in relation to COVID-19.  Low enrollment levels were notable 

across all 80 schools visited in the study districts. The assessment found that this was due to the 

withdrawal by some parents of their wards from private schools and enrolling them in public 

schools. Some had withdrawn their children due to their inability to pay tuition, while others feared 

that their wards would contract COVID-19. 

A high level of teacher attrition was apparent in almost all the LFPS studied. Most LFPS teachers 

had to find other jobs during school closure because they were not being paid. These teachers 

chose to continue with their new sources of livelihood which meant that teaching staff had reduced 

substantially in most LFPS visited. Additionally, most LFPS are experiencing challenges with 

inadequate infrastructural challenges due to ensure adequate space within the classroom/schools 

due to the COVID-19 social distancing protocols.  

The Post Reopening Assessment found that most LFPS are facing financial challenges due to 
low revenue generation in the schools. Proprietors are still struggling to obtain funds to pay the 
teachers after reopening in January 2021. This can be traced to the fact that most parents are still 
out of work or recovering from the impact of COVID-19 on household income because their 
revenue streams were cut off for nearly nine months. Therefore, most proprietors stated that they 
have introduced stringent measures to compel parents to pay school fees early enough while 
others have marginally increased the school fees. The critical needs of LFPS include 
replenishment of operational capital, recruitment and training of new staff, addressing learning 
gaps among children in LFPS, and rehabilitation of school infrastructure and facilities. 

Impact of COVID-19 on LFPS 

Findings from the pre-opening assessment suggest that changing the fee structure was projected 

to be a major strategy for LFPS to survive and stay operational. However, at the time of the post 

reopening assessment, findings showed that 63% of LFPS had not increased their fee’s. 

Interviews with Proprietor’s suggest that this was mainly due to the need to attract more students, 

the fear of losing existing students and the reduction in parental income.   
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The majority of finance officers interviewed (61%) indicated that the schools had lost significant 

income from non-payment of tuition fees, and lost income from feeding and transportation 

payments to the school was a result of the school closures due to COVID. This finding reflects 

the pre-opening assessment findings, where proprietors and their finance officers, revealed that 

they lost income as a result of the school closures when students stayed at home, no longer paid 

tuition and other related revenue streams diminished. 

Comparing the financial position of the schools pre and post school reopening, the assessment 

found slight differences in the financial position of LFPS. LFPS with a strong financial position fell 

to 6.41% compared to the initial rate of 11.1%.  Moderately rated LFPS’s increased their financial 

capacity from 22.5% (pre reopening) to 35.5% (post reopening); while low-capacity schools fell 

from 66.7% (pre reopening) to 57% (post reopening capacity). This means that while some “high 

capacity” LFPS fell to moderate capacity levels, others improved their financial capacity from low 

to moderate capacity. Indeed, such changes in the financial strength of the school were in 

response to changes in the (i) fee structure and (ii) enrolment rates.  

In terms of staff, the assessment noted that of all the LFPS proprietors interviewed, 57.69% 

reported that their schools had moderate staffing levels -(some having a full contingent of teachers 

and some not having enough; the study found between 50% and 70% teacher availability. 35.90% 

of the proprietors said they had low staff capacity with below 50% of teachers at post since most 

had left the schools. Only 6.41% of proprietors said they had high staff capacity, with a full 

contingent of teachers above 70% staff available. 

After the reopening of schools, about 90% of LFPS across the regions had recorded a drop in 

enrolment. The main reason why some parents withdrew their children from LFPS was financial 

in nature. Additionally, the assessment found that teaching and learning had become less 

effective, and class attendance was low because students had lost their motivation to learn, were 

reporting to school late, or could not read because they had “stayed home for too long”. 

Mitigation Measures  

The Post Reopening Assessment revealed that LFPS have received some support in the form of 

training, financial support, fumigation, PPEs and other WASH facilities from the Government of 

Ghana through the Ghana Education Service District offices as a COVID 19 mitigation measure. 

However, there was limited evidence of LFPS action and direct measures to maintain or search 

for external support to help the situation from NGOs/CSOs and philanthropic agencies. On the 

financial front, most LFPS, in a bid to be self-sufficient, have started saving and investing their 

income. Others planned to make their fee payment system more flexible and find alternative 

sources of income, including applying for loans.  

With regard to teacher and learner safety, the post reopening assessment noted that the majority 

of LFPS were observing basic hygiene, as well as following the COVID-19 protocols. The 

assessment observed that most LFPS had adequate PPEs provided by the government (GES), 

and teachers and students were using them. The only problem noted was that schools were not 

able to observe social distancing due to the inadequate classroom infrastructure and furniture.  

Key Recommendations 

1. LFPS need business development and advisory services in the form of business planning, 

strategic and school management plans to ensure the schools survive; health and safety 

training; accounting and auditing services; and advertising and promotion.  

2. LFPS need to establish other sources of income to generate more funds for sustaining the 
schools in the long term. Venturing into other business streams such as: school feeding, 
afterschool tutoring or holding vacation programmes; alongside managing the school will 
provide more income that can build a safety net in case of unforeseen situations arise.  
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3. LFPS need to develop their capacity to offer online or digital education platforms in order 

to make learning easier and accessible in times when classes cannot be held in person. 

 

4. LFPS need to also set aside contingency funds for emergency purposes. LFPS should 

establish a providence fund to which their staff and the school both contribute. This will 

serve as a financial safety net for the school, proprietor and employees particularly when 

crises occur. 

5. Teachers in LFPS will require more in-service training in the following areas: curriculum 

development, class management, subject specific content and pedagogy. 

6. Financial institutions such as Sinapi Aba should give loans with lower interest rates to 

LFPS in order to enable proprietors to obtain loans for school development. Financial 

institutions should also grant LPFS a flexible tenure of payment to enable them to repay 

their loans. 

7. A more rigorous monitoring system should be put in place to measure the disbursement 

and usage of the IDP grants offered to the selected LFPS. These measures will ensure 

accountability from the proprietors and ensure that the grants are used for the targeted 

school’s needs. 

8. The LFPS need to inform their head teachers, financial officers and teachers about any 

IDP grants received by the school.  

9. More support is needed to enhance the capacities of the GNAPS and GNACOPS to 

advocate for government to create an enabling environment for LFPS across the country 

particularly in areas where they are serving the poor and vulnerable. 
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1.0 Background and Context  

Global evidence from the World Bank (2015) suggests that there is a growing surge of private 
schooling particularly in low-income countries. The percentage of students attending private 
primary schools in low-income countries has doubled from eleven percent to twenty-two 
percent, which is directly related to the increased access in public primary school enrolment 
(World Bank 2015). Ghana has experienced rapid expansion in access to basic education 
over the last twenty years. Between 2000 and 2018, the net primary school enrolment rate 
more than tripled from 30 percent to 93 percent due to a variety of factors including the 
elimination of school fees at the basic level, a tripling of education spending by the 
Government, and rising household income (MOE, Education Sector Analysis, 2018b; IDP, 
2018). Despite impressive gains in access to basic education, the goal of providing every 
Ghanaian child with quality basic education remains a significant challenge due mainly to poor 
quality teaching and low teacher commitment levels (Casely-Hayford, 2018a).  

Evidence from Ghana’s Education Sector Progress Report (ESPR) for 2016 to 2018, shows 
the number of private primary schools increased by more than forty-six percent between 2009 
and 2015, and enrolment rates in private schools also increased from eighteen percent to 
twenty-five percent of the total national primary school enrollment. The growth in private 
education has been visible mainly in the regional capitals, district capitals, and urban areas in 
the southern belt of the country; far fewer private schools have been established in the five 
northern regions (ESPR 2016-18; IDP 2016). The Education Management Information System 
(EMIS) data, 2017/18, shows that the Ashanti Region has the highest number of public primary 
schools (2,387) while the Upper West Region has the lowest number (676). The findings 
reveal that there are more public primary schools than private ones except for the Greater 
Accra Region which has almost triple the number of private primary schools (859 public 
compared to 2,232 private). The EMIS data also suggests that the five Northern regions have 
relatively few private schools operating in the region compared to other regions in the country-
- particularly Ashanti, Western, Central and Greater Accra. The data also indicates that the 
number of private junior high schools experienced a high growth rate of 11.9% and rose to 
6,066 from 5,422 in the academic year 2016/2017.  

Within this context, the “Low-Fee Private School” (LFPS) has emerged as a viable model to 
provide schooling options for working-class and marginalized families that desire a higher 
quality education for their children but cannot afford medium and higher-cost private 
education. The literature points to the rapid growth of LFPS, which is partially explained by 
weaknesses in quality delivery of public education. Like other global markets, the growth of 
LFPS in Ghana is driven by high demand and low supply of quality education opportunities. 
The main supply drivers for LFPS identified in the literature are (1) the quantity of primary 
schooling provided by the government to meet the gross/net enrolment target; (2) the 
population of school-age children and (3) the number of out-of-school children. The main 
drivers of demand for LFPS in low- income countries include affordability, the language of 
instruction, perceived performance, and quality of educational delivery (USAID, 2020; Akugri 
and Acheampong, 2010).   

The emergence of the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic in December 2019 affected all 
countries and impacted the socio-economic contexts of households, especially the most 
vulnerable and lowest-income households, ‘wiping off educational progress made in the pre-
COVID-19 period’ (Brookings Institute, May 20203). The global economy has severely 
impacted low-income households due to loss of livelihoods, jobs and steady income-
generating activities. Studies on women and girls have highlighted the increased risks to out-
of-school girls who are now more vulnerable to increased labor demands in their households, 

 
3 Brookings Institute on the Impact of COVID-19 on the Education Systems, Washington. 
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as well as violence and abuse not to mention early marriage and teenage pregnancy (McGill 
University, 20204).   

To curb the spread of the virus, several countries have instituted education emergency policies 
directed at the closure of schools, allowing limited participation for only examination classes. 
For instance, educational facilities have been shut down in over one hundred countries, and 
UNESCO (2020) has reported that this shutdown has affected over 1.1 billion students 
worldwide. With this closure of educational institutions, learners from low-income families have 
been affected the most since they often have no access to digital online platforms. With the 
breakdown of education systems, at least for the short term, in low-income countries and 
among the poor, LFPS are sure to be impacted the most. Studies have shown for instance, in 
Dubai, parents have appealed for the reduction in the cost of school fees due to pay cuts and 
loss of jobs coupled with a huge increase in the cost of living.5   

The Low Fee Private Schools offer an education model designed to provide low-income 
households with quality education. However, this business model often depends on the daily 
fee structures of LFPS, which is one of the main constraints to private school resilience, and 
increased vulnerability. To continue paying teachers and overhead costs, the LFPS are heavily 
dependent on the daily fee system, fees for transportation/feeding, and fees for extra classes 
(USAID, 2019). Anecdotal evidence gathered from LFPS proprietors (by the Ghana National 
Association of Private Schools – GNAPS) at the early stages of the pandemic in Ghana 
indicate that recurring costs to keep the LFPS running (including teacher salaries and payment 
of rent) were not continued immediately following the closure of schools, with a large number 
of private school teachers being laid off work (March 2020).  Some schools were able to pay 
teachers’ salaries for a few months, and others were in arrears and dismissed their teachers. 
Parents who, as a result of the pandemic, currently may be dealing with job lay-offs, pay cuts 
and market interruption for farm produce, may not be able to pay outstanding fee payments 
owed to the schools. It is projected that with these financial constraints, enrolment levels may 
drop, teachers may refuse to return to schools, and some LFPS may find it difficult to re-open. 

It is evident that while there is a tremendous impact of COVID-19 in the educational sector, its 
long-term impact is still yet to be fully assessed. Government, financial institutions and civil 
society must understand the precise effects of COVID-19 on LFPS in order to design mitigation 
measures and support programs for the reopening and sustainability of LFPS. The literature 
review carried out as part of this study suggests that limited access to empirical evidence will 
our understanding of the problem and likely the policy-making needed to mitigate the impact 
of COVID-19 on LFPS. Already several reports in Ghana are suggesting that the impact of 
COVID is deep and has hit the private sector. It is against this background that the pre-and 
post-reopening Assessments of COVID-19 on Low Free Private Schools within the IDP Rising 
Schools Program in Ghana were carried out. 
 

2.0 Assessment Objectives, Questions and Scope   

2.1 Objectives of the Impact Assessment 

The main objective of conducting the post-reopening assessment of the impact of the COVID-
19 pandemic on LFPS within the Rising Schools Program is to investigate the impact of this 
pandemic on the operations of LFPS, provide information to guide the deployment of targeted 
support to the most at-risk schools, and elicit key learnings to inform efforts at strengthening 
the resilience of LFPS to withstand unplanned future shocks.  

 
4 McGill University study (2020) The Impact of COVID on Gender equality and vulnerable groups. 

5 Nicola, M., Alsafi, Z., Sohrabi, C., Kerwan, A., Al-Jabir, A., Iosifidis, C., ... & Agha, R. (2020). The socio-economic 
implications of the coronavirus pandemic (COVID-19): A review. International Journal of Surgery (London, 
England), 78, 185.      
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Specifically, the post-reopening assessment sought to achieve the following:  

1. Investigate and understand the extent to which the COVID-19 pandemic has impacted 
on vulnerable LFPS within the program;  
 

2. Identify and recommend to IDPF appropriate support to be deployed to the hard-hit, 
vulnerable or most at-risk schools that remain viable LFPS within the program;  
 

3. Identify and synthesize key learnings and lessons IDPF could direct into the Rising 
Schools Program to help strengthen the resilience of schools against such crises in 
the future, i.e., in terms of their general operations and academics.  

2.2 General Assessment Research Questions 

Based on the overall IDP assessment objectives, the following research questions were 
formulated to guide the post-reopening assessment:  

1. To what extent has the COVID-19 pandemic impacted on vulnerable LFPS within the 
program?  
 

2. What are the specific support needs of these hard-hit, vulnerable or most at-risk 
schools who remain viable LFPS within the program? 
 

3. What learnings and lessons could help the IDPF direct into the Rising Schools Program 
in order to strengthen the resilience of schools against such crises in the future, i.e., in 
terms of their general operations and academics?  

To operationalize the above assessment questions, the AfC assessment team organized the 
questions under four thematic areas: the situation analysis, a needs analysis, an impact 
assessment of COVID-19 on LFPS schools, and mitigation measures taken by the schools to 
address the impacts. Under each thematic area, the assessment team developed a list of sub-
questions that address the main question.  

Table 1: Key Research Questions (Post-reopening Assessment) 

Assessment 
Areas 

Key research sub-questions 

 
Situational 
analysis (Post-
reopening) 
 

1. What is the current status of LFPS that have reopened? (e.g., 

resilience, enrolment levels, number of teachers who have 

returned to school, how are the schools absorbing reopening 

shocks etc.)  

2. What proportion of LFPS that have reopened are likely to close 

down? 

3. What is the financial situation of LFPS that were able to reopen? 

(status of payment of fees – modalities for the payment of fees, 

income, cash flow, cash flow capacity-level of staffing/teachers, 

fees per term, canteen fees etc., investment/savings/loans from 

IDP and other providers, status of rent vs. ownership of school) 
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Needs 

analysis (Post-

reopening) 

 

4. Do the LFPS that have reopened have adequate resources (adequate 

WASH facilities, infrastructure to ensure social distancing, PPEs etc.) to 

continue operating effectively in the COVID-19 context? 

5. What are the emerging issues that could impede the continuous 

operations of LFPS that have reopened? (e.g., low enrolment, 

teacher unwillingness to return, non-payment of fees etc.)?  

6. Are the schools meeting the staff capacity needed for COVID-19 

protocols to be met; what support are they receiving from the 

District Education Offices or other schools? 

7. In order to continue to operate effectively, what are the most 

pressing needs of the schools that have reopened? 

 

Impact of 

COVID 19 

(Post-

reopening) 

 

8. How has COVID-19 impacted enrolment and parental support of LFPS 

after re-opening? (What are the possible explanations?) 

9. How has COVID-19 affected the incomes of parents and their 

ability to pay school fees (discussions on payment modalities 

between parents and school leadership)  

10. How has COVID-19 affected the operations of LFPS with respect 

to the overall management of the school, the teachers and other 

human resources? 

11. How has COVID-19 affected the financial management of LFPS 

(income, cash flow, payment of teachers etc. and running costs, 

liabilities, etc.) and what financial models, are LFPs using after the 

reopening of schools? 

12. What type of financial support was made available to the schools 

prior to reopening and after reopening (from IDPF/Sinapi Aba and 

other financial service providers, from the community/parents or 

banks, etc.)? 

 

Mitigation 

measures 

(Post-

reopening) 

 

13. Did LFPS receive support from Government prior to reopening? (e.g., 

WASH facilities, PPEs, fumigation, etc.)? Are they receiving additional 

support after reopening? 

14. What measures/structures have LFPS put in place to continue to 

receive support from the government, IDPF/Sinapi Aba and other 

institutions?  

15. How have LFPSs managed new and emerging challenges after 

reopening? (financial management, teacher training, learning 

gaps among children etc) 

16. What lessons have been learned, and what is the plan to develop 

resilience against future emergencies? 

 

 
 

2.3 Literature Review and Context Analysis  

The COVID-19 crisis is affecting livelihoods as well as health and education systems across 
the globe, especially in poor and vulnerable communities. One of the key measures adopted 
by almost all countries, including Ghana, to contain the spread of the COVID-19 pandemic 
was the closure of all schools across all education levels (basic, secondary and tertiary). 
According to the African Population and Health Research Center (APHRC), over 1.576 billion 
learners, constituting slightly over ninety-one percent of enrolment, has been affected by the 
closure of schools across the world. In Africa, about 297 million learners have been affected. 
Their teachers and resources will remain under-utilized for the coming year while alternative 
approaches are investigated (APHRC, 2020). Low-Fee Private Schools (LFPS) have been the 
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most hard-hit in the education sector as a result of the closure of schools caused by the 
pandemic.  

Empirical studies have shown that LFPS account for more than seventy percent of primary 
school education in some parts of Africa, although there is no accurate record to indicate the 
population of LFPS (Mcloughlin, 2013). For instance, LFPS constitute sixty percent of schools 
(12,000) in Nigeria and educate millions of children in Lagos state, Africa’s largest city (SEED, 
2020). The latest SEED 2020 report focuses on how the COVID-19 pandemic has impacted 
LFPS in Africa, particularly as it relates to the school operations/ incomes, teachers, and child 
learning.  Key findings from the study suggest the following: 

▪ The LFPS typically survive from “hand to mouth” as they depend on the ‘meagre’ fees 
they receive from poor parents mostly on a daily, weekly or monthly basis.  

▪ There is poor digital literacy of school owners/leaders and teachers. 
▪ They are in a poor financial state--with little or no cash reserves-- to meet the funding 

requirements for salaries, fixed costs, infrastructure (data, etc.), communications, and 
other expenses for remote teaching. 

The United Nations also estimates that 23.8 million additional children and youth (from pre-
primary to tertiary) may drop out or not have access to school in 2021 due to the pandemic’s 
economic impact alone (UN, 2020). LFPS rely heavily on fee payments as their source of 
income, and the potential drop in the enrolment rates are predicted to decrease the available 
income of schools (IDP Foundation, 2020). Undoubtedly, the closure of schools in light of the 
pandemic harmed LFPS earnings and will likely be leading some to permanent closure. This 
is particularly the case for schools that have high debt servicing levels, schools renting their 
structures, and those which rely on tuition fees, transport and school feeding fees to mobilize 
their internal revenue. The lockdown and school closure impacted revenue generation, thus 
affecting school maintenance and teacher remuneration during the period.  

LFPS finance their operation costs, which include teachers’ salaries and wages, with funds 
accrued from school fees and levies (e.g., transportation and feeding). Due to school closures, 
the majority of LFPS teachers have been out of work with varied mitigation strategies by 
proprietors (reduced salaries, non-payment of salaries and possible salaries paid) during the 
school closure period. LFPS teachers are low-income earners with the majority having little 
savings from their income. Teachout and Zipfel (2020) projected that, about fifteen percent of 
teachers working in private schools have suffered a drop in household income of fifty percent 
on average. This decrease in income as a result of the pandemic may further push teachers 
into poverty and/or force them to find alternative work. 

As a result of school closures, the schooling activities of LFPS’ students have stopped. 
Azevedo et al. (2020) argue that 0.6 schooling years adjusted for quality may be lost due to 
COVID-19-induced school closures, which lowers the effective basic schooling years of 
children from 7.9 years to 7.3 years. The lack of alternative learning opportunities (such as e-
learning) by LFPS coupled with the inability to afford and access these alternatives due to the 
low-income status of parents, makes it impossible for LFPS’ students to continue learning 
while schools are not opened. Privileged students can remain engaged because they can use 
alternative learning opportunities through parents’ support (Schleicher, 2020). The adoption 
of e-learning as a result of school closures would increase the learning gap between children 
from poor and rich backgrounds (Lancker & Parolin, 2020).  

Impact of COVID-19 on LFPS in Ghana 

Newspaper reports in Ghana over the last three months have provided evidence of the impact 
of COVID-19 on private schools, which suggests that most have been “hit hard by the 
pandemic, and if they are not given support, they could shut down. Citi News (2020) reported 
that the National Board for Small Scale Industries (NBSSI) in collaboration with the 
MasterCard Foundation, launched the COVID-19 Recovery and Resilience Program for Micro, 
Small and Medium Enterprises (MSMEs) dubbed the “Nkosuo” Program. The program is a 
GHS 90 million injection into the private education sector and is a collaboration between the 
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Government of Ghana and the MasterCard Foundation aimed at strengthening small 
businesses against the adverse effect of COVID-19. Even though all these interventions have 
been created to assure that MSMEs do not shut down, it appears that not much attention and 
support has been given to private schools as compared to other businesses. 

A recent news report by Nyabor (Nov 30, 2020) indicates that the Ghana National Council of 
Private Schools (GNACOPS) is predicting the collapse of several private schools if the 
government fails to support them with funding. This situation is forcing most of the GNACOPS 
Members to sell their schools. The Director of GNACOPS reported that about twenty percent 
of its members have received the government’s stimulus packages disbursed through NBSSI 
to help sustain their operations. According to the Director of GNACOPS, the highest loan  
received by members is GHS 19,000 per school, which is inadequate to help the schools make 
statutory payments and pay staff salaries. Despite the financial challenges facing these private 
schools, they are gearing up for reopening in January 2021 (Nyabor, Nov 30, 2020). 

At a meeting organized under the “Empowerment for Life” project to ascertain the 
preparedness towards Ghana school reopening and to seek participants’ input on measures 
to prepare schools for the safe return of students to the classrooms, the Northern Regional 
Directorate of the Ghana Education Service (GES) stated that they “will ensure the safety of 
children, teaching and non-teaching staff when schools reopen in January 2021 by observing 
all COVID-19 protocols”. District Directors of Education present at the event took turns to 
pledge their commitment to ensuring that children adhered strictly to the COVID-19 protocols 
when they returned, in order to guarantee a safe environment for everyone. Private schools 
are hopeful that when schools resume and children start paying fees, they will receive income 
to operate fully, teachers will receive their salaries, and the knowledge gap will be addressed. 

The impact of COVID-19 on teachers, especially those in private schools, has affected the 
population through job losses and salary cuts. Quartey (2020), revealed that some private 
schools have laid off all staff and others were paying only fifty percent of salaries from April 
2020. Tuition fee collection in private schools is conducted on a daily or termly basis; hence, 
the closure of schools meant there is no source of revenue to pay teachers and other non-
teaching staff. 

2.4 Assessment Methodology   

2.4.1 Assessment Design 

The post-reopening LFPS Assessment, like the pre-reopening assessment, employed a 
quantitative and qualitative research design to assess the impact of the COVID-19 on LFPS 
under the IDPRSP after the reopening of schools in January 2021. This approach enabled the 
assessment team to describe the characteristics of LFPS, assess their current situation and 
validate their existing conditions. The assessment framework outlines the key assessment 
questions, indicators for measurement, sources of information for data collection, and the 
methods for data collection. The assessment questions were organized under each of the 
broad thematic areas of the evaluation to ensure that assessment outcomes align with the 
questions. The post-reopening assessment study was conducted after the reopening of 
schools to assess the situation of schools, their needs and mitigation measures after 
reopening.  

The post-reopening assessment involved a more detailed assessment of the financial models 

and operational management of the LFPS (compared to the pre-reopening assessment). A 

total of eighty schools (10 per district) were selected for the post-reopening assessments. In 

selecting the LFPS for the study, the team focused more on deprived and rural schools 

compared to what was achieved during the pre-reopening assessment. Except for the Greater 

Accra region, where a new district (Ga-South) was added, all the other districts were 

maintained. The selected regions and breakdown of districts and LFPS selection is presented 

in Table 2.   
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Table 2: Proposed Regions, Districts and Schools (Post-Reopening Assessment)  

S/N Selected Regions No. of Districts to be sampled Number of LFPS to be 
sampled  

1. Greater Accra 3 – districts (2 districts are the 
same as pre reopening 
assessment and one additional) 
 

10 - schools 
10 – schools 
10 - schools  

2. Central 2 – districts (2 same as pre 
reopening assessment) 
 

10 – schools 
10 - schools 
  

3. Upper East  2 – districts (2 same as pre 
reopening assessment) 

10 – schools 

4. Ashanti 2 – districts (2 same as pre 
reopening assessment) 
 

10 – schools 
10 -Schools 

 

 

Data Collection Method 

The assessment team employed both qualitative and quantitative approaches to obtain data 
for the analysis. Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected from key informant 
interviews and focus group discussions (FGDs) with key stakeholders while the quantitative 
data was obtained from the headteacher, proprietor and finance officer surveys. Data 
collection was carried out from March 9th to 17th 2021 in 80 LFPS across eight districts in the 
southern, middle and northern belts of Ghana.   

Assessment Tools 

AfC worked closely with the IDP Foundation Team to finalize the assessment instruments to 
ensure that all data requirements met quality standards. The post-reopening assessment 
involved the use of key informant interviews and focus group discussions to collect data from 
the various target groups at the national, regional, district, school and community levels. The 
instrumentation that was used for the LFPS post-reopening assessment is summarized in 
Annex 1a. 
 

2.4.2 Sampling approach 

A three-stage sampling procedure was used to sample regions, districts, and schools for the 

post-reopening assessment. First, the six (6) IDPF intervention regions were grouped into 

three zones comprising Northern zone (Upper East), Middle zone (Ashanti and Brong Ahafo), 

and Southern Zone (Greater Accra, Western and Central) per the old regional demarcation. 

The team then purposively sampled four regions with the highest number of IDPF supported 

schools. The Upper East region was selected because it is the only region in the northern 

zone with IDP-supported schools and is one of the poorest regions-- which could provide 

valuable lessons for programming.  

District-level sampling 

The second stage of the sampling process was the selection of districts from each selected 

region. The assessment team first stratified the IDPF operational districts into two categories 

(urban and peri-urban/rural districts). The team then purposively sampled at least one urban 

and one peri-urban/rural district with the largest number of IDPF supported schools from each 

of the four regions. This allowed the assessment team to draw a pool of IDPF supported 

schools from the sampled regions. In all, nine (9) districts were sampled across the 4 regions; 
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two districts from each region except for Greater Accra (3 districts) and the Upper East region, 

where three districts were selected because there are very few IDPF schools in each district. 

The districts selected are indicated in Table 3 below. 

Table 3: Summary of Sample Selected 

Zone Regions District Post-reopening 
Assessment School 
Sample 

Urban/Rural 

Southern Greater 
Accra 

Accra Metropolitan  10 Urban 

Ga West Municipal 10 Peri Urban/rural 

Ga South 10 Peri-Urban/rural 

Central 
 

Cape Coast 
Metropolitan 

10 Urban 

Mfantseman 
Municipal 

10 Peri Urban/rural 

Middle Ashanti Kumasi Metropolitan 10 Urban 

Atwima District 10 Peri Urban/rural 

Northern Upper East  Bolgatanga, Bongo 
and Talensi 

5 Urban 

Kassena Nankana, 
Builsa North and 
Binduri 

5 Peri-
Urban/Rural 

Total 80  

 

School-level sampling 

The forty schools visited at the pre-reopening assessment stage were maintained for the post-

reopening assessment. In addition, forty more schools that had never taken a loan from IDPF 

were sampled, culminating into a total of eighty schools for the post-reopening assessment. 

In line with the guidelines for the sample selection, schools that had never taken loans were 

identified from the database of all schools. The schools were then sorted by regions and 

districts. However, regions and districts that were not included in the sampling guidelines were 

then dropped. Under each region, schools were sorted according to the GES classification of 

private schools (A, B, C & D). The sample was then purposively drawn from each region taking 

into account districts and the GES classification. The sample breakdown is presented in Table 

4. 
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Table 4: Regional and District breakdown of schools 

Region Number of Schools & District 

Greater Accra 30 schools from Accra Metro, Ga West, and Ga South 
 

Ashanti Region 20 Schools from KMA and Atwima districts 
 

Central Region 20 schools drawn from Cape Coast Municipal, and Mfantsipim 
Municipality 
 

Upper East 10 schools drawn from Bolgatanga Municipal, Talensi, and 
Bawku Municipal. 

 

Procedure for Data Collection  

Training of Enumerators  

The field enumerators and researchers were selected from AfC’s most experienced 
researchers across the country. The selection process focused on identifying researchers with 
the necessary language proficiency, education research experience and gender balance. AfC 
organized a two-day zonal level intensive training for the researchers in Accra (AfC Office – 
Southern zone), Kumasi (Central zone) and Bolgatanga (Northern zone). The enumerators 
were trained on the administration of the data collection instruments, school mapping and 
probing techniques; training content included the purpose of the study, sensitivity to the 
COVID-19 context, team reflection meetings and writing up the reports. The training included 
the use of digital tablets preloaded with the survey instruments. The enumerators also 
practiced using instrumentation for FGDs and conducting interviews with a focus on the 
administration of FGDs and Key Informant Interviews (KIIs). The enumerators’ training also 
included addressing ethical considerations relating to obtaining participant consent and 
ensuring gender equality during data collection. The training of the field team was guided by 
a training guide that was developed to ensure the highest rigor during the data collection 
phase.  

Quality Assurance 

The research exercised the highest quality assurance standards at all levels. First, the in-
depth training of field enumerators and their data collection rehearsals (including interview 
skills) in the presence of key members of the research team ensured that the field enumerators 
understood the nuances of the study. Second, the data was collected using mobile data 
collection tools, which allowed live data upload of all respondent data in real-time. This 
ensured that no data was lost during the transmission process between field and data 
collation; it also enabled the research team to assess the quality of the data being uploaded 
by each team member. Third, all data collected was thoroughly cleaned to allow consistency 
in the data used for the analysis. Significant efforts were made to avoid missing data and 
outliers by reframing the questions and probing the respondents further to ensure their full 
understanding of the question and to elicit the right information.  

2.5 Data Analysis        

Quantitative Analysis  
A variety of analytical techniques including descriptive and narrative approaches were used 
in analyzing data collected. Further analysis was done in disaggregating data across region, 
district, locality, grading (classification of schools by GES) and gender. At the analysis and 
reporting stages, the cleaned data was examined, analyzed, and disaggregated according to 
region, district, and Ghana Education Service (GES) school rating/classification. In some 
instances, comparisons were made across pe-reopening and post-reopening findings. 
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Qualitative data analysis 

The qualitative data was analysed based on the general themes emerging from the 
assessment and was used to answer the key assessment questions, providing direct and 
contextual evidence relating to the impact of COVID-19 on LFPS in Ghana. Gender-based 
analysis plus (GBA+) was also included in the analysis of qualitative data by ensuring that 
responses from female participants in the FGDs and KIIs were adequately represented across 
the analysis and reporting stages.  

2.6 Limitations to the Pre-reopening assessment 

Some limitations were noted during the post-reopening assessment study. The most evident 

limitation was the COVID-19 pandemic. Given the social distancing and other protocols aimed 

at reducing the spread of the virus, the researchers limited their time with the respondents. 

The lack of detailed longitudinal financial records was also a major challenge. This meant that 

extensive time series analysis involved conducting regressions to ascertain the precise impact 

of the pandemic on the financial status of the schools.  Another limitation encountered in the 

pre-reopening assessment was that some LFPS were not in session during the assessment 

period. This created some difficulty in locating proprietors, headteachers and key staff of the 

schools.  

2.7 Ethical Considerations 

In conducting the post-reopening assessments, AfC adhered to the ethical principles relating 

to access and entry protocols; confidentiality of respondents’ information; voluntary 

participation/withdrawal; and informed consent procedures and anonymity. AfC is guided by 

international policies on safeguarding children and young people when conducting 

assessments of this nature. AFC also observed key ethical issues relating to school access 

and entry protocols at regional, district and community levels. The assessment guaranteed 

the confidentiality of participants and information provided in the course of the assessment. 

Researchers were trained to conduct interviews with participants with full respect to their 

privacy and with emphasis on keeping all evaluation answers strictly confidential. 

Written/verbal consent was sought from respondents participating in the data collection 

exercise. All consent statements contained information needed by the respondents to make 

an informed decision about whether or not to participate in the assessment exercise.  

2.8 Gender, Equity and Inclusion  

AfC achieved a fifty percent representation of females during the data collection exercise. The 
research instruments were also designed to include gender inclusion dimensions, which 
further enabled gender-disaggregated analysis of data and result reporting.  

Request for permission to enter into schools in the districts and communities was sought in 
the post-reopening assessment through the District Education Offices on arrival in the district. 
On arrival in the district/communities, the research teams met with the district education 
directors and officers in charge of private schools (where possible), as well as local authorities- 
including chiefs and Assembly men/women- to introduce the team and explain the objectives 
of the assessment.  
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3.0 Key Assessment Findings  

This section presents the results of the post-reopening assessment of the impact of COVID-
19 on LFPS. Findings are presented under the main thematic areas, the assessment 
questions and the sub-assessment questions as a way of ensuring consistent and coherent 
presentation of results.  

3.1 Demographic Analysis of Respondents/Participants, Schools and Communities  

This section provides an overview of the core demographic contexts/characteristics across 
the various study sites and further discusses the context of the households and schools 
including enrolment, teacher types, academic qualifications of proprietors and headteachers, 
and school infrastructure. The contexts of the study communities-- including the categories of 
parents patronizing the services of LFPS and their livelihood activities—are also analyzed. 
These key indicators are presented to provide contextual understanding of key findings.  

3.1.1 Regional and District Distribution and Context  

The post-reopening assessment, as a follow-up to the pre-reopening assessment was also 

conducted across four regions in Ghana (Table 5). The analysis shows a relatively higher 

proportion of schools in the Greater Accra Region (40.7%) with the Upper East Region having 

the least number of schools (12.8%). This slightly deviates from what was observed in the pre-

reopening assessment where an equal split (25% each) of schools was observed across all 

the four regions. This is a result of a 100% increase in the number of schools from forty at pre-

reopening to eighty at post-reopening (the 40-additional schools had never received any loan 

facility from Sinapi Aba - IDP Foundation). The increase in the number of schools was across 

the Greater Accra region (twenty additional schools), Central region (ten additional schools) 

and Ashanti region (ten additional schools). In terms of the locality dynamics, there were more 

urban schools in the post-reopening assessment (65.4%) as against rural schools (34.6%). 

The reverse was observed in the pre-reopening assessment (Figure 1) where the study 

covered more rural schools (52.5%) than urban schools (47.5%). This is also a result of more 

urban schools being located in the additional district and among the forty additional schools in 

the post reopening study. 

Table 5: Regional Distribution of Study Sites 

Region  Rural (N=27) Urban (N=51) Total (N=78) 

Ashanti  
3.7% 37.3% 25.6% 

Central 
25.9% 23.5% 24.4% 

Greater Accra 
40.7% 35.3% 40.7% 

Upper East 
29.6% 3.9% 12.8% 

Total 34.6% 65.4% 100% 

Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

Figure 1: Locality Type – Pre & Post-reopening 

 
Source: Proprietors Survey Data, pre & post-reopening Assessment, 2020/21 
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The district-level analysis of LFPS surveyed presents similar trends. Districts in the Greater 
Accra region have more schools than the other districts because more districts were sampled 
from this Greater Accra region (Table 6).  The Kumasi Metro had all the ten sampled schools 
being classified as urban schools. All the sampled schools from the Upper East region were 
rural schools, and this is consistent with the findings from the pre-reopening assessment.  

Table 6: District Distribution of Study Sites 

District Rural (N=27) Urban (N=51) Total (N=78) 

Greater Accra    

Accra Metro-AMA 3 7 10 

Ga South 6 3 9 

Ga West 2 8 10 

Ashanti    

Kumasi Metro-KMA - 10 10 

Atwima 1 9 10 

Central    

Cape Coast 5 5 10 

Mfantsiman/Mankessim 2 7 9 

Upper East    

Bolgatanga - 2 2 

Binduri 1 - 1 

Bongo 1 - 1 

Builsa North 2 - 2 

Kasena Nankana 2 - 2 

Talensi 2 - 2 

Total 27 51 78 

Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

3.1.2 Community Contexts 

The districts and communities where the sampled schools are drawn have varied contexts in 
terms of livelihoods, educational levels, types of economic activities, and income levels. The 
following section presents the key findings of district and community contexts. 

Target Market for LFPS and Livelihoods across project areas  

The findings during the pre-reopening and post-reopening assessment data shows a 
consistent trend in relation to the targets of LFPS and the dominant livelihoods of parents. 
Interviews during the proprietor surveys reveal that parents of LFPS had a range of 
occupations in both the formal and informal sectors. The findings (see Figure 2) shows that 
most parents participating in LFPS are traders (92.3%), with 70.5% being artisans/business 
operators (carpenters, masons, caterers, etc.). An increased proportion of salaried workers at 
post-reopening (71.8%) against (47.5%) at pre reopening. The reverse is observed for parents 
who engage in farming. This could be explained by the inclusion of more urban schools6 in the 
post-reopening assessment. The findings also show that LFPS serve more than one 
occupational group in the target market. 

 
6 Likelihood of having more salaried workers in urban areas than in rural areas and more farmers in rural areas 
than in urban areas. 
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Figure 2: Target Market & Livelihood of Parents 

 
Source: Proprietors Survey Data, Pre & post-reopening Assessment, 2020/21 

 

The findings from the FGDs with the SMC/PTA is consistent with the findings from the 
proprietors. The findings show that the livelihood activities of parents of LFPS students 
included mostly: trading, farming (which includes fishing and animal rearing), construction, 
salaried work, and informal work, such as arts, crafts and sewing. About 72% of the SMC/PTA 
members interviewed (13 out of 18) mentioned trading as their main livelihood in the sampled  
communities with 50% indicating farming as their key economic activity. The findings also 
suggest that aside from the dominant livelihood activities, community members were also 
involved in other activities including: dressmaking, hairdressing, and fishing. Most people in 
the urban centers were involved in formal employment (22%) while those in the rural areas 
were engaged in farming and trading. The following quotes validate these finding:  

“Most of the people are into trade and businesses. The community is made up of low-
income earners.” (SMC/PTA, Most High Model School, Urban, KMA, Ashanti) 

“Usually market women, half are self-employed and half are government workers; 
P2: I have friends in the neighborhood who work at TV3 as Technicians; P3: people 
here are mostly teachers, 'private' teachers” (SMC/PTA, Jessey Academy, Rural, 
AMA, Greater Accra) 

“Most community members are fisherfolks, traders, seamstresses, teachers” 
(SMC/PTA, Ekon Joy Preparatory, Cape Coast, Central) 

 

3.1.3 Household Contexts 

Education background of household heads 

Akyeampong and Rolleston (2013) reveal that factors such as gender, age, and parents’ 
education level exert a stronger influence on determining who participates in LFPS (2013). 
The educational level of parents has been established as having a significant impact on the 
type of school children attend, whether private or public schools (Ardila, et al, 2005). This is 
evident in the LFPS study results presented in Figure 3. The findings show that a higher 
proportion of household heads participating in LFPS (43.9%) have basic education (primary 
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and JHS) with 24.4% each having secondary 
or tertiary levels of education, and with 
7.3% having no education. The findings 
also suggest that (Table 7) there was no 
parent in an urban area with no education 
while 15.8% of parents in rural schools had 
no education. Higher proportions of 
household heads in urban areas had basic 
education (50%) and secondary education 
(27.3%) compared to household heads in 
rural areas. In contrast, a slightly higher 
proportion of household heads in rural 
areas (26.3%) had tertiary education 
against household heads in urban areas 
(22.7%).  

 

Table 7: Level of education of parents by locality 

Education  Rural (N=19) Urban (N=22) Total (N=41) 

None 15.8%     - 7.3% 

Basic 36.8% 50.0% 43.9% 

Secondary 21.1% 27.3% 24.4% 

Tertiary 26.3% 22.7% 24.4% 

Total 46.3% 53.7% 100.0% 

Source: Household Survey Data, Post-reopening Assessment, 2020/21 

 

The findings from the SMC/PTA focal group interviews were consistent with the findings from 
the pre-reopening assessment. Interactions with the SMC/PTA revealed that most 
communities had several people who had attained secondary education or were SHS leavers. 
Eleven SMC/PTAs (61%) of the total number of SMC/PTAs interviewed, indicated that SHS 
was their main level of education attainment. Findings suggest that the Government’s free 
SHS policy enabled more youth to enroll in secondary school; however, some of them had 
dropped out or completed but did not proceed to tertiary education. Some SMC members 
mentioned, that a few of their community youth had attained tertiary education or were in the 
process of attaining it. In terms of the gender differences, members of the SMC/PTA in Atwima 
community in the Ashanti Region revealed that most men and youth had attained secondary 
education while most women had only attained JHS levels. Two SMC/PTA’s mentioned that 
women in the community were illiterate; and that most girls had dropped out at JHS or on 
completion at JHS due to pregnancy. The findings reveal no major differences between rural 
and urban areas of the study. 

The following quotes corroborate the finding regarding parental attainment levels: 

“Majority of the women in this community are illiterate. Few children do not go to 
school or have dropped out of school but the majority of them are In SHS and some 
have completed and in the tertiary level while some have attained their degree and 
diploma and doing their national service” (SMC/PTA, Rural, Atwima, Ashanti, rural) 

“Most children go to school up to SHS level but financial challenges make some of 
them drop out before they complete. Some strive to reach the tertiary level. Others 
attend vocational and technical institutions” (SMC/PTA; Atwima, Ashanti, Urban) 

“It is mixed but most of the parents are JHS graduates and few of them are in tertiary. 
More men are educated than the women” (SMC/PTA; Ga West, Greater Accra, 
Urban) 
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“There are a lot of SHS leavers. All the participants said a few continue to the SHS 
other the tertiary level if the parents can afford of it” (SMC/PTA; Accra Metro, Greater 
Accra, Urban) 

Monthly Income of LFPS Households 

The monthly household income was assessed as a measure of the ability of the households 
to participate in LFPS and consistently pay the fees for their wards. The findings (Figure 4) 
show that about one third of the household heads/primary caregivers (36.6%) earn a monthly 
income between GHC 500 – GHC 999 with a significant proportion (29.3%) earning a monthly 
income less than GHC 500. This finding reveals that most parents participating in LFPS are 
within the low income-earning bracket. The rural/urban findings (Table 8) suggest that over 
two-thirds (77.3%) of urban household heads earn between GHC 500 and GHC2,000 with 
only 42.2% of the rural household heads earning within this income bracket. The findings 
reveal that on average, urban households earn more than rural households monthly. 

Figure 4: Monthly income of households 

 

 
Source: Household Survey Data, Post-reopening Assessment, 2020/21 
 
Table 8: Monthly income of households 

Region  Rural (N=19) Urban (N=22) Total (N=41) 

Below GHS 500 47.4% 13.6% 29.3% 

GHS 500 – 999 21.1% 50.0% 36.6% 

GHs 1000 – 2000 21.1% 27.3% 24.4% 

GHS 2000+ 10.5% 9.1% 9.8% 

Total 46.3% 53.7% 100.0% 

Source: Household Survey Data, Post-reopening Assessment, 2020/21 

Top-3 Household expenditure items 

The LFPS findings (figure 5) show the three-top expenditure items across sampled 
households include: food as the highest expenditure item across the study households 
(73.2%). This finding is consistent with findings from the Ghana Living Standard Survey (GLSS 
7) which also identifies food as the highest household expenditure. 58.5% of parents, reported 
that education constitutes the second highest expenditure, especially for rural households.  
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Figure 5: Top-3 Household expenditure items 

 

Source: Household Survey Data, Post-reopening Assessment, 2020/21 

Sources of Educational Expenditure 

The study revealed that households across the 8 districts ensure the payment of their 
educational expenses using a variety of means including: income, savings, scholarships etc 
(see figure 6 below). The findings in Figure 6 show that almost all households (90.2%) use 
their family income to pay for school expenses, and 29.3% of households relied on their 
savings to cater for the educational needs of their children. The data also reveals that a small 
proportion of parents (7.3%) depended on educational loans with only 2.4% relying on 
scholarships for the payment of educational expenses.  The literature also supports the 
findings that parents are using the barter-system7 in the payment of school fees across certain 
rural communities.  The post-reopening study found that about 4.9% of parents use this 
method in paying for the educational expenses of their children.  

Figure 6: Sources of educational expenditure 

 

Source: Household Survey Data, Post-reopening Assessment, 2020/21 

The proportion of family income spent on education  

The proportion of household income spent on education is a determinant of how important 
education is to household heads and primary caregivers. The LFPS study assessed the 
percentage of family income directed at educating children within the household. The findings 
(Table 9) show that 22% parents spend between 21% to 30% of family income on the 

 
7 The system of paying for school fees using farm produce 
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education of their children. About 19.5% of parents indicated that expenditure ranged between 
41% to 50% on the education of their children.  

Table 9: Percentage of families income going into education 

% of family income used in 
education 

Frequency % 

1-10% 6 14.6 

11-20% 6 14.6 

21-30% 9 22.0 

31-40% 6 14.6 

41-50% 8 19.5 

51+ 6 14.6 

Total 41 100.0 

Source: Household Survey Data, Post-reopening Assessment, 2020/21 

3.1.4 School Contexts 

Educational Level of Proprietors and Head Teachers 

Overall, the findings (Table 10) reveal that all the proprietors across the sampled LFPS had 
attained some form of education and were consistent between the pre-reopening and post-
reopening assessments. The same proportion of proprietors (30%) reported having a diploma 
certificates in different fields (Education, Science etc.) at both pre-and post-reopening 
assessment. The proportion of proprietors with Master’s degrees or higher increased slightly 
from 2.5% at pre-reopening to 8.0% at the post-reopening assessment. The same trend is 
observed for proprietors with university degrees (22.5% at pre-reopening and 31.0% at post-
assessment). This could be attributable to the inclusion of more urban schools at the post-
reopening assessment stage. 
 
Table 10: Educational Level of Proprietors 

Level of Education Pre-reopening Post-reopening 

Basic Education 5.0 1.0% 
Cert A 2.5 4.0% 
Degree 22.5 31.0% 
Diploma 30.0 30.0% 
Masters or higher 2.5 8.0% 
SSS/’O’-level/’A’ level 22.5 26.0% 
Technical /Vocational training 5.0 6.0% 

Other (Specify) 10.0 2.0% 

Total 100.0 100.0 

Source: Proprietors Survey Data, pre-and post-reopening Assessment, 2020/21 

 
The assessment of the educational qualification of headteachers shows that the majority, (over 
60% had a tertiary certificate with 40% having a diploma and 27% having a degree. 
Comparatively, all the sampled headteachers had at least secondary level with the least being 
SSS/ O level/ A-level and Technical/Vocational training.  Female headteachers (18%) had the 
highest level of education and the majority of male teachers had tertiary and advanced 
certification. The finding corroborates with the proprietors' education levels among female 
proprietors who were identified as having the higher levels of education compared to males; 
this is also consistent with the findings as observed at pre-reopening. 
 
Table 11: Educational level of headteachers 

Education Qualification of Head Teachers Percentage 

Cert A 7% 

Degree  27% 
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Diploma 40% 

Masters or higher 3% 

SSS/’O’-level/’A’ level 16% 

Technical/Vocational training 1% 

MSLC- Middle School Living Certificate 4% 

Post Graduate Diploma 1% 

Grand Total 100% 

Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2020 

3.1.5 Demand for LFPS  

A key indicator assessed by the team at both pre-reopening and post-reopening was the 
demand for LFPS across the regions. The findings (Table 12) reveal’s slight differences in 
demand at pre-and post-reopening assessment levels. There has been a slight decline in the 
proportion of schools that indicated they had higher demand --from 45% at pre-reopening to 
41% at post-reopening. This could be attributable to the declines in enrollment levels observed 
by Proprietors during field work. However, schools with medium demand had increased 
slightly from 40% at pre-reopening to 45% at post-reopening. 

Table 12: Demand for LFPS 

Demand for LFPS Pre-reopening Post-reopening  

High 45.0% 41.0% 

Medium  40.0% 45.0% 

Low 15.0% 14.0% 

Total 100% 100% 

Source: Proprietors Survey Data, pre-and post-reopening Assessment, 2020/21 

 

See Annex 1b for further details on the demographics of the various respondents, and 
schools. 
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3.2     Situational Analysis (Post-reopening) 

Research question 1: What is the prevailing status of LFPS in Ghana? (e.g., closing 
down/ out of service, at risk of closing down, or resilient and planning to reopen or., 
planning to reopen with enough cash flow/investments)? 
 

A situational analysis of the current status of LFPS in Ghana was one of the main aims of the 
IDP post-reopening assessment. This section provides an overview of the current situation of 
LFPS after their reopening in January 2021.  Data is based on interviews with District Directors 
of Education/Circuit Supervisors/District Desk Officers, Head Teachers and School 
Proprietors. The situational analysis includes: 

▪ Operational status of LFPS 
▪ Dropout rate before and after reopening 
▪ Staffing and HR situation in LFPS 
▪ Student enrolment situation in LFPS  
▪ School training, development and governance policy 

3.2.1 Operational status of LFPS 

The post-reopening assessment looked at the operational status of LFPS to investigate 
whether significant changes had occurred since school reopening.  Interviews with the school 
proprietors revealed four main changes had occurred with the limited payment of school fees 
as the main change.  Most proprietors indicated that parents are facing difficulties in paying 
their children’s school fees with some having negotiated payment plans that allow them to pay 
in instalments. Because of the high demand for payment plans, at least 10 out of 80 LFPS 
sampled had to change the payment schedule from a termly/monthly plan to a daily plan. This 
flexible payment arrangement has helped increase revenue for a few LFPS. Despite this 
arrangement, the assessment found that some parents are still reluctant to pay their wards’ 
school fees because they anticipate further income vulnerability due to COVID-19 cases in 
Ghana and the likelihood that schools might close again. A proprietor in Greater Accra said:  

“We used to collect the canteen fee daily, we increased the fee and they are not 
paying. Some pupils are missing school because of school fees and canteen fees”. 

The post reopening assessment found that enrollment in LFPS has declined. According to the 
50% (39) of the proprietors interviewed, some students have not returned since schools 
reopened, leading to a reduction in enrollment in LFPS (about 42 on the average across the 
sampled LFPS). In the Central Region, a proprietor said “We had 13 students before COVID but 

the enrolment is only 4 students now”. The assessment also found that in some LFPS some 
students transitioning from primary to JHS have left to attend nearby public schools that offer 
free education. However, few LFPS reported an incremental decline in their enrollment. 

“Initially we had a lower enrolment before the closedown but after the reopening, the 
enrolment has increased. This term only we have 30 plus new pupils’ (Proprietor in 

Central Region) 

Moreover, low parental support and high teacher turnover emerged as key issues impeding 
teaching and learning in LFPS. School proprietors explained that after reopening, some 
parents are not very supportive of the school and have stopped making contributions towards 
the development of the schools with parents complaining of economic hardship. Some parents 
reported not being able to buy books for their wards. The assessment found that some 
teachers of LFPS had changed jobs due to the non-payment of salaries and the extended 
school closure. The data from the interviews with headteachers supports the results of the 
proprietors' survey with headteachers indicating that approximately 75% reporting that key   
stress on schools is related to cash flow and income challenges. Other observations by 
headteachers (68%) relate to parents moving their children to other schools and reduced 
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enrolment and teachers leaving the schools (64%) for other opportunities. The results were 
similar across both rural and urban contexts. The only differential is in relation to the inability 
of proprietors to pay teachers-- with rural LFPS recording 34%, and urban proprietors 
recording 19% (Figure 7 below). 

 

Source: Headteacher survey data, post-reopening assessment, 2021 
 

3.2.2 Student Enrollment Situation in LFPS by School Level, Locality, GES School 

Rating and Gender 

The LFPS study shows a total enrollment of 18,656 students across the 80 schools visited. 

This enrollment is comprised of 9,572 primary school students (51%), 5,912 pre-school 

students (32%) and 3,122 junior high school students (17%). Analysis across the school levels 

shows higher enrolment numbers (11,343) in the sampled urban schools compared to the of 

rural schools (7,313). In terms of the GES school ratings, the Grade B and C schools in the 

urban and rural areas have the highest enrollments with urban schools having higher 

enrolment than their rural counterparts. However, when it comes to the A and D rated schools, 

the rural areas have higher enrollment than the urban LFPS. In terms of gender, there are 

slightly more girls (9,581) than boys (9,075) in the sampled schools (both rural and urban).  

This trend is consistent with the findings of the pre-reopening assessment findings where more 

girls were enrolled in LFPS than boys. 

  

Figure 7: Figure: Key issues/trends related to LFPS in the districts after reopening 
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Table 13: Enrollment Levels by location, sex and GES rating 

 
School-level 

Urban (N=51) Rural (N=27)  
Total 
(N=78) 

Rating according to GES 
standard for private schools 

Rating according to GES 
standard for private schools 

  A B C D A B C D   

Pre-School (N) 497 1,377 1,287 256 488 1,020 698 289 5,912 

Pre-School (%) 2.66 7.38 6.90 1.37 2.62 5.47 3.74 1.55 31.69 

                    

Primary (N) 845 2,937 1,930 348 944 1,032 1,178 358 9,572 

Primary (%) 5 16 10 2 5 6 6 2 51 

                    

JHS (N) 280 949 503 84 433 339 418 116 3122 

JHS (%) 1.50 5.09 2.70 0.45 2.32 1.82 2.24 0.62 16.73 

                    

SHS (N) 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 

SHS (%) 0 0.27 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.27 

                    

All levels (N) 1,622 5,313 3,720 688 1,865 2,391 2,294 763 18,656 

(%) 9 28 20 4 10 13 12 4 100 

 

Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

3.2.3 Dropout Rate Before School Closure and After Reopening of Schools 

 

The post-reopening assessment explored the dropout rate before school closure due to 

COVID and after schools resumed in January 2021. According to 58.46% of the school 

proprietors interviewed, the dropout rate was between 1 to 5 students before school closure 

as shown in Figure 8. The data also reviews that the dropout rate in the urban areas was high 

with 67.69% of proprietors reporting high levels of drop out compared to 32.31% of rural 

proprietors.  

 
Figure 8: Dropout rate before the school closure 

 

Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

After schools reopened, the dropout rate followed a different trend with 33.82% of the 

proprietors indicating a dropout rate of between 20 to 60 students across the sampled schools 

as shown in Figure 9. This is followed by 26.47% of proprietors indicating that 16 to 20 students 

had dropped out of the schools; and 17.5% reporting that only 1 to 5 students dropped out. 

However, the urban-rural trend was similar at both the pre assessment and post school 

reopening assessment stages. 
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Figure 9: Dropout rate after school reopening 

 
Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

Reasons for school drop-outs 

Before COVID-19 induced school closure: 

Proprietors reported several reasons for dropout before school closure; their responses are 

summarized below in Figure 10. About 70% of LFPS proprietors indicated parental relocation 

as a major cause of student dropout. Additionally, about 55% of proprietors reported difficulty 

in paying school fees as another reason while about 46% attributed the movement of students 

to other schools as a cause of dropout. Lack of parents’ engagement or interest (20%) and 

poor academic performance of students (3%) were among the reasons given.  In addition, 

14% of the proprietors reported other reasons for pupil dropping out, including a poor 

relationship with particular teachers. (Thus, when those teachers leave the school, the 

students also drop out.) Poor infrastructure and environment of LFPS and transportation 

issues were also reported as reasons. 

After reopening of schools: 

Proprietors were asked to indicate the reasons for pupil dropout before and after the reopening 

of schools. Approx. 41% of the proprietors indicated parental fears of their children contracting 

the Covid virus, and teenage pregnancy due to school closure for seven months. 
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Figure 10: Reasons why some pupils dropped out after school closure 

 
Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

3.2.4 Key issues faced by LFPS after re-opening 

 

The key issues affecting LFPS after reopening was also explored as part of the situational 

analysis. According to about 83% of LFPS proprietors in the survey, the most critical issue 

faced after reopening schools related to stress on school cash flow and income challenges. 

Also close to 56% reported inadequate infrastructure to observe social distancing, with (54%) 

of parents moving their children to other private or public schools. Teachers leaving the school 

was also another key issue facing LFPS as reported by approximately 53% of the proprietors. 

Other issues specified by some of the proprietors included: the inability of LFPS to provide 

pupils with teaching and learning materials as a result of the impact of the pandemic on  

schools, students not reporting to school due to their parent’s fear that their children might 

contract the virus and transportation issues. This is illustrated in Figure 11. 

 
Figure 11: Key issues faced by LFPS after reopening 

 

Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 
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The findings from the FGDs with teachers and pupils confirmed that parents are moving their 

wards to other schools and that there is inadequate infrastructure in most LFPS to observe 

social distancing. The following quotes corroborate these findings: 

“All our friends have left the school to attend public school and only four of us are 

left”. (Male pupil, basic 4, cape coast) 

“We don't have enough desk to observe social distancing. The infrastructure and 

facilities for students is not enough, some students do not have classrooms, they sit 

under canopies” (Female student, JHS 2. Ga West). 

“The first thing is the fear of some parents to re-enrol their children because they 

think we may not be able to take care of the children. This made the numbers drop 

however, there was some admission, but the number is less than the number that 

have not reported or dropped out” (Female teacher, Ga West). 

“The students staying at home for that long did not help at all. They had forgotten 

everything we taught them. We just wrote a mock examination and they failed.   They 

are not able to grasp things faster. As for my course, science, I have to keep going 

back because they had forgotten everything. It has put pressure on the students 

because I had to go back and finish form one topics before I could start form two 

topics with them..." (Male Teacher, Ga South). 

3.2.5 Financial Situation of LFPS After Reopening 

The analysis of the financial situation as shown in Table 14 from the perspective of the 

proprietors shows that LFPS have ‘low capacity’. The majority of proprietors (approximately 

58%) indicated that most LFPS schools are struggling to survive financially with below 50% 

cash flow capacity. Approximately 36% of the respondents reported that LFPS had ‘moderate 

capacity’- LFPS schools are struggling to survive financially with between 50% and 70% cash 

flow capacity. Approximately 6% had high/strong capacity- that is, financially strong with 

investments and financial capacity and above 70% full cash flow capacity.  

Comparing the financial position of the schools after reopening to pre-reopening stages, 

results show slight differences (Figure 12). Low-Fee Private Schools with a high/strong 

financial position fell to 6.41% from the initial of 11.1%. It is interesting to note, however, that 

those with a moderate capacity increased from the previous 22.5% to 35.5% while low-

capacity schools fell from 66.7% to 57%. This means that while some “high capacity” schools 

fell to the “moderate capacity” capacity, some “low capacity” schools moved into the moderate 

capacity level. The changes in the post-reopening, notably variations in fees charged and low 

enrolment levels accounted for shifts in the financial capacity levels of the schools.  

 

Table 14: Financial situation of LFPS after reopening 

  
Financial Situation 

Rural 
  

Urban 
  

 
Grand 
Total A 

rating 
B 

rating 
C 

rating 
D 

rating 
A 

rating 
B 

rating 
C 

rating 
D 

rating 

High/Strong capacity 

8  
1.28% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.28% 0.00% 2.56% 1.28% 6.41% 

Moderate capacity 9  0.00% 6.41% 3.85% 3.85% 1.28% 10.26% 7.69% 2.56% 35.90% 

Low capacity10  5.13% 5.13% 7.69% 1.28% 5.13% 14.10% 16.67% 2.56% 57.69% 

 
8 Financially strong with investments and financial capacity – above 70% full cash flow capacity 
9 Most LFPS schools struggling to survive financially – below 50% cash flow capacity 
10 Some LFPS schools struggling to survive financially – between 50% and 70% cash flow capacity 
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Grand Total 6.41% 11.54% 11.54% 5.13% 7.69% 24.36% 26.92% 6.41% 100.00% 

Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

Figure 12: Financial situation of LFPS: Pre-and Post-reopening 

 
Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

3.2.6 Staffing Situation in LFPS After Reopening 

The LFPS post reopening assessment took into consideration the human resource situation 

of schools particularly in relation to teaching staff and administrators (see Table 15). Findings 

suggest that 57.69% of the proprietors reported having “moderate” staffing levels – with 

between 50% and 70% teachers/staff available. Low staffing levels were reported by 35.90% 

of proprietor’s due to teachers having left the school with below 50% of teachers/staff 

available. Just about 6.41% of proprietors had a high capacity with a full contingent of teachers 

– above 70%.  

Table 15: Staffing situation in LFPS after reopening 

 

Level of 

staffing  

Rural 

   

Rural 

Total 

  

Urban  

  

Urban 

Total 

  

Grand 

Total 

  A 

ratin

g 

B 

ratin

g 

C 

ratin

g 

D 

ratin

g 

A 

ratin

g 

B 

ratin

g 

C 

ratin

g 

D 

ratin

g 

High/Stro

ng  

1.28

% 

0.00

% 

0.00

% 

0.00

% 

1.28% 1.28

% 

0.00

% 

2.56

% 

1.28

% 

5.13% 6.41% 

Moderate  5.13

% 

5.13

% 

7.69

% 

1.28

% 

19.23

% 

5.13

% 

14.1

0% 

16.6

7% 

2.56

% 

38.46

% 

57.69

% 

Low 

capacity  

0.00

% 

6.41

% 

3.85

% 

3.85

% 

14.10

% 

1.28

% 

10.2

6% 

7.69

% 

2.56

% 

21.79

% 

35.90

% 

Grand 

Total 

6.41

% 

11.5

4% 

11.5

4% 

5.13

% 

34.62

% 

7.69

% 

24.3

6% 

26.9

2% 
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% 
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% 
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% 
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Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

The analysis of the FGDs of teachers revealed that some teachers have left their schools to 

look for other types of work. One teacher stated:  

“A lot of the teachers left the school to look for other jobs when the school closed 

down. Also, teachers lost their source of income because salaries were not being 

paid” (Male Teacher, Kasena Nankana district).  

The findings from the proprietors’ survey are corroborated by the evidence from the 

DDE/CS/DO who indicated that teacher staffing was ‘moderate’ in LFPS after the reopening 

of schools. Overall, two out of the four (50%) of the district directors/ circuit supervisors 

indicated that LFPS had moderate staffing with several not having enough teachers with 50 

and 70% staff available). However, one out of the four proprietors (25%) indicated that staffing 

levels in LFPS were high (above 70% of staff available).  

The post reopening assessment findings suggest that urban areas have higher staffing levels 

than rural areas with 80.03% of the urban based proprietors reporting that they had high 

staffing levels; and 66.67% of urban proprietors also indicating that they had moderate staffing 

levels. It is interesting to note that the same number of proprietors who said they had strong 

financial capacity (6%) also had a high staffing level (6.41%). This indicates there is a positive 

relationship between high/strong financial capacity and high staffing levels.  

3.2.7 Level of Student Enrolment in LFPS After Reopening. 

Based on the views and responses from 53.85% of school proprietors, enrolment in LFPS was 

generally moderate (between 50% and 70% enrolment capacity) as indicated in Table 16. 

24.36% of proprietors reported high enrolment and 21.79% indicated low enrolment (below 

50%) at the post reopening stage.  

Table 16: Level of student enrolment in LFPS after reopening 
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Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

Three out of 4 district directors/desk officers/circuit supervisors also indicated that enrolment 

in LFPS was moderate (60% school enrolment intake capacity). Only one District officer 

 
11 High enrolment rates (above 70% capacity enrolment intake) 
12 Moderate enrolment rates (between 50% and 70% capacity of school enrolment intake) 
13 Low enrolment rates (below 50% of capacity for school enrolment intake achieved) 
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indicated that enrollment in LFPS after reopening was high (above 70% enrolment capacity). 

All four emphasized that enrollment had reduced in the LFPS after reopening.  

3.2.8 School training, development and governance policy 

School training 

The school proprietors were interviewed to determine if training programmes were organized 

for the staff before the reopening of schools. Close to half (48.72%) of the proprietors did not 

organize any training programs for their headteachers and teachers before reopening. Slightly 

more than half (51.28%) had conducted training programs at the time of reopening. The 

proportion of rural schools which had conducted training programmes was 44.42%. Out of 

this, 41.68% were Grade B schools, followed by Grade A and C with 25.03% while Grade D 

schools had the lowest training rate (8.32%). In the urban areas, 54.91% had conducted 

training programmes-- Grade C topped with 53.57%, followed by Grade B (28.58%), then 

Grade A (10.72%), and grade D coming last at 7.13%. In both rural and urban areas, grade D 

schools had the fewest training programmes. The training covered topics such as: 

administration and school management, COVID-19 safety protocols, classroom management 

skills, early childhood education, along with the new curriculum and syllabus. 

The majority of the proprietors (85.90%) indicated that training on the new government 

curriculum was a priority need of their staff. The training needs according to the proprietors is 

shown in Figure 13.   

Figure 13: Staff training needs 

 
Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

School proprietors also highlighted other areas required for staff training such as: challenges 

of COVID and the difficulty of pupils adhering to safety measures, and how to ensure students 

compliance to COVID measures. They also reported training needs such as: how to prepare 

lesson notes, business development, financial management, human resource management 

and school leadership. These are indicated in Figure 14. 
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Figure 14: Proprietor training needs 

 
Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

3.2.9 GES COVID-19 and Internal Guidelines 

When asked whether they had a copy of the GES COVID-19 guidelines for reopening of 
schools, 23% of proprietors reported that they did not have them; rural (5.13%) and urban 
(17.95%) schools did not have these guidelines. Table 17 shows that grade D LFPS in both 
urban and rural areas were less likely to have the GES COVID-19 guidelines. This suggests 
that schools that do not have the COVID-19 guidelines are likely not practicing these school 
protocols. A situation that needs immediate attention.  

Table 17: LFPS with a copy of GES COVID-19 guidelines for reopening of schools 
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Grand 

Total 

6.41% 11.54% 11.54% 5.13% 34.62% 7.69% 24.36% 26.92% 6.41% 65.38% 100.00% 

Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

Since some of the schools did not have GES COVID-19 guidelines for school operation, it was 

expected that they might have internal guidelines for operation. However, the survey revealed 

that 34.62% of schools did not have any internal guidelines (Figure 15). Approximately 66.67% 

of school proprietors interviewed reported having access to internal guidelines. GES also 

helped about 19.61% of the schools to develop internal guidelines with only a few being 

developed by GNAPS/GNACOPS (3.92%) or the headteacher/COVID-19 team (9.8%).  
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Figure 15: LFPS with internal policy guidelines for COVID-19 management 

 
Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

Research question 2: What proportion of LFPS that have reopened are likely to close 

down?   

This post reopening analysis takes into account the operational status of LFPS in order to 
assess whether LFPS were closed down, at risk of closing, or resilient after reopening based 
on school proprietor perspectives. The results from the proprietor survey, indicate that about 
91% of the LFPS are resilient and about 9% are at risk of closing down. Of the 9% that are at 
risk of closing down, 14.82% were rural LFPS and 5.89% were urban LFPS. The proprietors 
who said they were resilient stated the following as reasons: they were using their savings, 
trying to maintain good quality and had developed a good rapport with parents in order to 
ensure reentry after reopening the schools:  

“We have some resources to keep the school running” (KII with School Proprietor, Ga 

South, Greater Accra) 

 “This is because a lot of parents have paid their fees”. (KII with School Proprietor, 

Kasena Nankana, Upper East) 

“Increase in enrolment is a factor. IDP has also given the school a grant of 22,000 Ghana 

Cedis”. (KII with School Proprietor, Cape Coast, Central Region). 

“We are doing well in academics so the parents will bring their wards to school, is just 

that the payment of school fees is not going well It hasn't affected us much”. (KII with 

School Proprietor, Kasena Nankana, Upper East) 

“At the beginning, I thought I could not reopen school but the parents and teachers gave 

me hope. And the support that came in later from IDP also helped”. (KII with School 

Proprietor, Kumasi Metro, Ashanti Region) 

“The school will have to be in operation because that is the only private school in the 

community and I also want to make a positive impact in the community”. (KII with School 

Proprietor, Talensi, Upper East) 

“We have been getting admission and the school keep enrolling. And getting assurance 

and support in terms of advertisement for the school. They perform well in exams”. (KII 

with School Proprietor, Kumasi Metro, Ashanti Region) 
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“We were able to reopen because we borrowed money from families to fix some broken buses 

and got a grant to pay arrears and buy furniture. The rest of the money is in the savings 

account because it is not enough to continue the renovations” (KII with School Proprietor, 

Kumasi Metro, Ashanti Region) 

The proprietors who said they are at risk of closing down stated they had to rent or move to a 

new property during the period of school closure; 

“No financial resources”.  (KII with School Proprietor, Ga South, Greater Accra) 

“Lack of infrastructure and financial challenges. We lost our school building because the 

house owner refused to renew it. We now had to move the children to a different school 

which led to some students leaving the school”. (KII with School Proprietor, Kumasi 

Metro, Ashanti Region) 

Figure 16: LFPS that are resilient or at risk of closing down 

 
Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

As part of the analysis to determine the possibility of the schools closing down, the proprietors 

were asked about the possibility of their schools remaining operational beyond the next term. 

About 71% were sure that their schools will remain operational beyond this term as indicated 

in Table 18. Approximately 24% also said it was very likely that their schools will remain open 

beyond this term (January 2021) while 5.13% said it was likely that their schools will remain 

open beyond the term. This is positively correlated with the prevailing conditions of the schools 

as indicated by the proprietors.  

Table 18: Likelihood of schools remaining operational beyond this term 
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Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

The proprietors who were sure that their schools will remain operational beyond the second 

term (June 2021) explained that resource constraints was not enough to close their schools. 

“Admittedly, we are resource constraint but that is not enough to shut down the school 

completely”. (KII with School Proprietor, Ga South, Greater Accra) 

“This is because enrolment level is high and most parents pay their fees”. (KII with School 

Proprietor, Kasena Nankana, Upper East) 

“Because of our performance and the way, we handle our school fees payment method”. 

(KII with School Proprietor, Kasena Nankana, Upper East) 

“That is why we are working on my infrastructure which is my biggest challenge”. (KII with 

School Proprietor, Bolgatanga, Upper East) 

 “We have put things in order that can sustain us”. (KII with School Proprietor, Bongo, 

Upper East) 

 “Because the school has above 70% enrolment capacity which is one of the 

determinates of resiliency in private schools”. (KII with School Proprietor, Kumasi Metro, 

Ashanti Region) 

“Most public schools are choked so their other options is our school. Also, the parents 

like the school and sometimes advertise for us”. (KII with School Proprietor, Kumasi 

Metro, Ashanti Region) 

“The new teachers are very determined to make the school operational beyond this term 

and many parents are also supportive”. (KII with School Proprietor, Cape Coast, Central 

Region) 

“I have said even if they are 4 students, I will continue to teach. Helping younger 

generation is my passion”. (KII with School Proprietor, Cape Coast, Central Region) 

Those who said they were less likely to remain operational also stated the reasons as: parental 

support to the school, and the parents inability to pay fees. 

“Because of lack of funds”. (KII with School Proprietor, Talensi, Upper East) 

“We are struggling so if parents do not pay fees, we will suffer”. (KII with School 

Proprietor, Mfantsiman/Mankessim, Central Region) 

“Some parents have been paying part of their fees so we can pay our teachers” (KII with 

School Proprietor, Mfantsiman/Mankessim, Central Region) 

“Because we need financial support since most parents of these children can't pay their 

school fees”. (KII with School Proprietor, Ga West, Greater Accra) 

When asked about how they could sustain their schools, the proprietors interviewed were 

generally positive. However, some attached conditions to the continuity of their school 

operations. The following statements represent some of their views related to a high level of 
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commitment and dedication by proprietors’ to keep their schools open despite the financial 

constraints; 

“Ooh forever because we will manage the little resources we have”. (KII with School 

Proprietor, Ga South, Greater Accra) 

“I hope to sustain or increase the enrolment to enable the school get more income to 

continue operating’. (KII with School Proprietor, Kasena Nankana, Upper East) 

“As far as studies continue the school will still be in operation and the school will continue 

to manage with the little income it makes from the fees”. (KII with School Proprietor, 

Talensi, Upper East) 

“It will be difficult to sustain the school if I do not get financial assistance to work on the 

school infrastructure to attract more students”. (KII with School Proprietor, Binduri, Upper 

East) 

“My school is more of an intervention school than a profit-oriented business to provide 

education to the children since the nearest school is located at a distance. This motivates 

me to continue business. I don't charge exorbitant fees”. (KII with School Proprietor, 

Kumasi Metro, Ashanti Region) 

“The school can be sustained as long as there is not going to be another pandemic that 

will cause another closure and this is because the school is economical about its finances 

and doing its best to address the concerns of the parents and also to maintain our 

teachers”. (KII with School Proprietor, Atwima, Ashanti Region) 

“We can sustain the school as long as possible. This is because parents are trying their 

best to pay their children's schools fees” (KII with School Proprietor, 

Mfantsiman/Mankessim, Central Region) 

The LFPS study obtained the views of district directors, head teachers and circuit supervisors 
on how sustainable the LFPS are since reopening; 85% of the Head Teachers said the schools 
were resilient in both rural and urban areas. A low proportion of respondents indicated that the 
schools were at risk of closing down (13.7%); with rural schools at 5.48% and 8.22% for urban 
schools. All four District Directors indicated the LFPS were resilient. Generally, their responses 
were similar to those of the proprietors. However, concerning those at risk of closing down in 
terms of locality distribution, the responses were directly opposite. While the proprietors 
indicated that the rural (5.89% urban against 14.82% rural) areas were more at risk of closing 
down, the headteachers indicated that urban (8.22% urban against 5.48% rural) schools were 
more at risk of closing down.  

3.3 Financial situation of schools after reopening   

 
Research Question 3: What is the financial situation of LFPS that were able to reopen? 
(status of payment of fees – modalities for the payment of fees, income, cash flow, cash 
flow capacity-level of staffing/teachers, fees per term, canteen fees etc., 
investment/savings/loans from IDP and other providers, status of rent vs. ownership of 
school) 

3.3.1 Sources of Income 

Consistent with the pre-opening, tuition fees remained the dominant source of income for the 
schools. As shown in Figure 17, out of the 70 financial officers interviewed, 43 (61%) indicated 
that tuition fees form a greater share of the total revenues that accrue to the schools. This is 
followed by fees that students pay for extra classes fees. Here, 23% of the financial officers 
also raised the issue of the importance extra classes and canteen fees had on increasing 
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school revenues. The financial officers explained that feeding fees play a critical role in school 
revenue but these are less significant in terms of total revenues to the schools.  

Figure 17: Major sources of income after re-opening 

 
Source: Financial Officers Interview Data, Post-Reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

Important Revenue Streams 

From the perspective of LFPS proprietors on the sources of revenue, tuition fees, canteen 
fees and admission fees are the three most important revenue streams. As shown in Figure 
18, out of the 78 proprietors interviewed, about 90% of them collect tuition fees in addition to 
the other sources while 82% also collect canteen fees. In addition, 60 schools (representing 
77%) also charge an admission fee which is payable before pupils are granted admission into 
the school. The implication is that accessing a particular income stream does not prevent the 
school from getting revenue from other sources. This notwithstanding, 8 out of the 78 schools 
do not charge tuition fees while 14 and 18 respectively do not charge canteen/feeding and 
admission fees, which are important sources of revenue to the LFPS. Other notable sources 
of revenue include uniform fees, transportation fare, income from books/stationery, donations, 
and other income stemming from terminal exams, hostel fees etc. For the 8 schools (50% of 
which are in the Greater Accra region) that indicated that they do not charge for tuition; 
admission fees, daily canteen (feeding) fees, uniforms fees and transportation fees are the 
most important revenue sources.  

Figure 18: Important revenue streams 

 
Source: Proprietor Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 
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3.3.2 Revenue Sources by Region 

The findings on revenue sources disaggregated by region are presented in Table 19. The 
study reveals that all 20 proprietors in the Ashanti region charge for feeding/canteen while 18 
charge for admission fees and 17 charge for tuition, uniforms and transportation. In the Central 
region, 18 out of 19 proprietors obtain revenue by charging for tuition while 13 also charge for 
feeding. In the case of the Greater Accra region, out of the 29 school proprietors interviewed, 
(93%) charge for feeding while over 20 charge for admission, tuition and uniforms. 
Remarkably, transportation fare forms a major source of revenue to schools in the Ashanti 
region but not in other regions. In the case of Upper East, no schools charge for transport 
because they do not run transport services. Furthermore, sewing uniforms for the pupils also 
constitutes an important income source for schools in the Ashanti and Greater Accra regions 
but not in the Central and Upper East regions. Similarly, only 2 schools each from the Ashanti 
and Greater Accra regions received donations from people to support the school income, with 
no schools in Central and Upper East regions receiving donations. 

Table 19: Regional distribution of the revenue sources 

Fees/Charges Ashanti Central Greater Accra Upper East 

Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total 

Admission fees 18 2 20 11 8 19 22 7 29 9 1 10 

Tuition fees 17 3 20 18 1 19 25 4 29 10 0 10 

Uniforms 17 3 20 7 12 19 23 6 29 1 9 10 

Canteen fees 20 0 20 13 6 19 27 2 29 4 6 10 

Transportation fare 17 3 20 5 14 19 5 24 29 0 10 10 

Books and other stationery 9 11 20 4 15 19 9 20 29 3 7 10 

Donations 2 18 20 0 19 19 2 27 29 0 10 10 

Others 2 18 20 1 18 19 3 26 29 0 10 10 

Source: Proprietor Interview Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

3.3.3 Average income from major revenue sources 

As shown in Figure 19, on average, schools in Greater Accra received the highest income 
from tuition fees followed by the Ashanti region, Central region with the Upper East region 
receiving the lowest. From the Figure, schools in Greater Accra received about GHS 49,000 
while schools in the Ashanti region received GHS 39,000. The income received by schools in 
the Greater Accra region is about GHS 10,000 higher than that of the Ashanti region and also 
measures about 8 times higher than that of the Upper East region, which received about GHS 
6,000. 

Concerning the rural-urban divide, the findings show that schools in the urban areas received 
more income from tuition fees relative to those in the rural areas. There is a wide disparity 
between the incomes from in urban versus rural areas, with revenue from tuition fees charged 
by urban LFPS measuring 1.5 times higher. In the case of the Upper East Region, the tuition 
fees income received by a typical urban school is at least three times higher than their rural 
counterparts. 
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Figure 19: Average amount from the major source 

 
Source: Financial Officers Interview Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 
3.3.4 Changes in Major Sources of Income After Re-opening 

Because schools closed and this had an impact on their revenue streams, the LFPS research 

examined whether schools varied the fees charged, as shown in Figure 20. Out of the 70 

finance officers interviewed, 9 (representing 13%) did not change their fees upon reopening 

while the remaining 61 (87%) varied the school fees. Concerning the tuition fees, the findings 

show that the majority (25 schools representing 41%) increased the tuition fees after re-

opening. Out of these 25 schools, the majority (40%) are in the Greater Accra region followed 

by the Central region and the Ashanti region, with only three schools from the Upper East 

region increasing their fees. Regarding the reasons for increasing the fees, a cross-section of 

the Finance Officers remarked the following: 

“All sources of income stopped [hence the increment]” Finance Officer, Kumasi 
Metro-KMA, Ashanti region. 
 
“All our income sources were lost because these sources were mainly hinged on the 
running of the school. Once the school was closed, the school was not getting any 
income so we increased the fees to get income to take care of the lost ones” Finance 
Officer, Atwima, Ashanti region. 
 
“Fees we collect from students were the only income so when schools closed down, 
we lost everything and that is why we increased the fees” Finance Officer, 
Mfantsiman/Mankassim, Central region. 
 
“Our source of income depends on the feeding and school fees. Hence, we lost our 
income during the closure” Finance Officer, Accra Metro-AMA, Greater Accra. 
 

However, nine schools revealed that they reduced their tuition fees, with the majority of these 

schools being in the Greater Accra region. Only one school in the Upper East reported that 

they had lowered their tuition fees. 
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Figure 20: Changes in major source of income after reopening 

 
Source: Financial Officers Interview Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

3.3.5 Changes in income models / Changes in Tuition Fee Structure 

Indeed, COVID-19 negatively affected the school incomes and in some cases the proprietor’s 
changed their business models which was flagged as critical for them to sustain the school. 
Changing the fee pattern was documented in the pre-opening as one of the major routes. By 
focusing on the tuition fees charged, which has been a major source of school revenue, the 
study examined whether the schools have changed their fee structure. As shown in Figure 21, 
the results show that, out of the 78 proprietors, 49 (representing 63%) did not alter their fee 
structure. In other words, the majority of the schools left their fees unchanged, with the value 
of the revenue conditioned on the rate of enrolment and existing efforts in collecting previously 
owed fees by parents. In the Greater Accra region, for instance, 20 out of the 29 school 
proprietors did not increase their fees for additional revenues. In the Central region, 15 out of 
the 19 proprietors left their tuition fee unchanged. However, the majority of the schools in the 
Ashanti region changed their fees. In particular, out of the 20 school proprietors, 13 (65%) 
altered their fee structure while the remaining 35% left the fees unchanged. 

This evidence is inconsistent with the interview findings obtained from the finance officers who 
argued that tuition fees were varied in post-reopening. However, the rationale for not changing 
their fees included the need to attract more students, and the fear of losing students due to 
the loss of income by parents. (See Figure 21). 
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Figure 21: Changes in income models / Changes in tuition fee structure 

 
Source: Proprietor Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

Out of the 49 school proprietors that did not increase their tuition fees after re-opening for the 
new academic year, 22 (45%) considered the plight of the parents as the reason for no fee 
increase. According to the proprietors, the majority of the parents were already complaining 
that the previous tuition fees were high and that this did not allow them to increase their fees. 
In Greater Accra and Central regions, for instance, more than 50% of proprietors said that 
parents’ perception of the high tuition fees discouraged them from increasing fees.  

A school proprietor from the Ashanti region explains: “Because the parents are already 
struggling financially” (Ashanti, Kumasi Metro-KMA). Similarly, another proprietor from Greater 
Accra states, “Because there's no money and most parents are already complaining so any 
increase will make them withdraw the children to public schools” (Greater Accra, Ga West). 

Apart from this, the reduced incomes of the parents as a result of the COVID pandemic was 

another key reason for not increasing tuition fees. Here, 12 out of the 49 proprietors (24%) 

said they left the fees unchanged because the pandemic negatively affected the incomes of 

the parents; hence, increasing the fees would only increase their burden. For those who gave 

this reason, the majority were from the Upper East region. In the Upper East region, out of the 

7 proprietors that did not increase the fees, 5 (71%) considered the COVID-induced income 

effects as the main reason for not raising the tuition. For instance, a proprietor from the Upper 

East region said. “Because of the COVID-19, income level have reduced” (Upper East region, 

Talensi). In the Ashanti region, one respondent explains, “Because of the economic impact of 

COVID on parents, it will be insensitive to their plight to increase the fees” (Ashanti region, 

Atwima). Similar statements were recorded from respondents in the Upper East and Greater 

Accra areas. 

Given that the LFPS space and education sector is increasingly becoming competitive, some 
proprietors also feared that increasing their fees will make them lose students to other LFPS, 
given the tight competition. Out of the 10 proprietors that held this view, the majority are from 
the Greater Accra followed by the Central region. From the Central region, for instance, a 
respondent noted that “Parents are already having a difficult time paying fees so if we increase 
it they will take their children out of the school to a different school” (Central region, 
Mfantsiman/Mankessim). This is consistent with the views of a respondent from the Greater 
Accra region: 

“Parents are complaining of financial difficulties so if the school increase, they will 
withdraw their children” (Greater Accra Region, Accra Metro-AMA).  

Another school proprietor from the Upper East observed that,  
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“Due to competition from other schools if the fees are increased it will affect the 
enrolment” (Upper East region, Kasena Nankana).  

Similar statements from respondents in other regions, reveal that proprietors were worried 
that raising the school fees would drive parents to enroll their wards in government 
schools, which are tuition-free. One respondent in the Central region notes that “The 
reason is to provide some competitive leverage with the public schools around so that the 
school can attract new students” (Central Region, Mfantsiman/Mankessim). 

Figure 22: Reasons for not increasing fees 

 
Source: Financial Officers Interview Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

The study found that increases in tuition fees had a significant increase in dropout 
during post-reopening when compared to their dropout rates before the school closure.  
The table below shows the dropout rates and changes in tuition fees. Evidence from 
the study reveals a pattern of negative relationships between increasing tuition fees 
and the number of dropouts. This evidence is further confirmed by the 49 schools that 
did not increase their tuition fees. For these 49 schools, the dropout rates remained 
higher at lower ranges both before and after the school closure. More precisely, out of 
the 49 schools, 10% had between 16 and 20 students leaving the school before the 
closure and this percentage reduced to 6% after the closure. 
 
Changes in tuition fees and dropout 

 Increased tuition fees 
Did not increase 

tuition fees 

 Total 
Percentage 

(%) Total 
Percentage 

(%)  

Dropout before school closure 
  

1 - 5 students 15 52 19 39 

6 - 10 students 8 28 14 29 

11 - 15 students 3 10 9 18 

16 - 20 students 2 7 5 10 

Others 1 3 2 4 

Total 29 100 49 100 

Dropout after school re-opening 
  

1 - 5 students 4 14 28 57 

6 - 10 students 3 10 12 24 

Ashanti Central Greater Accra Upper East Total

Attract more students 1 3 1 0 5

COVID reduced incomes 2 1 4 5 12

Fear of losing students 2 3 4 1 10

Parents already complaining 2 8 11 1 22

Total 7 15 20 7 49
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11 - 15 students 7 24 5 10 

16 - 20 students 10 34 3 6 

Others 5 17 1 2 

Total 29 100 49 100 

 

 

From the Table above, the 29 schools that increased their fees after re-opening reveal a higher 

reduction in enrolment relative to the 49 schools that did not increase the fees. For instance, 

in pre-school closure, the dropout was higher at lower ranges but increased once the tuition 

fees were increased. Out of the 29 schools that increased their tuition fees, 52% of them 

recorded a dropout of 1 – 5 students before school closure. In addition, 7% of the 29 schools 

also observed reduction in enrolment/retention of between 16 and 20 students before school 

closure. However, after increasing the tuition fees in post-reopening, the percentage of 

schools recording dropouts of between 16 and 20 students increased from the 7% to 34% 

while the percentage of schools recording lower ranges of dropouts decreased from the 52% 

to 14%.  

 

In addition, about 4% of the 49 schools recorded more than 20 students in pre-school closure. 

After the re-opening, the dropout rates halved, lowering from 4% to 2%. This evidence 

therefore implies an inverse link between increasing tuition fees and reduction in the number 

of students in a school. 

 
3.3.6 Major Expenditure Items After Reopening 
The main expenditures before and after re-opening schools was salaries (see figure 23). Out 
of the 70 finance officers interviewed, 41 (59%) reported that salaries were the highest 
expenditure. This is followed by utilities and feeding costs, a point reported across all the 
schools irrespective of the region. Even in post-re-opening, the expenditure patterns of LFPS 
remained the same. 

Figure 23: Regional distribution of major expenditure items 

 
Source: Financial Officers Interview Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

3.3.7 Aggregated expenditure items 

Except for one school in the Central region, about 99% of the schools note that the payment 
of salaries to staff form the main school expenditure. This is followed by repairs and 
maintenance (83%), utilities (77%), administrative costs (73%), canteen costs (72%) and 
others. However, rent, communication and training costs do not significantly drive the 
expenditure of the schools. The regional distribution of the expenditure pattern shows that, 
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except for one school in the Central region, all the school proprietors documented staff salaries 
as the main expenditure.  

Figure 24: Aggregated expenditure items 

 
Source: Proprietor Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

3.3.8 Fee structure of the schools 

Given the overarching aim of the LFPS of providing quality education to pupils at low fees, the 
LFPS study investigated the fee structure of the schools, as shown in Table 20. The schools 
are classified into three:  schools that charge an annual fee below GHS 300 are categorized 
as low. Those that charge between GHS 301 and GHS 499 are classified as moderate while 
those that charge at least GHS 500 are categorized as high fee schools. 

Based on the interviews with the headteachers regarding fee structure, results showed that 
out of the 73 headteachers interviewed, the majority (32 or 43%) charge at most GHS 300 per 
year; hence their schools are classified as low-fee schools. Furthermore, 26 (36%) are 
classified charging between GHS 301 and GHS 499 per year, and thus are classified as 
moderate, while the remaining 21% charge an annual fee of at least GHS 500. At the regional 
level, about 58% and 46% of the schools in Ashanti and Greater Accra respectively charge 
moderate fees. However, 65% and 73% of the schools in Central and Upper East regions 
respectively charge low fees 
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Table 20: Fee structure after re-opening 

Region Rural areas Urban areas Regional aggregate 

Hig
h 

Lo
w 

Moder
ate 

Tot
al 

Hig
h 

Lo
w 

Moder
ate 

Tot
al 

Hig
h 

Lo
w 

Moder
ate 

Tot
al 

Ashanti 0 2 4 6 3 3 7 13 3 5 11 19 

Central 1 9 0 10 3 2 2 7 4 11 2 17 

Greater 
Accra 

2 4 5 11 4 4 7 15 6 8 12 26 

Upper 
East 

1 8 0 9 1 0 1 2 2 8 1 11 

Total 4 23 9 36 11 9 17 37 15 32 26 73 

Note: High (Above GHS 500 per year); Low (Below GHS 300); Moderate (Between GHS 301 

- GHS 499) 

Source: Headteacher interview Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 
Table 20 reveals that, while 64% of the LFPS in the rural areas charge below GHS 300 per 
year and are classified as low, only 19% of the urban schools are classified as low with 46% 
of the urban schools charging moderate fees. While the majority of the rural schools charge 
low tuition fees, the majority of the urban schools charge moderate fees. 

3.3.9 Changes in Tuition Fees Before School Closure and After School Re-opening 

Figure 25 shows the changes in the average tuition fees charged by the schools before 
(January 2020) and after the re-opening (January 2021). From the Figure, schools in Greater 
Accra have the highest average fees charged per student (GHS 247 per term) followed by 
those in the Ashanti region, with schools in the Central region charging the lowest tuition fees 
of GHS 151 per term. However, these fees changed after re-opening. For instance, after 
schools resumed in January 2021, the average fees charged by schools in Greater Accra 
increased from GHS 247 to GHS 308 while those in the Ashanti region increased from GHS 
232 to GHS 256. Even though those in the Central region marginally increased the fees from 
GHS 151 to GHS 155, they still charged the lowest average tuition fees after re-opening. Thus, 
at the regional levels, schools in Ashanti, Central, Greater Accra and Upper East regions 
respectively increased the tuition fees by GHS 24, GHS 4, GHS 61 and GHS 13. In all, LFPS 
in Greater Accra substantially increased the tuition fees more than any other region. 

These dynamics are not different when considering the location of the schools. Irrespective of 
the region, all schools in the urban areas increased their tuition fees charged after re-opening 
in January 2021 and as compared to their fees in 2020. Similarly, except for the rural schools 
in the Central region, all other rural schools also increased their average tuition fees although 
their rate of increment was lower relative to their urban school counterparts. However, the 
rural schools in the Central region slightly reduced the fees by GHS 9, from GHS 101 to GHS 
92. Indeed, despite some increases in the tuition fees, evidence suggests that these schools 
lost income due to COVID-induced school closures. It is imperative to mention that, a close 
examination of the fees charged before and after the school closure suggests that the fees 
charged have been altered. 
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Figure 25: Changes in tuition fees before school closure and after school re-opening 

 
Source: Financial Officers Interview Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 
 
3.3.10 Income-expenditure changes before and after school closure 

The LFPS assessment examined the average size of school income and expenditure before 
and after the school closure to unearth whether the schools were already in deficit, surplus or 
break-even. Results on the income-expenditure pattern are shown in Table 21. 

This Table, reveals that before the school closures (January 2020), all the schools were 
making a surplus except for those in the Central region that were running a deficit. On average, 
schools in the Greater Accra region had the highest income (GHS 86,563) while those in 
Upper East earned the lowest income (GHS 14,646). Schools in the Ashanti region made an 
average income of GHS 54,328.9 in January 2020 and expended GHS 47,193.6. Given that 
the average school’s income exceeds its expenditure suggests a surplus of GHS 7,135. 
Schools in Greater Accra and Upper East also made an average surplus of GHS 18,961.5 and 
GHS 6,426.7 respectively. However, LFPS in the Central region received GHS 19,550 in total 
average revenues from all their sources and expended GHS 21,002. This implies that the 
schools were running at a deficit of GHS 1,452 in January 2020, which was largely financed 
from the proprietors’ savings. 

After the reopening of schools in January 2021, the study revealed that all the schools received 
revenue and in some cases loans to help restart their schools; although the average amount 
of income received was substantially lower than that of pre-COVID times. Greater Accra still 
received the highest average income (GHS 42,479) followed by the Ashanti region (GHS 
29,465); while schools in Upper East received the lowest income (GHS 12,011). Given the 
lower incomes, the schools recalibrated their expenditure pattern by significantly reducing the 
amount spent on key expenditure lines. 

 
Table 21: Income-expenditure changes before school closure and after reopening 

Region Income 

before 

closure 

Expenditure 

before 

closure 

Deficit/Surplus Income 

after re-

opening 

Expenditure 

after re-

opening 

Surplus 

Ashanti 54,328.9 47,193.6 7,135.3 29,465.0 25,621.3 3,843.7 

Central 19,550.0 21,002.8 –1,452.8 12,391.7 8,611.8 3,779.9 

Greater Accra 86,563.3 67,601.8 18,961.5 42,479.3 24,400.5 18,078.8 

Rural Urban Total Rural Urban Total

Before school closure (January 2020) After re-opening (January, 2021)

Ashanti 162 247 232 170 274 256

Central 101 196 151 92 211 155

Greater Accra 189 293 247 259 347 308

Upper East 134 227 153 139 275 166
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Upper East 14,646.7 8,220.0 6,426.7 12,011.8 10,344.0 1,667.8 

Source: Financial Officers Interview Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

The rural-urban analysis reveals (Table 22) that schools in the urban areas generated more 
revenue in the pre-COVID-19 period compared to those in rural areas (at least 1.3 times 
higher). On average, while schools in urban areas received incomes of GHS 56,083, and 
expended GHS 44,742 on key expenditures, those in the rural areas received GHS 43,504 
and spent GHS 37,088.  However, despite the relatively higher incomes in urban schools, both 
the urban and rural schools had surpluses, and while both the expenditure and incomes of the 
rural and urban schools declined, they still ran a surplus. 

Table 22: Rural-urban divide on the income-expenditure pattern 

Region Income 

before 

closure 

Expenditure 

before closure 

Surplus Income 

after re-

opening 

Expenditure 

after re-

opening 

Surplus 

Rural 43,504.3 37,088.3 6,416.0 19,310.9 11,230.7 8,080.2 

Urban 56,083.9 44,742.9 11,341.0 30,449.9 22,578.6 7,871.3 

Source: Financial Officers Interview Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

Because the revenues that accrued to the schools after re-opening were lower than the 
revenues received around the same period in January 2020 (pre-closure), the study estimated 
the average income loss and the associated changes in expenditure levels. 

As shown in Table 23, by comparing the average incomes in the first term (January 2020) to 
the first term after re-opening (January 2021), the study shows significant income losses. 
Irrespective of the region, all the LFPS lost income because the amount generated after 
reopening in January 2021 is substantially lower than the amount, they received around the 
same period in pre-COVID times. Schools in Greater Accra lost the highest average income 
of GHS 44,084 followed by the Ashanti region, where a typical school lost GHS 24,863 in 
revenue. LFPS in Upper East had the lowest income loss of GHS 2,634 while LFPS in the 
Central region also lost GHS 7,158. Similarly, when categorized into their localities, the 
findings show that irrespective of the school location, LFPS in both rural and urban schools’ 
lost income and subsequently reduced their expenditures. The income lost by urban schools 
was relatively higher than that lost by rural schools while the reduction in expenditure was 
higher among rural schools relative to urban schools (see Table 24). 

With regard to the expenditure behavior, except for the Upper East region, all the schools 
reduced their expenditure levels as a result of the reduced income following the COVID-19 
school closures. The schools lowered expenditure on school maintenance, utilities and in 
some cases reduced the salaries of staff. Specifically, schools in Greater Accra reduced their 
average expenditure by the highest amount of GHS 43,201, followed by the Ashanti region 
(GHS 21,572). Interestingly, the average expenditure levels of schools in the Upper East 
region increased by GHS 2,124 even though they recorded a reduced average income of GHS 
2,634. Some of the schools indicated that the slightly higher expenditure was a result of price 
increment of their expenditure items.  
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Table 23: Income-expenditure changes before and after school closure 

Regions Income loss after re-

opening 

Changes in expenditure 

after re-opening 

Ashanti (24,863.90) (21,572.30) 

Central (7,158.30) (12,391.00) 

Greater Accra (44,084.00) (43,201.30) 

Upper East (2,634.90) 2,124.00 

Source: Financial Officers Interview Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

Table 24: Rural-urban analysis of income-expenditure changes before and after school closure 

 Locality Income loss after re-

opening 

Decrease in expenditure after re-

opening 

Rural (24,193.40) (25,857.60) 

Urban (25,634.00) (22,164.30) 

Source: Financial Officers Interview Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

To sustain LFPS in Ghana, various policy options have been discussed with policymakers, 
weighing the cost and benefit of each option. However, as shown in Table 25, out of the 78 
school proprietors interviewed, 60 (77%) concluded that providing them with sound business 
management advisory services is the best option to facilitate their recovery. According to the 
proprietor’s interviewed, providing them with quality services is critical to business 
sustainability and take off—they need support in how they manage their financial resources, 
prepare statements of accounts and report on a regular basis.  

Table 25: Business advisory services needed for recovery 

Business development 

services 

Yes 

[Immediately 

needed] 

No 

[Not 

immediately 

needed] 

Total Percentage 

(%) 

Accounting and auditing 36 42 78 46 

Business management 
advisory 

60 18 78 77 

Legal consultancy 22 56 78 28 

Health and safety training 35 43 78 45 

Advertising and promotion 44 34 78 56 

Business plan preparation 36 42 78 46 

MIS accounting software 27 51 78 35 

Source: Proprietor Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 
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4.0 Needs Analysis (Post-reopening) 

Research question 4: Do the LFPS that have reopened have adequate resources 

(adequate WASH facilities, infrastructure to ensure social distancing, PPEs etc.) to 

continue operating effectively in the COVID-19 context?   

4.1 Resources 

The post-reopening assessment also measured the resource adequacy for operations of 
schools after reopening. This section explores issues related to water and sanitation, 
availability of PPEs, infrastructure at the school level. 

4.4.1 Parental Reopening of schools Amidst COVID-19 
  
The decision to reopen schools in Ghana in January, 2021 created uncertainty among parents, 
teachers and even students. Opinions as to whether it was safe to reopen schools despite the 
increase in the spread of COVID-19 were discussed on different social media platforms. As 
part of the ‘needs’ analysis for the LFPS, parents were asked about their thoughts on schools 
reopening in the wake of the COVID pandemic. Figure 26 summarises their viewpoints. About 
90% of parents agreed that schools should be reopened. Of these, 53% were in the urban 
areas and 38% were from rural area schools. A smaller percentage (2.5%) of the parents were 
not sure if schools should reopen. The findings also reveal that 5% rural and 2.5% urban 
parents were of the view that school reopening should be delayed.  

 
Figure 26: General view on the reopening of schools amid COVID-19 

 
Source: Household Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

4.4.2 Satisfaction level of parents on COVID-19 preparations before re-opening 

The post reopening assessment across LFPS also measured the preparedness of schools 
towards preventing the spread of COVID-19 after reopening. Parents interviewed were asked 
if the LFPS had provided enough PPEs and had created a suitable environment that could 
enable effective learning during the reopening period. 
 
Concerning parents’ satisfaction, all parents interviewed indicated they were satisfied with 
schools’ level of preparedness particularly those in the (53.66%) urban centers. Interviews 
also revealed that 46% of parents believed that schools had enough PPEs (Figure 27), while 
about 34% indicated that LFPS had water and handwashing facilities available. About 15% of 
parents believed that their schools had adequate classroom spacing to ensure social 
distancing. Approximately 5% gave other reasons for their satisfaction regarding COVID 19 
preparedness: 

  
“the children are not allowed to share bowls, spoons, etc. unlike they used to do before the 

COVID came’ and ‘the students become redundant when they stay home. They learn nothing 
at home. Besides, the school takes COVID protocol seriously’ of school”. 
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This implies that the LFPS, to a large extent have been successful in assuring parents that 
their wards are safe at school, and that there was low risk of the children contracting COVID-
19.  
 
Figure 27: Reasons given for satisfaction with COVID -19 preparedness measures 

 
Source: Household Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

Evidence of parents’ visits to schools 

The study also explored parental knowledge of the conditions of the schools by asking whether 

they had visited the schools after they reopened to observe the COVID-19 safety measures. 

The majority of parents (85%) said they had visited their children's school to see how COVID-

19 safety measures were being implemented. The majority of these parents (54%) were from 

urban areas while very few rural parents reported any visits to their ward’s schools (about 15 

percent). To support the claims parents shared the following views: 

 

“I have been there and I am satisfied with every arrangement in place to help the children 

observe the safety protocols” (Parent, Twedie community, Atwima) 

 

“I am the PTA women organizer so I go there from time to time to check and make sure 

that the school is safe for our children” (Parent, Ga West, Greater Accra, Urban) 

 

“I went to the school to confirm if the teachers and the children were given PPEs. Every 

teacher and student was given the PPEs. I know my children will be safer using the PPEs” 

(Parent, Talensi, Upper East, Rural) 

 

“I take my daughter to school every day so I observe their safety protocols instituted while 

I'm there (Parent, Central Region, Urban) 

 

“I came to ascertain the WASH system that has been put in place before re-enrolling my 

children” (Parent, Atwima, Ashanti, Urban). 

 

Research question 5: What are the emerging issues that could impede the continuous 
operations of LFPS that have reopened? (e.g., low enrolment, teacher unwillingness 
to return, non-payment of fees etc.) 
 
4.4.3 Emerging Issues After School Reopening 
An assessment of the emerging issues which could impede the continuous operation of 
schools after reopening revealed that 69% of proprietors were concerned about the weak 
financial status of parents and their ability to re-enrol children after reopening. About 55% of 
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the proprietors further indicated low enrolment as an emerging issue that could impede the 
continuous operation of schools. Approximately 35% of respondents indicated teacher 
attrition or unwillingness to return to school as a key issue that could impede the continuous 
operation of the LFPS. About 22% of proprietors stated that a change in the parent’s interest  
and lack of awareness that schools have been reopened could be another impeding factor 
for the continuous operation of LFPS; 15% of proprietors gave other reasons such as ‘poor 

transportation; and /or “If there is a COVID case.” (see Figure 28). 
 

Low enrolment  

Low enrolment constitutes one of the major impediments to the operations of LFPS. As defined 
by McLoughlin (2013), LFPS include any market-oriented schools that are dependent on user 
fees for some or all of their running/development costs. This shows how critical LFPSs need 
growing numbers of students to survive. Unfortunately, the outbreak of the COVID-19 
pandemic has taken a great toll on parents’ finances, and as a result, most of them have 
withdrawn their children from private schools and enrolled them in public schools. Some 
proprietors mentioned that parents are still worried about bringing back their wards for fear of 
children contracting COVID 19 while others have withdrawn their children due to relocation to 
different areas. Some students are also running their own businesses and have refused to go 
back to school.  

“Parents are still afraid to bring the children back, to school. Also, parents have a difficult 
time paying their wards fees” (Proprietor, Mfanstiman, Central, Peri-Urban) 

“Parents are not able to provide for their children and some parents have refused to bring 
their wards to school” (Proprietor, AMA, Greater Accra, Urban) 

“Because of the relocation issues, most parents have withdrawn their children and has 
led to dropouts” (Proprietor, KMA, Ashanti, Peri-Urban) 

Lack of Awareness of the Population that Schools are Reopened 

At least, 14 out of the 78 proprietors interviewed mentioned a lack of awareness among the 
population that schools are reopened. Most proprietors said that parents were aware that 
school had resumed, but don’t have the financial resources to send them back. Others 
described a trend which suggests that parents were also sending their wards to the fee free 
public schools.  

Teacher Attrition/Unwillingness to Return 

Most LFPS teachers had to find other jobs during school closure because they were not being 
paid. This situation has lingered on even after reopening because the teachers do not know 
when there might be another lockdown; thus, many of them have decided not to return. This 
was confirmed by the District Education Office in KMA. The teacher attrition or unwillingness 
also stems from the fact that most proprietors failed to motivate the teachers or even give 
them a token payment during the closure of schools. Some teachers have not returned due to 
lack of motivation. 

The parents and teachers travelled and did not return so it affected the enrolment and 
retention rate. (Proprietor, KMA, Ashanti, Urban) 

Low Financial Status of Parents and their Ability to Re-enroll Children 

Overwhelmingly the vast majority of proprietors (54) stated that the key impediment to 
sustained reopening LFPS was the weak financial status of parents and their ability to re-enroll 
children. The proprietors revealed that some parents do not have enough money to pay the 
fees of their children because they lost their jobs during the COVID-19 pandemic. This was 
further stressed by the District Education Officers interviewed in Talensi district in the Upper 
East and KMA in the Ashanti region. The poor financial status of parents meant that they had 
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to find alternative options and are enrolling their wards them in public schools because of fee 
free nature of education.  

Fear of Students Contracting COVID-19 

Some parents are also skeptical about re-enrolling their children while COVID-19 is still  
spreading. Interviews with the proprietors show that there is apprehension among parents 
about re-enrolling their children. If more parents refuse to enroll their children, LFPS will find 
it hard to operate. Proprietors reported that “if parents feel secure about bringing their children 
to school there is need for LFPS to provide more education and sensitization” as well as 
ensuring that PPEs are available and that COVID-19 protocols are observed. 

Inadequate infrastructure 

Proprietors explained that “parents would like to enroll their children in a school that has good 
infrastructure and facilities”, especially during the COVID pandemic. Parents will enroll their 
children in schools that have a safe and conducive environment for teaching and learning, as 
well as schools that can observe social distancing. One proprietor in KMA (Ashanti region) 
mentioned that his school was under renovation; therefore, the teachers go to the homes of 
students to teach them free of charge.  The following statements from proprietor’s help illumine 
their views. 

“With low enrolment, we will be at risk of closing down, there is a rumour that my school 

will not open again. Some teachers have not returned because of a lack of motivation. 

And some parents also think that because we are LFPS there will not be quality teaching 

and learning” (Proprietor, Talensi, Bonsa International School) 

“Parents complain that private schools are too expensive so they prefer to enroll their 

children in public schools so there is low enrolment. Teachers who left have gotten new 

jobs so do not want to return to teach.” (Proprietor, Cape Coast, Future Leaders Complex 

School) 

“This is because if the enrolment levels decrease the school cannot continue to operate. 

If teachers are not stable it would impede the operation of the school. The low financial 

status of parents will affect the enrolment levels and the payment of school fees on time.” 

(Proprietor, KMA, Bright Beginning School) 

Since we reopened school the enrolment level has reduced drastically. Also, most of my 

teachers have not returned making it difficult for me because I had to employ and train 

new teachers.” (Proprietor, Binduri, Good Friends International School) 

 “The school fees which is the source of finance for the school is not coming from the 

parents so am handicapped.” (Proprietor, AMA, Gyemmah Preparatory School) 

Interviews with circuit supervisors and district directors of education across the sampled 
districts suggest that infrastructure is a critical need of LFPS in order to sustain their 
students/parents after their reopening. This would ensure social distancing between students 
and within classrooms. Other key needs expressed in interviews with district level 
stakeholders included: training teachers to be well-acquainted with the new GES syllabus, the 
provision of financial support for the operation of the school (start-up grants and low-interest 
short term loans). The provision of PPEs for teachers and students is also listed as one of the 
most critical needs and the hiring of new teachers in the LFPS since some of the teachers 
have stopped working at the school and others relocated.  

Other emerging issues such as lack of textbooks and  ‘Lack of school feeding as done at the 
public school’ was also reported to have an impeding impact on the LFPS that have reopened. 

“We lack textbooks. Some parents still do not want to bring their children to school 

because they fear contracting the virus. We also need enough infrastructure and furniture 

to practice social distancing” (Male teacher, Bolgatanga District) 
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“Participant 5: Some parents were laid off from their job because of COVID-19. Such 

parents find it difficult to pay their wards fees” (Male student, JHS 3, 

Mfantsiman/Mankessim District) 

“Our parents are complaining that the COVID-19 has affected their businesses and that 

is difficult now getting money and due to that, they find it difficult to pay our fees” (Female 

student, Basic 6, Talensi District) 

 

 

 

Research Question 6:  What staff training is needed for COVID-19 protocols to be met; 

what support are LFPS receiving from the District Education Offices or other 

schools?  

 

4.4.4 Staff strength  

 

Regarding the number of staff at the schools before closure and after re-opening, Table 26 
shows that, on average, Greater Accra followed by the Upper East and Central region, had 
the highest number of staff prior to school closure and after reopening. Further analysis (Table 
26) suggests that, before the COVID-19 school closure, a typical school in Greater Accra had 
on average 22 staff while the Upper East and Central regions each had an average of 19 staff. 

Study findings reveal that the number of staff declined after the LFPS re-opened indicating 
some staff were either voluntarily exited or been laid off. For instance, in the Greater Accra, 
the average staff strength marginally declined from 22 to 21, and in the Upper East region the 
decline was from 19 to 18. Therefore across at least two regions, a typical school had lost at 
least one staff member after the schools re-opened. Conversely, while schools in the Ashanti 
region lost on average three staff, those in the Central region lost four staff. This suggests that 
staff attrition was higher in the Central region and lower in Greater Accra and Upper East 
regions. 

Staff-strength also varied according to the urban or rural location of the schools. Specifically, 
while rural schools in the Ashanti region lost four staff, their counterparts in the urban areas 
lost three. In the case of the Central region, both rural and urban schools lost three staff on 
average. Interestingly in Greater Accra, schools in the rural areas did not lose staff while those 

Figure 28: Emerging issues that could impede the continuous operations of LFPS that have 
reopened 
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in the urban areas reported losing two staff. In the Upper East, a typical school in the rural 
areas had employed on average one additional staff after re-opening while their counterparts 
in the urban areas lost at least one staff. Only rural schools in the Upper East region managed 
to hire additional staff when schools re-opened (see Table 26 below). 

 
Table 26: Average staff strength before school closure and after re-opening 

Region Before school closure After re-opening 

Rural Urban Total Rural Urban Total 

Ashanti 14 17 17 10 14 14 

Central 17 20 19 14 17 15 

Greater Accra 20 24 22 20 22 21 

Upper East 19 20 19 20 19 18 

 Source: Proprietor Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 
 

Teacher staffing ratios in rural and urban areas also varied according to the GES rating system 
and the proprietors indicated that there was a major challenge in teachers staffing post school 
reopening (See Table 27).  Most of the LFPS in both rural and urban centers indicated 
understaffing of teachers. In the rural areas, about 22% of proprietor’s indicated not having all 
their teachers at post since the reopening.  The majority of these proprietor’s (12.8%) were in 
the grade B & C rated schools. The results also indicate that all the grade ‘D’ rated schools in 
the rural areas do not have all their teachers returning to school. Likewise, in the urban centres, 
a majority (50%) of LFPS did not have all teachers reporting to school after reopening. A 
majority (about 38%) of schools that lacked their full staff are found in the grade ‘B & C’ 
schools. Only about 15% of the LFPS in the urban centers indicated having all their teachers 
returning to school. 

 
Table 27: Proportion of teachers who reported since school reopened 
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Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

The proprietors, who said that, not all of their teachers had reported after school reopening, 
also mentioned that some teachers had not reported because they had found alternative jobs 
as a result of the delays in reopening ---over seven-month closure. Proprietors explained that 
the lack of income made it difficult to meet their basic needs. Other interviews revealed that 
some teachers had left to pursue further their education or other employment opportunities in 
different fields of endeavors, while other teachers had to move due to rent problems.  
 
In addition to the responses from the proprietors on the staffing levels, the headteachers in  
8% of rural schools had low staffing and that most of the schools did not have enough 
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teachers. The reason for this was that the majority of the teachers had left the school, leaving 
it with less than 60% of available teachers. Some of the LFPS indicated moderate staffing of 
teachers. About 26% and 28% of the schools in both the rural and urban areas reported having 
teaching staff numbering of 60-80% available at post. However, others (15% and 16%) in both 
rural and urban areas reported having a full contingent of teachers-- between 80-100% of 
teachers available at post. In general, about 14% of headteachers indicated their schools had 
less than 60% teachers at post; about 55% of the headteachers indicated their schools had 
medium (60-80%) teachers available, and about 32% of headteachers reported having 80-
100% teachers available (see Figure 29). 

 

Source: Headteacher survey data, post-reopening assessment, 2021 

 
 

4.4.5 Factors Contributing to the Reason Why Teachers Have not Returned After 
Reopening.  

Alternative jobs or other teaching appointments 

About 70% of the proprietors indicated that most teachers who did not return to LFPS after 
reopening had to find alternative jobs or income-generating activities during the closure of 
schools; and often refused going back to teaching after reopening because they were making 
a higher income in the other professions compared to teaching. Some teachers were also of 
the view that the teaching profession was unstable, especially during this COVID-19 period 
where one cannot tell if the school will be closed down again. Some proprietors revealed that 
their teachers did not return because they had found teaching jobs that pay better.  

“Some have gotten teaching jobs in other schools whose payment is better than ours” 
(Proprietor, Atwima, Ashanti, Urban) 

“During the lockdown period, most of them went to look for other jobs because we 
couldn't keep paying them” (Proprietor, Ga West, Greater Accra, Urban) 

This was echoed by an SMC/PTA:   

“The number of teachers has reduced because most teachers had to seek other jobs 
because they were not being paid.” (SMC/PTA, Cape Coast, Central Region, Rural) 

 

Low (most not having enough teachers – most of the 
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High (most having a full contingent of teachers—80-100% 
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Low (most not having enough 
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have left the school—less than 

60% are available at post)

High (most having a full 
contingent of teachers—80-100% 
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Moderate (some not having
enough teachers---60-80% of
teachers are available at post)

Rural 8.22% 15.07% 26.03%

Urban 5.48% 16.44% 28.77%

Figure 29: Level of staffing of teachers after reopening 
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Inability of Proprietors to pay salaries 

Interviews with Proprietors’ and Head teachers reveal that most LFPS pay very low salaries 
compared to the public system; this is due to their reliance on the income generated from 
school fees, and when the parents delay in paying, this directly affects teachers’ salaries. 
LFPS are characterized by low wages, and their inability to retain teachers. Interviews during 
field work reveal that most proprietors failed to support or demonstrate empathy by giving their 
teachers a basic allowance during the COVID school closure period which demotivated 
teachers and even caused some to quit their work.  

“We were not able to pay them during the pandemic and when schools were closed, 
some went into other businesses” (Proprietor, Ga West, Greater Accra) 

“Because of the Covid 19, parents are finding it difficult to pay their children school fees 
so, the school could not pay the teachers so they could not retain them and they had to 
leave” (SMC/PTA, Ga West, Greater Accra, Urban) 
 
“Most teachers especially the Graduate teachers have left because the proprietor was 
unable to pay them their expected salaries” (SMC/PTA, Atwima, Ashanti, Rural) 

 
Furthering of education 

Another reason, cited by Head teachers and proprietor’s for LFPS’s losing their teachers was 
due to their teachers’ desire for professional development and their enrolment in higher 
education. Most LFPS do not recruit trained and qualified teachers due to their inability to pay 
a competitive wage. Proprietors interviewed explained that they continually have to hire new 
teachers since many decide to further their education once they have saved enough funds. 
The LFPSs resort to hiring SHS graduates who need funds to further their education and are 
often willing to work at below minimum wage.  

 
4.4.6 What Schools are Doing to Retain Teachers  

Interviews with proprietors and head teachers were asked: what schools are currently doing 
to retain teachers who returned after reopening; about 82% of the headteachers reported that 
the school was providing the teachers full salaries while 57% indicated that the school was 
providing PPEs. 38% and 14% of the proprietors asserted the provision of educational or 
training programs and provision of health support for their teachers was assisting them retain 
teachers. A higher proportion of urban schools reported training and the provision of PPE’s 
was attracting teachers back compared to the rural school proprietors interviewed. About 44% 
of the proprietors interviewed reported that teachers were being: given other incentives 
including free meals, increased salaries, allowances for extra classes, improving the teacher-
manager relationship, and offering teachers soft loans (2-schools) to ensure they stayed. 

 
When asked about plans the school has in place to maintain teachers, an incremental increase 
in salaries was one of the measures mentioned by a few proprietors. Others who did not 
introduce an increase in payment are ensuring the prompt payment of salaries.  
 

“We plan to increase their salary and create another stream for income.” (Proprietor, 

Builsa North, Upper East region) 

 

“Plans are that the salary of teachers and other staff is improved and also a put-up 

scheme that can help advance salary to teachers in the event of such a pandemic.” 

(Proprietor, Atwima, Ashanti region) 

 

In addition to salary increases, other LFPS, proprietors pointed out in interviews that they are 

trying to improve the conditions of service. 
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“Create a conducive atmosphere for the teachers to work. I allow them to fix their salary 

and give them an incentive.  If another lockdown takes place, I can only support and 

maintain some few key personnel” (Proprietor, KMA, Ashanti region).  

 

“We will try and support teachers by providing foodstuff and frequently check up on them 

through virtual calls.” (Proprietor, KMA, Ashanti region) 

 
The DDE/CS/DO interviewed across the sampled districts, reported that the effect of COVID-
19 on teacher retention after school reopening was significant due to the non-payment of 
teachers during the school closure; and with very few LFPS being able to pay their teachers 

and the other associated costs of running schools. 
 
Research question 7: In order to continue to operate effectively, what are the most 
pressing needs of the schools that have reopened? 
 

4.4.7 Most Pressing Needs of Schools 

The proprietors (about 86%) indicated financial support for operation is the most critical need 
of their schools after reopening. This was affirmed by 57% of the proprietors in the urban 
schools. The second most critical need, as indicated by about 49% of the proprietors, was 
additional infrastructure (classroom and furniture) to ensure social distancing as their second. 
Out of these proprietors, about 45% are from urban schools while 28% are from rural schools. 
Filling the learning gap created due to COVID 19 and the provision of PPEs for teachers and 
students were critical needs listed by 48% and 44% proprietors after reopening of schools. 
Proprietors from the rural schools (15%) and urban schools (26%) indicated funds to retain 
teachers as one of their most critical needs while 12% and 26% also revealed recruiting new 
teachers to be another most critical need. Some 7% proprietors named such improvements 
as access to water and electricity; teaching and learning materials; purchasing of a school 
bus; and expansion of the school as other critical needs (See Figure 30). 

Figure 30: Most critical needs of LFP schools after reopening 

Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

The results of the proprietors' survey are supported by evidence from the DDE/CS/DO, who 

identified financial support and training of teachers as the most pressing needs for the survival 



54 

 

of LFPS. FGDs with teachers reveal the following school operational needs within the following 

four months. 

 

“The school needs more PPE'S, furniture, TLMs on the new curriculum, more 

education to the pupils on the importance of adhering to the covid protocols” (Female 

Teacher, Bolgatanga District) 

 

“Financial support to maintain the school infrastructure and to pay teachers their full 

salaries” (Male Teacher, Atwima District) 

 
Further analysis of the interviews with the proprietors and District Director of Education listed 
the following as pressing/critical needs of LFPS:  

Financial support:  

Interviews suggest that the school finances are the most impacted by COVID-19. Almost all 
the proprietors in the survey indicated that their financial situation has been badly impacted 
by the school closure. LFPS are therefore in dire need of financial aid in the form of loans and 
grants in order to be able to pay teachers, carry out renovations, provide better infrastructure, 
and purchase more PPEs and TLMs to make the environment conducive for learning and 
ensure social distancing. 

 

Recruitment and Training of teaching staff: 

Another need noted in interviews with GES desk officers was the need for recruitment of new 
teachers. Data gathered from interviews with Proprietors and SMC/PTAs show that LFPSs 
are in dire need of teaching staff since most of their teachers did not return after the reopening 
of school. As of time of field work (Feb 2021), many teachers have not returned to the schools. 
Proprietors have to recruit new teachers to fill the void and give them training on the new 
curriculum and other critical areas such as information and financial management and how to 
train and monitor the students to observe the safety protocols (using nose masks and hand 
sanitizers, washing hands). This is especially crucial for teachers of preschool and lower 
Primary levels.  

Improving Enrollment 

Some LFPS are at risk of closing down due to low enrollment. Most proprietors and parents 
stated that enrollment had dropped substantially after reopening. This is because most parents 
have enrolled their children in public school because of financial challenges; and the benefits 
that come with enrolling your child in the government school: free tuition, free textbooks and 
free meals.  

5.0 Impact of COVID-19 on Enrollment and Parental Support  

This section presents findings on how the pandemic has affected enrolment and parental 

support for children in LFPS during the reopening of schools. 

 

Research question 8:  How has COVID-19 impacted enrolment and parental support of 
LFPS after re-opening? (What are the possible explanations?) 

5.1 Major changes in schools after reopening - Impact of COVID-19 on enrollment 

Given the COVID school closure for over ten months and the re-opening of the schools in 
January 2021, the LFPS experienced notable changes after re-opening. These changes relate 
to fee collection and enrolment. Three key changes stood out in all the schools:  difficulty in 
collecting fees from the parents and declines in enrolment. As shown in Figure 31, out of the 
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78 school proprietors, 39 (50%) reported low enrolment and/or high dropout rates among 
students. For these proprietors, the intake of new students and the retention of the existing 
ones was challenging after reopening. However, about 31% of proprietors observed increases 
in enrolment and/or high retention after re-opening. 19% of proprietors mentioned difficulty in 
fee collection from parents. For this category of proprietors, COVID-19 reduced the incomes 
of parents and that parents are struggling to pay the fees of their wards. Given the challenges 
in mobilizing such an important source of revenue, the day-to-day management of LFPS was 
hindered. 

Figure 31: Major changes in the school after re-opening 

 
Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

5.1.1 Regional Level Breakdown of Changes in school after reopening  

At the regional level, the low enrolment and/or high dropout rate is the major challenge in the 
Ashanti, Central and Greater regions based on reports from proprietors (Table 28). However, 
in the Upper East, more than 50% (10 proprietors) reported increases in enrolment with the 
majority from rural schools. The majority of rural school proprietors from the Central and 
Ashanti regions reported low enrolment rates. In the case of Greater Accra, 36% of the schools 
in the rural and urban areas reported either increases or decreases in enrolment. 

 
Table 28: Major changes in the school after re-opening 
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The majority of respondents (50%) observed decreases in enrolment and/or low retention; the 
research examined the dropout rate before the school closure and after the re-opening. Figure 
32 reveals that before school closure, the majority of the schools (51%) reported lower dropout 
rates of between 1 and 5 students while 7 schools (18%) also reported dropout rates of 
between 6 and 10 students. Approximately 18% of the schools observed dropout rates 
exceeding 20 students in a term. However, after the re-opening, the majority of the schools 
have now registered high dropout rates. For instance, while only 18% registered dropouts 
higher than 20 students before school closure, after re-opening, 46% observed dropouts of 
more than 20 students. While only one LFPS school had dropout rates between 16 to 20 
students before the school closure, this shifted to ten schools after reopening.  

Figure 32: Changes in enrolment before and after re-opening 

 
Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 
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Total 1 13 14 4 5 9 4 10 14 2 0 2 39 

Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 
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Reasons for dropout 

While dropout rates after re-opening are attributed to the impact of COVID-19, the reasons 
behind the dropouts before COVID-19 is worth noting. As shown in Figure 33, the major 
reason for the dropouts and/low retention before the COVID school closure was the relocation 
of parents, and the parents’ inability to pay fees. Another reason was the change in schools 
as some parents moved their wards to other private or public schools. However, the poor 
academic performance of students and lack of parental interest in schooling were not seen as 
key factors influencing enrolment and retention. Other factors included students dropping out 
as a result of getting pregnant after staying home for the 9-month period. 

Figure 33: Reasons for dropout before COVID 

 
Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

5.2 Impact of COVID on Parental Income  

 
Research Question 9: How has COVID 19 affected the incomes of parents and their 
ability to pay school fees (discussions on payment modalities between parents and 
school leadership)  

The study found that COVID-19 had affected the incomes of parents since some had lost 
income as a result of losing their jobs. The reduced income of parents as a result of the 
pandemic was sited as a key reason for LFPS not increasing their tuition fees. Here, 12 out of 
the 78 proprietors (24%) left the fees unchanged because they believed that increasing the 
fees would increase the parent’s financial burden and could result in withdrawal. The majority 
of responses were from the Upper East region—seven out of 10 proprietors did not increase 
the fees (71%). 
 
 In the Ashanti region, one respondent explained, “Because of the economic impact of COVID 
on parents, it will be insensitive to the plight of parents to increase the fees” (Ashanti region, 
Atwima). From the Greater Accra, a respondent responded, “Because of the COVID-19 we 
realized that there is a hardship on parents and they won't be able to pay if we increase the 
fees” (Greater Accra region, Ga West). In the Upper East region, one respondent also noted, 
“Because the COVID-19 has affected parents and they cannot get to pay their children’s fees” 
(Upper East region, Bongo). 
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Research question 10:  How has COVID-19 affected the operations of LFPS with respect 
to parent-school relations and the overall management of the school, the teachers and 
human resources? 
 

The Post Reopening school assessment also revealed that COVID-19 has caused some 
positive improvements to the management of teaching staff as well as parent-school relations. 
These improvements are evident in a number of measures as explained below: 
 
Organization of training for staff members: 

 A significant aspect of school management identified from this study was the provision of staff 
training. Out of the 73 proprietors interviewed, 40 (more than 50%) indicated that some form 
of training had been organized for their teachers at the school level by Government. This 
training covered a wide range of subject areas including: curriculum training, pedagogy and 
teaching training, as well as COVID-19 safety protocols. The most prominent form of training 
at the school level was training on COVID-19 and safeguarding protocols. One proprietor in 
the Central region explained that: 
 

“The training was based on COVID-19 protocols and training the new teachers in 
handling children and dealing with parents in order to maintain enrolment” (Ekon Joy 
Preparatory School, Cape Coast).  

 

Providing Flexible School Fee Payment Structure to Parents: 

Several proprietors interviewed revealed that they planned to make some revisions to their 

school’s fee payment structure to help boost the school’s day-to-day operations. These claims 

were confirmed by the FGDs held with PTA members. As a result, school management and 

parents have agreed to revise the termly fee structure to a weekly, daily installment basis to 

enable parents to pay affordable fees for their wards. Some members of the PTA in the Ashanti 

region and Greater Accra explained, 

“Flexible terms of school fees and other levies payment arrangement between the 

PTA and the school leadership” (PTA FGDs, Brain Power Standard School, KMA) 

 

“…We are able to pay tuition fees and other related costs. We are able to do it 

because the management of the school has allowed parents to pay in installment so 

we are working hard to get money to make payment on the next installment date.” 

(PTA FGDs, Ga West, Pauline Childminding Centre for Academic Excellence) 

 

 

Research question 11:  How has COVID-19 affected the financial management of LFPS 
(income, cash flow, payment of teachers etc. and running costs, liabilities, etc.) and 
what financial models, are LFPS using after the reopening of schools? 

Out of the 70 finance officers interviewed, 66 (94%) indicated that they had lost income as a 
result of the school closures. In other words, the pandemic reduced the steady flow of financial 
resources which greatly affected the financial management of the LFPS. This finding is similar 
to the pre-reopening assessment, where the majority of LFPS revealed that they significantly 
lost revenue as a result of school closure- where students stayed at home and no tuition was 
paid to the schools. Analysis from a regional perspective reveals that more than 95% of 
schools lost income, with the majority coming from the Greater Accra, Central and Ashanti 
regions. District Education Directors corroborated these findings: 
 

“Most of the parents lost their source of income and so it is difficult for them to be 
able to pay school fees. Since they are unable to pay also implies that the schools 
will lose those tuition fees which form the majority of the income of the schools. 
Because of the income lost, most of the schools find it difficult paying salaries” 
(Talensi, District Director of Education) 
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 “Most parents in the private sector lost their jobs. Those who were running their 
businesses folded up. So, parents are finding it difficult to pay fees once it affected 
the finances [of the schools]. COVID has impacted negatively” (Greater Accra, Ga 
West, District Director of Education) 

 
In the Ashanti and Central Regions, the Kumasi Metro-KMA Desk Officer for Private Schools 
noted, 
 

“Some parents have lost their job or jobs of these parents are not being patronized 
again and this is affecting the parents’ ability to pay fees” (Ashanti region, Kumasi 
Metro-KMA, Desk Officer for Private Schools) 
 
Similarly, in the Central region, the Desk Officer also observed, “Some of them 
[referring to the parents] lost their jobs or sales. The case is even worse for parents 
who fisher folks as there is no/insufficient fish to supply the market” (Central region, 
Mfantsiman/Mankessim, Desk Officer for Private Schools) 

These statements support findings that the majority of schools lost their income. The extent to 
which schools in Greater Accra lost their incomes to COVID may account for the higher 
increment in tuition fees after schools re-opened. All the schools in the Central Region 
indicated that they lost revenue (see Figure 34). The majority of the schools in the urban areas 
lost more revenue compared to those in the rural areas. This holds true irrespective of the 
region except in the Upper East region, where 7 out of the 8 schools that lost income are in 
the rural areas (see Figure 34). 
 
Figure 34: Loss of income due to COVID 

 
Source: Financial Officers Interview Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

The loss of income for LFPS impacted on the payment of their recurrent expenditures. For 

instance, a cross-section of the proprietors complained about how the COVID-19 impacted on 

their ability to cover key running costs. 

 

“Because the COVID blocked all our income sources, we did not have incomes again 

to pay for salaries, utilities and other important expenditures” (Greater Accra, Ga West, 

Proprietor) 
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closure, we could not pay for some of our debts which accumulated. We have been 
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able to reschedule our loans but we could not pay for some of our suppliers of our 
food” (Kumasi Metro, Ashanti region, Proprietor)  

Interviews with a selection of key stakeholders including LFPS finance officers reveals that: 
changing their business models was flagged as critical for the LFPS to be able to ‘build forward 
better’. Changing the fee pattern was documented in the pre-re-opening study by AFC as one 
of the major strategies for sustaining schools. As shown in Figure 35, the results show that, 
out of the 78 proprietors interviewed, 49 (63%) did not alter their fee structure and left their 
fees unchanged when reopening their schools. In the Greater Accra region, for instance, 20 
out of the 29 school proprietors did not increase their fees. In the Central region, 15 out of the 
19 proprietors left their tuition fee unchanged. However, the majority of the schools in the 
Ashanti region changed their fees. In particular, out of the 20 school proprietors, 13 (65%) 
altered their fee structure while the remaining 35% left the fees unchanged.  The rationale for 
not changing their fees included: the need to attract more students, the reduction in parents’ 
incomes, fear of losing students and pre-existing condition of parents (see Figure 35). 

Figure 35: Reasons for not increasing fees 

 
Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 
Figure 35 reveals that out of the 49 school proprietors that did not increase their tuition fees 
after re-opening, 22 (45%) considered the difficult situation of parents. According to the 
proprietors, the majority of the parents were already complaining that the previous tuition fees 
were high which did not allow them to increase their fees. In Greater Accra and Central 
regions, for instance, more than 50% of proprietors reported that their parents’ perception of 
the ‘high tuition fees’ at their schools discouraged them from increasing fees. One school 
proprietor from the Ashanti region expressed it this way:  “Because the parents are already 
struggling financially” (Ashanti, Kumasi Metro-KMA). Similarly, another proprietor from Greater 
Accra states, “Because there's no money and most parents are already complaining so any 
increase will make them withdraw the children to public schools” (Greater Accra, Ga West). 

 

Research question 12: What type of financial support was made available to the schools 
prior to reopening and after reopening (from IDPF/Sinapi Aba and other financial 
service providers, from the community/parents or banks, etc.)? 

Relief support provided to LFPS  

The IDP foundation working through Sinapi Aba provided financial relief and support to LFPS 

before reopening and after reopening. Out of the 78 schools that were visited during the post-

reopening assessment, 26 (33%) had received different forms of support (Figure 36) which 

was in the form of financial support and cash transfers. The proprietors explained that the IDP 
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grants were used as working capital because they did not have enough money to reopen the 

schools. The grants were also used to pay some key staff for either the first term arrears, and 

previous term or both. Interviews revealed that the financial support and other relief by IDPF 

was used to purchase teaching and learning resources, WASH facilities, renovate and building 

new blocks and restock kitchens in anticipation of reopening. Other proprietors received 

support in the form of small-scale projects such as the drilling of boreholes.  Other schools 

have not been able to complete their projects due to the timing of the grant release, and were 

not able to reopen. 

Figure 36: IDPF relief support to LFPS 

 
Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

Financial Support Available to LFPS  

Recognizing the negative effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on schools and businesses, the 
government announced a stimulus package in September 2020 which was offered to severely 
affected schools in order to cushion the negative effects. The National Board for Small Scale 
Industries (NBSSI) was named by the government as the administrator of the stimulus 
package.  The Post Reopening LFPS Assessment examined whether schools took advantage 
of the stimulus package to supplement their internal finances and improve their financial 
standing. 

Access to the Government’s Stimulus Package 

The Government stimulus package requires that LFPS’s have to first apply through the NBSSI. 
The Assessment findings reveal that 73% applied for the stimulus package while the remaining 
27% of schools sampled did not apply. Out of the LFPS that applied only 38% received the 
stimulus package while the remaining 62% did not. Some of schools did not receive the 
stimulus package as a result of not having proper records. Out of the schools that received 
the package, about 50% are from the Ashanti region followed by the Central region. Only one 
out of the five schools in Greater Accra that applied received the stimulus package.  Five 
schools in the Central region applied for the stimulus package with two schools being selected. 
Out of the 27% of the schools that did not apply, two schools claimed they were not aware of 
the package while one school indicated that it was too late to apply. The remaining schools 
did not have faith they would receive the package and therefore did not bother to apply.  
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6.0 Reopening Plans and Mitigation Measures (Post-reopening)  
 

Research question 13: Did LFPS receive support from Government prior to reopening? 
(e.g., WASH facilities, PPEs, fumigation, etc.)? Are they receiving additional support 
after reopening? 

Access to support from Government and other agencies 

Before the reopening of schools, LFPS received different types of support from key agencies 
including the government, SMC/PTA, philanthropists and families. Some of this support came 
in the form of training, financial support, PPEs and other WASH facilities (Table 30). The 
majority of support received by schools was from the Government. About 51% of the 78 
proprietors reported that they had received support from district education offices in the form 
of advice.  About 18 schools representing 23% received financial aid in the form of loans and 
grants from financial institutions. Proportionally, a greater number of these schools were in the 
rural areas. 

Table 30: Types of support received by LFPS 

Type of Support Rural  Urban Total 
(N=7814) 

No support 3% 15% 18% 

Advise from District 
Education Offices 

23% 28% 51% 

Training  14% 23% 37% 

Financial support 10% 13% 23% 

PTA/SMC support 0% 5% 5% 

Other (Specify) 3% 13% 15% 

Source: Proprietors Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

Some headteachers reported that their district education offices were supportive of their 
schools during the closure phase due to COVID-19. Approximately 82% of headteachers 
reported that the government support generally came in the form of management guidelines 
during COVID-19. Some areas of support were in the training of teachers (51%), provision of 
guidelines on school closure and on reopening (55%). The other category of support consisted 
of fumigation and the provision of PPEs. 

Table 31: Type of support from the perspective of Headteachers 

Support Received Total (N= 73) 

Providing information to the school 56% 

Providing guidelines for managing COVID 82% 

 Providing guidelines for school closure and reopening 55% 

 Training on these guidelines or mitigation strategies 51% 

Providing financial support - 

 Other (please specify) 52% 

Source: Headteacher Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

 
14 Multiple responses 
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Table 32 indicates that the common support provided by the district education office was the 
provision of PPEs. Other forms of support were in the area of finance and the fumigation of 
schools. About 25% of the district officers indicated that they had facilitated the process for 
some selected LFPSs to benefit from the government’s stimulus package.  

Table 32: Support provided by District Education Directorate 

District Support Total (N= 4) 

 Government stimulus package 
(Financial Support)  

50% 

Facilitated the process for loan 
acquisition 

25% 

Provision of PPE 100% 

 School Fumigation 75% 

Source: District Director of Education Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 
 

Research Question 14: What measures/structures have LFPS put in place to continue 
to receive support from the government, IDPF/Sinapi Aba and other institutions?  

The findings from the post reopening study reveal that there were no direct measures taken 
by LFPSs to search for support (both financial and logistical) from external bodies. Most 
schools want to be self-sufficient by growing their savings and investing their income. Other 
future goals included making the fee payment system more flexible for parents, finding 
alternative sources of income and applying for loans. Some proprietors did not have any plans 
to generate internal funds nor to apply for support from external organizations. Proprietors 
responses to how they would sustain the cash flow and support include the following: 

“The school saved a lot of the fees in a bank and that is what we relied on when schools 
reopened” (Proprietor, Bolgatanga, Upper East)  

“Encouraging parents to pay fees through mobile money, flexible payment (instalment), 
pay daily if they can” (Proprietor, Ga West, Greater Accra, Urban) 

“We have decided to diversify our investment and some will go into real estate, food joints 
and transportation” (Proprietor, Ga West, Greater Accra, Urban) 

“The school plans on adding more classrooms and renovating the others. This will 
encourage parents to bring the children to the school Also fencing the school will provide 
security for the pupils which will encourage parents to enroll their children” (Proprietor, 
Mfantsiman/Mankessim, Central Region, Urban) 

“Explore the alternative source of income” (Proprietor, Ga South, Greater Accra, Urban) 

“We have printed daily cards that can enable parents to pay any amount of money if they 
have any” (Proprietor, Accra Metro-AMA, Greater Accra, Rural) 

The majority of the proprietors maintained that they were upholding all COVID protocols by: 
ensuring the basic hygiene practices, ensuring that the classrooms were properly spaced and 
nose masks and washing of hands were practiced. For instance, some of the COVID-19 
guidelines were not properly monitored and enforced (e.g., schools had crowded classrooms, 
students were not using nose masks and some schools did not have a clean water supply. 
Proprietors reported that some schools which had collapsed had to transfer their pupils to a 
nearby school to co-manage. Additional mitigation measures included: offering extra classes 
and delivering training on COVID-19 protocols. 
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“Observing covid 19 protocols. We have minimized cost by reducing our expenditure so 
that we save money for unforeseen circumstances” (Proprietor, Ga South, Greater Accra, 
Rural) 

“To reduce the number of pupils in the classrooms to ensure social distancing.  To also 
get water supply in the school and electricity” (Proprietor, Kumasi Metro-KMA, Ashanti, 
Urban) 

“To move the children to a different school and bought PPEs for them” (Proprietor, 
Kumasi Metro-KMA, Ashanti, Urban) 

“To advise parents on COVID by sending messages on the WhatsApp platform. We 
ensure that the safety protocols are observed. We test temperature and practice hand-
wash as well as observe social distancing” (Proprietor, Kumasi Metro-KMA, Ashanti, 
Urban) 

“We introduced extra classes to enable the students to catch up on what they lost. We 
also pleaded with parents to pay their fees regularly to ensure we pay our teachers” 
(Proprietor, Bongo, Upper East, Rural) 

The school has a support team from CRS and they visit the school always to educate 
and train the students on COVID. The school also Provided PPEs and handwashing 
facilities for both staff and students. The school again choose Thursdays every week to 
educate the students more about the COVID -19 they also make sure everyone in the 
school observed the COVID protocol (Proprietor, Talensi, Upper East, Rural) 

 

Other forms of support  

Across the four districts, the District Education office interviews indicated that the majority of 
the schools had applied for the GOG stimulus package, however, only a small proportion of 
the schools received this package. District education officers interviewed also indicated that a 
few schools also generated support internally from the parents and their board of management 
(Figure 36). 

Figure 37: Other forms of support received 

 

Source: District Director of Education Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 
 
 
Research Question 15: How have LFPS managed new and emerging challenges after 
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The post-reopening assessment also set out to identify what the emerging issues were after 
the school reopening. The findings (Figure 38) reveal that the major challenges faced after 
reopening were the payment of fees by parents and higher dropout rates. The findings showed 
that 69% of schools were facing financial challenges as a result of the inability of parents to 
pay the fees of their wards, with a sizeable number of the schools (55%) were facing high 
drop-out rates. Teacher attrition (36%) was also identified as a major challenge after reopening 
and those with high levels of teacher attrition had to recruit several new teachers. In 
addressing the issue of low fee payments, proprietors adopted measures including revising 
payment modalities in consultation with parents. These modalities included daily payments as 
against termly or monthly payments. The drop in enrollment was also addressed through 
conscious efforts by proprietors to educate parents on the safety protocols in their schools as 
a way of convincing parents to bring their wards back to school. 

Figure 38: New and emerging issues after reopening 

 

 

Extra activities to ensure students catch up on learning 

As a result of the COVID-19 induced school closures and with most of the LFPS unable to 
participate in online learning platforms, learners lost significant learner contact hours. In trying 
to mitigate the learning gap, schools adopted some extra learning activities. These included 
catch-up classes for learners (75.6%), teacher in-service training (29.5%) and orientation on 
home support from parents (28.2%). The ‘other’ category (20.5%) comprised the organization 
of extra classes, giving more homework, early classes, and thorough revision. 

Figure 39: Extra activities for students to catch up 

 
Source: Proprietor Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 
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What LFPS are doing to retain teachers 

The LFPS post reopening study assessed what LFPS are doing to retain teachers in schools 
after reopening (Figure 39). The findings show that most proprietors (88.5%) were providing 
full salaries to their teachers as a major measure to help retain them. Other schools were also 
providing PPEs (60.3%) and conducting training programmes (41%). The ‘other’ category 
(32.1%) consists of: encouraging teachers, providing lunch, soft loans, allowances, and 
increasing salaries as a means of motivating teachers to remain with the school. 

 
Figure 40: Actions by LFPS to retain teachers 

 
Source: Proprietor Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

7.0    Key Lessons Learned  
Research Question 16: What lessons have been learned, and what is the plan to develop 
resilience against future emergencies? 

 
School Level:  

Resiliency of Schools: Although LFPSs have not been in operation for ten months, a majority 
of schools were resilient enough to bounce back since school reopening despite the 
challenges they face (e.g. parents’ inability to pay full tuition, high dropout rates, and teacher 
attrition). They have put measures in place such as enhancing marketing strategies to 
increase enrolment, recruiting new teachers, and providing of PPEs, in order to remain in 
business. Their resiliency was based on three key factors: the proximity of the school to the 
students who were participating and stronger ties to their parent/client base during the time of 
school closure, and finally some proprietors had to use their own salaries or savings to ensure 
that the school could survive during the nine-month closure. This enabled some proprietors to 
maintain their key staff.  After reopening the resiliency strategies continued with: some 
redesigning their fee structure to enable parents to make more timely and flexible tuition 
payments, and others decided not to increase their tuition fees after the reopening which 
helped to maintain their client base/enrolment numbers. 
 

Establish other sources of income: Proprietors of Low Fee Private Schools stated that they 
have learned to establish other sources of income. Most of the LFPS admitted that, until the 
pandemic, they did not establish any other business to generate more income. As a result, the 
closure of schools resulted in their own school closing and they lost all sources of income. 
Most of the schools stopped paying their teachers, and so the teachers had no option other 
than to look for other jobs to survive. If these LFPS had set up complementary education 
services or businesses which were complementary to the, the negative impact of COVID-19 
would have been lower and a safety net for the teaching population could have been achieved. 
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Complementary businesses such as home tutoring on zoom apps or providing homework for 
children during the pandemic could have also maintained stronger relations with their key 
client group—parents at the same time they were able to ensure active learning among their 
students.  

Set aside contingency funds for emergency purposes: One notable problem that ran 
across most LFPS was poor financial management and bookkeeping skills before the 
pandemic. The lack of good in record keeping and financial management made it difficult for 
schools to save or even set aside a contingency funds for emergency purposes. LFPS have 
now learned to diversify their investment and not channel all financial resources into only the 
school. Most are in need of financial investment advice in order to create saving and 
investment accounts. Sound financial advice in developing a financial backup or investment 
plan is needed for the long-term school, proprietor and employee’s safety/social security 
during such unforeseen circumstances. One main trend observed was that, most LFPS had 
no funds to rely on in case of any emergency; neither had they any investment. As a result, 
they were unable to support their teachers during the closure of schools which had a 
tremendous impact on the school’s ability to keep their teachers and ensure continuity after 
reopening. 

Introduce and make use of online learning platforms: The introduction and usage of virtual 
learning platforms such as mobile apps on phones, computer’s, radio or television could have 
been promoted across the LFPS. Unfortunately, most schools were not knowledgeable nor 
equipped to provide online classes, or alternative modalities for educational delivery; 
parents/students did not have phones nor access to internet connectivity. As a result, when 
schools were closed, most LFPS could not teach their students on line or using mobile 
technology. According to the LFPS post assessment study, most of the students were also 
not able to assess the Ghana Learning Radio, Ghana Learning Channel and Joy Learning on 
television. This was mainly due to lack of awareness by parents of the options available to 
them and their ability to support the students themselves based on their working 
responsibilities.  This was an opportunity for the LFPS schools Due to this, a huge learning 
gap has been created among students with teachers having to design systems to allow them 
to catch up and relearn what they have forgotten. The ongoing efforts by the LFPS to ensure 
some learning through book reading, home work sheets or activities with their siblings would 
have helped reduce this learning gap and keep children’s minds active during the school 
closure phase.  Teachers need support to incorporating technology effectively into their 
teaching practices and methods and help students overcome some of the difficulties that are 
associated with this form of learning. Schools also need to strengthen their engagement with 
parents to provide information and guidance to them on effective activities which can support 
their children’s learning on and off digital platforms.  

Empowering private school teachers with skills: Most teachers in LFPS are untrained 
teachers and lack the basic skills needed. During the closure of schools LFPS did not engage 
their teachers in regular platforms for consultation and planning nor even professional 
development for teachers. Proprietors could have used the 9-month break to organize training 
sessions for teachers in the new curriculum (online) or providing them with materials for 
reading in order to improving students’ study habits, in school management, in following 
COVID-19 protocols, in class management and in instructional leadership. 

Devise other means of collecting school fees: The collection of school fees from the 
parents was a major difficulty faced by LFPS before COVID 19 and continues after the 
reopening in January. Interviews with proprietors, headteachers and school finance officers 
revealed that existing school fee arrears could not be retrieved before the closure of schools. 
After the reopening, most parents who were owing refused to pay with some parents 
withdrawing their wards from the school. Therefore, schools need to devise better strategies 
to help parents pay for their fee arrears within the school term. In some schools visited, the 
proprietors had introduced a method of fee payment whereby parents could pay a small 
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amount daily or monthly instead of paying a lump sum at the beginning or end of term. This 
was done through a “Susu” card/book system to help parents make daily contributions towards 
the payment of their wards’ fees. These adjustments enabled parents to select a more flexible 
payment plan and suited their daily livelihood structure. This strategy was lowering the 
incidence of students who were sent home for non-fee payment and enabling them to 
participate in exams at the end of term; it also helped ensure the regular cashflow of schools 
and ensure schools could cover basic running costs. 

The DDE continues to provide support for the LFPS in areas of applying for the government’s 
stimulus package, provision of PPEs and the fumigation of schools. Though a majority of the 
LFPS applied for the government’s stimulus package, a few have received funding to support 
their schools. There is still more to be done as most schools need the provision of textbooks, 
school supervision, and training of teachers to enhance the efficiency of their schools-- as has 
been done in the public schools. Much more advocacy is needed to bring to the attention of 
government the contribution and role that LFPS are making in the education system. 

 

Mitigation Measures  
Observing and enforcing COVID-19 Protocols: 

 After the students’ long stay at home due to COVID 19, LFPS have resolved to adhere to all 
COVID-19 protocols in order to mitigate the spread and to avoid another school closure. 
Schools are ensuring that all WASH facilities and PPEs are available for students and 
teachers. Before the reopening, almost all the schools were fumigated. GES has also assisted 
by providing PPEs such as veronica buckets, hand sanitizers, soap and tissue paper. 
Teachers carry out random checks in classrooms to make sure students are observing the 
health protocols. However, one major problem confronting most LFPS is social distancing. 
These schools do not have large enough classrooms and spaces to ensure social distancing, 
and students are still required to share desks. 

Findings do suggest that not enough training has been conducted in order for teachers to carry 
out the following: checking the temperatures of students daily, ensuring students wash their 
hands, maintain social distancing, and ensuring students wear their facemasks at all times 
and that they use their hand sanitizers.  

Increased school fees:  

The COVID-19 school closure led to revenue losses of LFPS and high teacher attrition thereby 
threatening the survival of LFPS.  Findings suggest that in order for schools to be able to pay 
salaries of teachers, some proprietors decided to slightly increase their school fees. Some 
parents admitted that their wards’ school fees had increased but that the increase was within 
their capacity to pay. Some schools have also increased the salaries of their teachers as a 
form of compensation for all the months that they were not paid due to closure. 

Extra classes or extending learning time:  

Learning was greatly impeded during the COVID-19 school closure because almost all of the 
LFPS could not provide any form of learning support to their students through the various 
online learning platforms. Many did not develop innovative approaches to keep in touch with 
their parents and continue to assist students learn over the nine-month closure. For this 
reason, proprietors of some LFPS have extended the learning periods or have introduced 
extra classes to enable the students to catch up on what content they did not cover and have 
forgotten. Some schools have designed strategies to increase contact time with pupils. 
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8.0 Relief Support Provided by the IDP Foundation before 

Reopening 

This section focuses on the findings related to the IDPF support which was given to the pre-
assessment schools. The section reviews the number of schools supported, the usage of the 
funds /support, the satisfaction rates, and the future of LFPS based on the impact of COVID. 

Schools that received support  

The proportion of schools that have received an IDP support grant was about 33%. These 
numbers were slightly higher in the urban areas as compared to the rural areas.  More than 
half of schools (67%) did not receive support from the IDP, most of which were in the urban 
areas. Although some proprietors claim they have received support, they reported that they 
only received calls but are yet to receive any support.  Some of the proprietors commented, 

“I am Yet to receive the money but I was called that I was through the process” 

(Proprietor, Bolgatanga, Upper East, Urban) 

“My school is yet to receive the money” (Proprietor, Atwima, Ashanti, Urban) 

Table 33: IDPF Relief Support 

  IDPF COVID support grant 

Location of schools No (N=52) Yes (N=26) Total (N= 78) 

Rural 21% 14% 35% 

Urban 46% 19% 65% 

Total (N=78) 67% 33% 100% 

Source: Proprietor Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

Area of Support  

The LFPS post reopening assessment revealed that the majority of proprietors needed 
working capital to re-start their schools since most were severely impacted. Interviews 
revealed that the IDP grants were to reopen the schools by paying key staff for either the first 
term, previous term or both.  The relief support was also used to purchase teaching and 
learning resources, to establish WASH facilities, to renovate and build new school blocks, and 
restock kitchens. Other proprietors received support in the form of projects such as the drilling 
of boreholes.  Some schools have not been able to complete their projects due to the late 
timing of the support, and as a result, these schools have not reopened. 

 “We used part of the grant to pay teachers for January and February salaries and to buy 

teaching and learning materials. Also, part of the money was used to buy two poly tanks 

to store water for the students to use.” (Proprietor, Kasena Nankana, Upper East, Rural) 

 

“It helped us to pay salaries to teachers to convince them to come back to school.” 

(Proprietor, Builsa North, Upper East, Rural) 

 

“We used it to fix our washrooms.” (Proprietor, Builsa North, Upper East, Rural) 

 

“It helped us get items and prepare the classroom for studies. We were able to restock 

food items, a chunk went into arrears, to start to renovate and buy PPEs.” (Proprietor, 

Kumasi Metro-KMA, Ashanti, Urban) 

 

“It has helped me to renovate some three classrooms that were on the verge of collapse.” 

(Proprietor, Atwima, Ashanti, Rural) 
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Amount received  

The average amount the schools received was approx. GH₵ 12,937.42, with deviation 
between +/- GH₵ 6,679.92. The minimum grant was GH₵ 1,400 and the highest amount was 
GH₵ 30,000 received by any school. The majority of schools (46%) received an amount 
between GH₵10,001 and GH₵20,000. In terms of the outliers, 8% of schools received the 
lowest grants and 12% of schools received the highest grant amounts.  

Again, it can be seen from the table (Table 34) that the proportion of schools that received the 
highest amount was in two localities. The lowest amount of grants was given to schools that 
were located in the urban areas. In total, about 42% of the IDP-supported schools were in the 
rural areas, which received at least GH₵ 5000 and upwards. 

Table 34: Amount received 

IDP Grant Rural Urban Total (N=26) 

1,000-5,000 0% 8% 8% 

5,001-10,000 19% 15% 35% 

10,001-20,000 19% 27% 46% 

above 20,000 4% 8% 12% 

Total 42% 58% 100% 

Total (N=26) 100%   

Minimum GH₵ 1,400   

Maximum GH₵ 30,000   

Median GH₵ 10,750   

Average GH₵ 12,937.42   

Standard Deviation GH₵ 6,679.92   

Source: Proprietor Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

Figure 41: Amount received by locality 

 
Source: Proprietor Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

Usage of the IDP grants  

0%

19%

19%

4%

8%

15%

27%

8%

1000-5000 5001-10000 10001-20000 above 20000

Rural 0% 19% 19% 4%

Urban 8% 15% 27% 8%

Rural

Urban



72 

 

Most schools were in financial crisis before they received the support from IDP, so they 

reported that the funds were used for urgent needs at the schools. About 69% of the IDP 

supported schools used their part of the funds to pay teachers, another 62% spent on 

renovation of their schools (see Figure 42 below). Also, the purchase and repair of furniture 

were common among the schools. Some of the funds were used to buy PPEs, teaching and 

learning resources (TLRs), to upgrade and construct WASH facilities. These WASH facilities 

included boreholes, poly tanks, connection to the water grid, toilet facilities, and veronica 

buckets. A few schools paid for restocking their kitchen, sewing new uniforms for pupils and 

teachers, repairing buses and paying rent. The following voices present these finding:  

“The money was used to pay salaries of teachers, purchase of two big poly tanks to store 
water for students and purchase of teaching and learning materials.” (Proprietor, Kasena 
Nankana, Upper East, Rural) 
 
“It has been used to pay salaries, buy PPEs and textbooks.” (Proprietor, Builsa North, 
Upper East, Rural) 
 
“I will use it to drill a borehole, work on the toilets and work on some classrooms.” 
(Proprietor, Bolgatanga, Upper East, Urban) 
 
“We were able to restock food items with GHC1569, a chunk went into teachers’ arrears 
GHC 5700, to start renovating the school and buy PPEs.” (Proprietor, Kumasi Metro-
KMA, Ashanti, Urban) 
 
“Drill a borehole, buy a desk and roof the kitchen.” (Proprietor, Atwima, Ashanti, Urban) 
 
 “Buy the necessary PPEs in place, pay the teachers to stimulate salary at the very first 
week of reopening, provide uniforms for some students and teachers and payments of 
teachers salary.” (Proprietor, Ga West, Greater Accra, Urban) 
 

“We bought PPEs, renovated the school to prepare for the environment agency 
inspection and also repaired our bus.”  (Proprietor, Kumasi Metro-KMA) 

 
Figure 42: Usage of IDP grants 

 
Source: Proprietor Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

Adequacy of funds  

Although the grants were useful to the schools, the proprietors could not complete some of 
the projects they were intended for. About 77% of the proprietors said they could not complete 
the work in their schools with the funds (Figure 43). They reported that they had a lot of 
outstanding payments to make including paying teacher salary arrears and rent arrears and 
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they had to prioritize according to the amount of money needed and time required. The 
projects that are left for the schools to do include: old and new projects such as repairing a 
bus, paying rent, renovating classroom blocks and building or expanding the school building. 
Some schools could not complete their projects because of the time they received the support. 
A few of their responses follow: 

“The school wanted to purchase a piece of land for the building of a new structure but the 
grant could not cover that. The school need a computer laboratory” (Proprietor, Kassena 
Nankana, Upper East, Rural) 
 
“Funds were used to continue and complete the new school block with its ancillary 

facilities.” (Proprietor, Atwima Ashanti Urban) 

 
“ We used the funds for roofing the school, building a washroom and buying a water tank 
to complement the borehole” (Proprietor, Atwima, Ashanti, Urban) 
 

Figure 43: Adequacy of funds 

 
Source: Proprietor Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

Impact of IDP Support to LFPS  

The assessment indicated that all the IDP supported schools found the grant very useful. 
Proprietors and head teachers reported that the IDP relief grant allowed the schools to retain 
some teachers, repair some broken infrastructure and purchase teaching and learning 
resources (TLRs). Some of the schools were able to upgrade and maintain their WASH 
systems. Some proprietors also indicated that their school “would have collapsed/closed 
without the support”.  Most of the LFPS commended IDP for the support since it helped them 
to make a one-time investment in their school projects which would enable them to reopen 
and be more attractive to new students. The impact reported included retaining teachers, 
upgrading the school through infrastructure improvement, and repairing buses:  

“If not because of the covid grant from IDPF, it will have been difficult for me to pay 
teachers for January and February. The necessary teaching and learning materials were 
also procured with the grant and that has really helped” (Proprietor, Kassena Nankana, 
Upper East, Rural) 
 
“It came at the right time when there was no hope.” (Proprietor, Kumasi Metro-KMA, 
Ashanti, Urban) 
 
“Without the financial support from IDP, the classrooms would have collapsed and I 
couldn't have raised enough money at this time to do the renovation.” (Proprietor, Atwima, 
Ashanti, Rural) 
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“Because without this fund, it may have taken me 5 years to raise enough funds to provide 
the water” (Proprietor, Atwima, Ashanti, Urban) 
 
“Without this money, I couldn't have immediately provided water which was a very 
important need for the school to reopen and operate.” (Proprietor, Atwima, Ashanti, 
Urban) 
 
“It helped us to acquire TLMs and furniture to make learning easier. Students now learn 
comfortably. We have also been able to pay teachers we were owing so they will not 
tarnish the image of the school” (Proprietor, Cape Coast, Central Region, Urban) 
 
“I have been able to pay my teachers (retaining those who planned to leave this term if I 
did not pay them), acquiring the protocols for the school and the children.” (Proprietor, 
Ga West, Greater Accra, Urban) 
 
“It helped us repair bus which generated income for me.” (Proprietor, Kumasi Metro-KMA, 
Ashanti, Urban) 
 
“My school would have collapsed by now. No one would have liked to bring their wards 
to this dilapidated structure.  But now, the school is beginning to get more attention.” 
(Proprietor, Kumasi Metro-KMA, Ashanti, Urban) 

 

Table 35: Importance of the IDP Funds 

Importance of the 
Grant Rural Urban Total 

Very valuable 42% 58% 100% 
Somehow valuable - - - 
Not valuable - - - 

Total 42% 58% 100% 
Source: Proprietor Survey Data, post-reopening Assessment, 2021 

 

The findings also revealed that the investment made in the schools encouraged the teachers 

to be more committed since their salary arrears were paid. Proprietors and Head teachers 

interviewed reported that pupils were excited to return to schools with “a neat compound and 

classroom” along with new teaching learning materials. “Some teachers were appreciative 

because the schools were able to continue serving lunch to them and their pupils”. The 

proprietors’ interviews revealed that some schools were able to observe the safety protocols 

because they now had a reliable water source for the first time. 

“It means a lot because if we are able to get a mechanized borehole, there will be a 
constant supply of water for handwashing.” (Proprietor, Bolgatanga, Upper East, Urban) 
 
“We are able to feed teachers and pupils as well as protect them with the PPEs.” 
(Proprietor, Kumasi Metro-KMA, Urban) 
 
“It gave the teachers and pupils support because arrears were paid and new furniture 
was made available.” (Proprietor of Diamond Link Integrated Community School, Ashanti, 
Kumasi Metro-KMA, Urban) 
 
“Most of the teachers and the pupils benefited from the new classroom blocks since the 
class will not be overcrowded anymore. All the teachers also were happy to receive their 
arrears.” (Proprietor, Central Region, Cape Coast, Rural) 

 

On the other hand, some schools depended on the grant to sustain the schools. The 
proprietors asserted that, without the support, their schools could have folded up and lost most 
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of their staff, the client (parents) and the pupils. They mentioned support such as generating 
potable water and starting up school as some gains from the relief fund. 

“It would have been a struggle because I would not have been able to pay the teachers 
who are the key to the sustenance of my school.” (Proprietor, Kasena Nankana, Upper 
East, Rural) 
 

The responses of the proprietors revealed how surprised and excited they were to find out the 
IDP was coming to their assistance at this critical time during the pandemic and closure of 
schools--when most schools were in deep financial crisis. When the proprietors received the 
grant, the excitement did not lapse. Some of the proprietors wanted to show appreciation to 
the organization and some of the proprietors were not aware of the organization responsible 
for the grant. 

“I felt very relieved and thanked God for such an intervention from IDPF” (Proprietor, 
Kassena Nankana, Upper East, Rural) 
 
“I felt it was not real. I thought it was a way of getting information from me because I 
was owing them” (Proprietor, Kumasi Metro-KMA Ashanti, Urban) 
 
“I was very happy to hear that I was going to receive the grant” (Proprietor, 
Mfantsiman/Mankessim, Central Region, Rural) 
 
“I felt very grateful because I would not know what i would have done to pay teachers 
when school reopen” (Proprietor, Kassena Nankana, Upper East, Rural) 

“I wasn’t expecting to get such support. it was amazing.  I wish I could get more to 
facelift the school.  We even want stickers from your outfit (Sinapi Aba) to show that 
we have gotten support from you for the school. (Proprietor, Kumasi Metro-KMA, 
Ashanti, Urban) 
 
“I thought it was a dream. It came as a surprise but I knew it was from IDP and not 
Sinapi Aba” (Proprietor, Kumasi Metro-KMA, Ashanti, Urban) 
 
“I was scared and excited because who will give you money for free in this Covid time. 
(Proprietor, Ga West, Greater Accra, Urban) 
 

Future Hope for School Proprietor’s   

The interviews with Proprietors’ reveal an increasing hope for future growth and sustainability 

of their schools. The IDP support made a tremendous difference to the outlook of most head 

teachers and proprietors since they could start to “dream about their schools again” and find 

ways to improve the teaching and learning processes. The proprietors interviewed explained 

that they hoped to save money and make more investment in materials which would improve 

teaching and learning methods. Some proprietors were planning to use the funds to expand 

their school buildings. Their immediate plans were mostly to educate the parents, staff and 

pupils on the COVID-19 protocols and recruit/train new teachers as well as increase 

enrolment. 

“I hope to manage the school properly to increase enrolment and improve the 
performance of the students. (Proprietor, Kasena Nankana, Upper East, Rural) 
 
“We will work to improve learning in school and make learning more effective” 
(Proprietor, Builsa North, Upper East, Rural) 
 
“The future is bright and the school will surely be in existence” (Proprietor, Kumasi 
Metro-KMA, Ashanti, Urban) 
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“Is to promote the total redevelopment of the school” (Proprietor of Reverence 
Academy, Atwima, Ashanti, Rural) 
 
“Hope to keep the school operational, save enough earnings” (Proprietor, Atwima, 
Ashanti, Urban) 
 
“We hope to receive bigger grants in future to put up proper classroom blocks.  We 
also want to pave the school compound to make it more conducive” (Proprietor, 
Mfantsiman/Mankessim, Central Region, Rural) 
 
“To grow the school and achieve high academic excellence.  I have also invested 
some of the money for unforeseen circumstances (Proprietor, Ga West, Greater 
Accra, Urban) 
 

Although the schools foresee a better future, operational challenges still exist. The schools 

wished the IDPs would provide books as they were previously doing and enhance their teacher 

in-service training particularly in the usage of technology for education/ learning. The 

proprietors also mentioned that they want IDP to prioritize the rural schools. Other schools 

reported not having received the relief support because they did not have a Sinapi Aba 

account or they did not hear from IDP after the first call.  The schools also wished that IDP 

would offer a mortgage for school buildings. Some proprietors complained that IDP had made 

several inquiries but this did not result in any support. 

“We want to see results of this research.” (Proprietor, Ga South, Greater Accra, Rural) 
 
“Support needy but brilliant children, majority of whom are children of fisherfolks. We 
have a lot of them here who are not paying fees- the school has taken care of them...a 
lot more are not in school and they may need help other than classroom education.” 
(Proprietor, Ga South, Greater Accra, Rural) 
 
“I remember IDP some years ago did a training and gave us storybooks to be given to 
the students and it really helped us a lot, but it was just once. So, I wish they can return 
that and more.” (Proprietor, Talensi, Upper East, Rural) 
 
“IDPF should try to provide more assistance to the school looking at the location of the 
school. The school is located in a typical rural setting that provides quality education 
at affordable rates.” (Proprietor, Kasena Nankana, Upper East, Rural) 
 
“I was called by Sinapi Aba to come and open an account for them to give me a grant 
from IDP foundation and since then the money has not come yet. Also, the officer at 
the Sinapi Aba said he was supposed to come visit my school to see the structures 
before recommending the amount of grant but he could not visit but sat in his office to 
suggest GHC 15,000 for my school. After seeing pictures of my school, he said my 
school needs more than the GHC 15,000.” (Proprietor, Binduri, Upper East, Rural) 
 
“Government should treat the private schools like the public schools so parents will 
stop withdrawing their kids when they get to JHS 3 because it is not fair.” (Proprietor 
of Glorious Mettle Academy, Ga West, Greater Accra, Urban) 
 
“We hope that IDP would continue to support us provide affordable and quality 
education as private school” (Proprietor, Atwima, Ashanti, Rural) 
 
“Establish a mortgage system for school infrastructure.” (Proprietor, Atwima, Ashanti, 
Urban) 
 
“Policymakers should adopt strategies which favor children living in the rural areas 
and no network zones during the lockdown and any other emergency.” (Proprietor, 
Kumasi Metro-KMA, Ashanti, Urban) 
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“We really need help to sustain the school and increase children enrolment in school 
in this community, because most parents don't see the importance of education and 
there are equally orphans in the community and there's no one to take care of them. 
The school will like to give scholarship to such children but we don't have the resources 
to do that.” (Proprietor, Accra Metro-AMA, Rural) 

9.0 Conclusions 

The IDP post reopening assessment examined the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on 

LFPS within the IDP Rising Schools Program. The assessment looked at the impact of COVID-

19 on the operations of LFPS and elicited information to guide the deployment of targeted 

support to at-risk LFPS to facilitate their continuous operations. The assessment concludes 

that: 

▪ Low payment of school fees: parents are having challenges in paying their 
children’s school fees after the reopening of schools. Accordingly, schools have 
modified their policies on the payments of school fees from termly to monthly, 
weekly or daily payment plans for parents. These flexible payment plans have led 
to increased revenue in some LFPSs. However, some parents are reluctant to 
adhere to the flexible payment terms because they anticipate another closure of 
schools due to the resurgent of COVID-19.  

▪ Enrolment in LFPS has declined: The assessment found a decline in enrolment 
of pupils in some LFPS which was a result of some parents not being able to afford 
the school fees and thus moved their wards to public schools where they anticipate 
free education. Overall, the revenue of LFPS will decline in schools which also 
experience a decline in enrolment. This explains why about 75% of proprietors 
indicated that COVID-19 pandemic has put stress on their cashflows and revenues. 
The findings also show that where schools increased their fees after the reopening, 
there has been a decline in enrolment—particularly in the B and C rated GES LFPS 
schools. 

▪ Low Parental Support: Parental support to the development of LFPS has declined 
substantially since the pandemic began and schools reopened. Most parents failed 
to provide basic learning materials such as books to their children due to economic 
hardship during the closure of schools; the LFPS also did not reach out to parents 
and students to ensure their continuous learning and support. The lack of 
communication by the schools to the parent body and community limited the basic 
learning experience of children in these rural and urban areas.  

▪ High Teacher Turnover Moreover, teacher turnover was very high in LFPS over 
the last year since teachers were not paid during the COVID-19 school closure 
hence many of them found other jobs to sustain their livelihoods. Most LFPS had 
to recruit new teachers to replace those who had been left behind. This will have 
serious implications on instructional practice and learning outcomes because most 
LFPS could not provide adequate training to new teachers to be able to handle 
instruction in line with the standards of the school. About half of the LFPS did not 
organize any training programs for their teachers prior to school reopening. 
Ultimately, this will affect instructional quality. 

▪ Inadequate School Infrastructure: The assessment found that most LFPS do not 
have adequate school infrastructure such as classroom blocks and furniture to 
cope with social distancing protocols prescribed by the Ghana Education Service. 
Accordingly, children are still taught in crowded classrooms which will not be 
conducive to ensuring the health and safety of the children. 

▪ Level of Resilience of LPFS: The post reopening assessment found that after 
school reopening, about 90 percent of LFPS in Ghana are resilient and 9 percent 
are at risk of closing down. About 75 percent of proprietors were optimistic that 
their schools will remain open throughout the academic year. LFPS that are at risk 
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of closing down are those whose enrolments have falling substantially due to 
migration of their students to public schools and parents’ inability to pay the school 
fees of their wards. Moreover, since school reopened there has been low morale 
among students leading to ineffective teaching and learning in those LFPS. 
Characteristics of schools which show high levels of resiliency are those with a 
close relationship with the school’s community of parents, those who were able to 
provide some incentives to their teachers using their own savings and have a plan 
for ensuring investment to the school growth in future. 

 

Financial Situation of LFPS 

▪ All the LFPS in the four regions experienced shortfalls in revenue after COVID-19 
school reopening. The assessment revealed that the average amount of revenue 
received by LFPS in all regions is exceedingly lower than that of pre-COVID income. 
Greater Accra received the highest average income (GHS 42,479) followed by the 
Ashanti region (GHS 29,465) while schools in Upper East received the lowest income 
(GHS 12,011). Given the lower incomes, the schools also recalibrated their 
expenditure pattern by significantly reducing the amount expended on key expenditure 
lines. 

▪ Furthermore, schools in urban areas received more revenue from tuition fees relative 
to their peers in the rural areas. This suggests that LFPS in rural areas has been 
disproportionately affected by the COVID-19 pandemic compared to LFPS in urban 
areas. This explains why most rural LFPS are more likely to close down than those in 
urban areas. Moreover, most LFPS did not increase their school fees to meet current 
economic realities because they felt that some parents have lost their jobs and may 
not be able to pay moving to the public sector. 

▪ Post-reponing Needs of LFPS: A great number of LFPS across the four sampled 
regions are faced with financial challenges. Most of them are trying to manage the 
school with low school fees and flexible timing of fees collected. Proprietors are still 
struggling to retrieve funds to pay their teachers. This can be traced to the fact that 
most parents are still recovering from the impact of COVID 19 on their household 
finances and because all the school’s revenue streams were stopped for nearly nine 
months. Therefore, most proprietors stated that they have introduced stringent 
measures to compel parents to pay school fees early enough while others have 
increased the school fees marginally. 

▪ Emerging Issues after School Re-opened: Emerging issues that threaten the 
survival of LFPS include the drop in enrolment which has the potential to seriously 
affect the ability of some LFPS to raise enough revenue to break-even. LFPS’ whose 
enrolment has dropped substantially may not be able to meet their recurrent 
expenditure thereby threatening their survival. Secondly, some LFPS may lose 
students due to inadequate infrastructure. Other emerging issues are the high teacher 
attrition rate, and parents’ unwellness to support their wards in school. 

▪ Most Pressing Needs of LFPS: The most pressing needs of LFPS are finance, 
infrastructure (classrooms and furniture), adequate PPEs and teaching and learning 
resources. 

10.0 Key Recommendations  

 
The LFPS post reopening assessment makes the following recommendations to enable LFPS 
to remain resilient to future shocks and challenges that may arise. The recommendations are 
grouped into three categories: recommendations to IDPF, recommendation to LFPS and 
recommendations to key stakeholders including the Ministry of Education and the Ghana 
Education Service.  
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Recommendations to IDP Foundation 
▪ Given that some LFPS are facing low enrollment and shortfalls in cashflows, there is 

the urgent need for IDPF to continue to provide grants to at-risk LFPS in order to enable 
them to remain in business. Key areas where vulnerable LFPS need support included: 
salary payment support, expansion of school infrastructure such as furniture and 
school buildings, and procurement of TLMs. See annex for a list of at risk LFPS that 
need urgent support. 

 
▪ To ensure that LFPS remain competitive they need to be innovative in managing their 

finances in order to reduce operational costs and increase efficiency in resource 
utilization. Proprietors of LFPS will benefit from business management training that 
focuses on strengthening operational capacity and enhancing efficiency in resource 
mobilization and management.  

 
▪ LFPS should be supported to go into high yielding savings or invest in equity to serve 

as a buffer for future shocks. LFPS could be supported through business advisory 
services for proprietors to become aware of opportunities for savings and investment. 
More support is needed for Sinapi Aba business advisory services to be used by LFPS 
needing these services.  

 
▪ LFPS should be supported to establish providence fund for their staff. Both the teacher 

and the LFPS will jointly contribute towards this fund which can be invested in high 
yielding investments so that in the unlikely event of any shock, LFPS can withdraw 
from such providence fund to pay their staff over the period of school closure. This 
would help to ameliorate that the hardships that they will face when schools are closed 
down and proprietors are unable to raise revenue to pay them. Such a fund will reduce 
teacher turnover that may arise when schools close down unexpectedly.  

 
▪ IDPF should enhance the capacities of the GNAPS and GNACOPS to advocate for 

more support from the government to create an enabling environment for LFPS to 
function. Advocacy areas should include enforcement of the law for GES to fulfil its 
mandate in the provision of textbooks, training on new curriculum, TLMs, government’s 
stimulus package, supervision and the posting of trained teachers to LFPSs. 

 
Recommendation to Government, Ministry of Education and Ghana Education Service 
 

▪ Since LFPS are serving Ghanaian children sometimes in areas where there are no 
public schools, government should consider the possibility of extending capitation 
grants to all LFPS. The LFPS can then reduce their school feeding by the amount of 
capitation grants paid to them and also purchase TLMs. This will ensure that private 
schools are able to continue to serve poor communities even during a situation such 
as the COVID-19 pandemic. 

 
▪ The National Board for Small Scale Industries (NBSSI) should consider conducting an 

outreach programme to all LFPS in Ghana and support these schools to register so 
they can access training and advisory services. NBSSI can then extend its services to 
LFPS including business advisory, subsidize loans and other facilities that are offered 
to small business such as the COVID-19 relief fund. Through the GNAPS, LFPS can 
easily be registered under the NBSSI.  

 
▪ While some of the LFPS indicated that they received PPEs from GES others did not. 

The GES should endeavour to include all LFPS in the distribution of PPEs to ease their 
burden from using their limited income to procure PPEs.   

 
▪ The GES should consider the possibility of including LFPS in their In-service Education 

and Training (INSET) to update knowledge and skills of teachers in pedagogy and 
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instructional practice. LFPS could also benefit from the training offered by GES on 
COVID-19 to public schools. 

 
 
 
 
Recommendation to LFPS and GNAPS 
 

▪ Given that nearly all LFPS have experienced a drop in their enrolment figures since 
schools have reopened, it will be necessary for proprietors to conduct community 
outreach programs to get their students back into school as well as attracting new 
entrants. Such community outreach could be in the form of community durbars, open 
days, speech and prize giving days, radio and television announcements. LFPS could 
also conduct follow up visits to the home of their students who did not report to find out 
why they did not return to school. 

 
▪ LFPS should invest more resources in the procurement of teaching and learning 

materials to make their instructional practice more effective. These materials also have 
the potential of attracting more students to the school.  

 
▪ LFPS should consider the possibility of using online learning platforms as part of their 

instructional practice so that students in LFPS will be prepared to adapt to this 
approach if needed. In the unlikely event that schools are closed again, the school can 
continue to provide virtual learning to children at home and they can continue to charge 
fees for such virtual learning platforms. 
 

▪ Proprietors of LFPSs should strengthen the engagement between schools and parents 
to improve information and guidance to parents on effective practices for supporting 
their children’s learning particularly during times of school closure due to the pandemic. 
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ANNEXES 

Annex 1a: Field Instrumentation 

 

Instrument 1 District 

Education Director and Circuit Supervisors Interview Guide_final_03.03.21.docx              

Instrument 

2_Interview Guide_NGOs at the District Level_final_03.03.21.docx      

Instrument 3 School 

Proprietor Interview_final_03.03.21.docx 

 

 

 

 

Instrument 4 Head 

teacher Post Assessement Interview Guide_final_03.03.21.docx   

Instrument 5 IDP 

Post Assessment draft  FGD Teacher Instrument_final_03.03.21l.docx             

Instrument 6  FGD 

with SMC PTA_final_03.03.21.docx 

 

 

 

 

 

Instrument 7 IDP 

Post Assessment draft Pupil FGD Instrument_final_03.03.21.docx   

Instrument 8 Final 

Financial instrument for finance officer_final_03.03.21.docx    

Instrument 9 

Household Questionnaire_Assess. of LFPSS_ final_03.03.21.docx 

                                                              

 

 

 

Instrument 10 Sinapi 

Aba Interview Guide_08.03.21.docx   

Instrument 11 

Interview Guide for GNAPS region or district_08.03.21.docx 

 

 

 

 



84 

 

                                                     

Annex 1b: Demographic and Household Annex 

Educational Level of Proprietors and Headteachers by Sex 

In terms of gender, the majority of the male proprietors have obtained a tertiary certificate 

(Figure 1a). Only 1% of the male proprietor had never attended school. On the other hand, 

the female proprietors had the highest number of persons (5%) who had obtained their 

master’s degree. However there some large numbers of female proprietors whose highest 

education is below the tertiary level, that is basic education and O level/SSS. 

Figure 1a: Educational level of proprietors 

Educational Qualification of 
Proprietors 

Female Male Total 
(N=78) 

Basic Education 1% - 1% 

Cert A 4% - 4% 
Degree  12% 19% 31% 

Diploma 6% 19% 26% 
Higher National Diploma 3% - 3% 

Masters or higher 5% 3% 8% 
Middle School Certificate 1% 3% 4% 

Post Graduate Diploma in 
Education 

- 1% 1% 

SSS/’O’-level/’A’ level 14% 8% 22% 

Total 46% 54% 100% 
 

The assessment of the education qualification of headteachers shows that the majority of the 

heads (Figure 1b), that is more than 60% (40% diploma and 27% degree), have a tertiary 

certificate. Comparatively, all the sampled headteachers have some level of education with 

the least being SSS/ O level/ A level and Technical/ Vocational training. In relation to gender, 

the female headteachers (18%) had the highest level of education, although the majority of 

the male teachers were with tertiary and advanced certification. The finding corroborates with 

the proprietors' education qualification as female proprietors were identified to be having the 

highest level of education. 

Figure 1b: Educational level of head teachers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Education Qualification of Head 
Teachers 

Female Male Total 

Cert A 3% 4% 7% 

Degree  8% 19% 27% 

Diploma 4% 36% 40% 

Masters or higher 3% - 3% 

SSS/’O’-level/’A’ level - 16% 16% 

Technical/Vocational training - 1% 1% 

MSLC- Middle School Living 
Certificate 

- 4% 4% 

Post Graduate Diploma - 1% 1% 

Total 18% 82% 100% 
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Demand for schools 

It is observed from the Figure 1c that, demands for the schools after the post reopening 

assessment has slightly decreased. More than 50% of proprietors reported that the schools 

still hold a strong share of the market (high and medium demand). There were about 14% of 

proprietors who believe the demand for their services was low. Some factors reported having 

caused the surge and maintenance of demand for the schools include the previous academic 

performance, the environment and the observation of the COVID protocols. On the contrarily, 

some factors considered before the proprietors believe they have low demand was low 

enrolment and increased dropout rate, poor infrastructure and competitions among schools. 

The following were the responses of proprietors when asked the level of demand for their 

schools. 

High/moderate demand responses 

“High academic performance as compared to other schools in the neighbourhood” 
(Proprietor of Rev Mintah Educational Complex, Greater Accra, Ga South) 
 
“That’s the only private school in the community, parents would have loved to bring 
their children there but the infrastructure is driving them away”. (Proprietor of Bonsa 
International School, Upper East, Talensi) 
 

“Because enrolment increased by about 20 new students this term” (Proprietor of 

Christ Our Hope Academy, Ashanti, Atwima) 

 
Low Demand responses 

 
“Because the enrolment figures are not big” (Proprietor of Friver Early Childhood 
Centre, Ashanti, Kumasi Metro-KMA) 
 
“A lot of parents complain about the school infrastructure” (Proprietor of Good Friends 
International School, Upper East, Binduri) 
 
“It takes time to enroll and the surrounding schools are public which is highly 
competitive” (Proprietor of Brain Power Standard School, Ashanti, Kumasi Metro-
KMA) 
 

“The school had the capacity of enrolling more than 200 students but currently due 

to some crisis, enrollment is very low because most of the students did not return 

after reopening and some have withdrawn their wards to public schools especially 

due to finances” (Proprietor of Matis Educational Complex, Ashanti, Atwima) 

“Before free education in the SHS enrolment was high but it has now reduced. Our 

student population tells us that demand for our school is low. This is because parents 

withdraw their children from our school to public school when they are JHS 2 because 

of the notion that public schools get better placement in BECE. Our infrastructure is 

not that good”. (Proprietor of Cape Coast International School, Central Region, Cape 

Coast) 

“As a matter of fact, parents are scared of the Coronavirus plus the government is 
collapsing the private schools. Enrollment has dropped. 90%of the private schools 
have lost most of their JHS students because parents are sending them to the public 
schools.  Now the least we have for JHS is 6 why?” (Proprietor of New Hope of Glory 
Academy, Greater Accra, Ga West) 
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Figure 1c: Demand level of schools 
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Annex 2: Situational Analysis Annex 

 

School Training, Development and Governance Policies 

This section assessed the specific training programmes conducted for head teachers and 
teachers prior to reopening of schools and the areas of training needs of LFPS. 

Schools that organized training prior to reopening school 

The findings as indicated in Figure 2a shows that more schools (51.3%) organized training 
programmes for their headteachers and teachers prior to the start of school activities this 
academic term (prior to reopening). Almost half of the sampled schools also had no form of 
training programme for their teaching staff prior to reopening. The urban/rural distribution 
(Table 2a) shows a higher proportion of urban schools (54.9%) organized training for their 
headteachers and teachers compared to rural schools (44.4%). The reverse scenario is 
observed with more rural schools (55.6%) having had no training prior to reopening compared 
to urban schools. 

Figure 2a: Organization of training prior to reopening 

 

 
Table 2a: Organization of training by locality   

Organization of 
training  

Rural  Urban Total  

Yes 44.4% 54.9% 51.3% 

No 55.6% 45.1% 48.7% 

Total 34.6% 65.4% 100% 

 

In terms of the organization of training prior to reopening by the grade of schools (Table 2b), 
the findings follow a similar trend where more grade A and B schools had training programmes 
for their teaching staff prior to reopening than grade C and D schools. This was an expected 
finding since more endowed schools pay much more attention to training of their teaching staff 
than less endowed schools. 

 

48.7
51.3

No Yes
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Table 2b: Organization of training by school category 

Organization 
of Training 

A rating B rating C rating D rating Total 

No 5 15 12 6 38 

13.2% 39.5% 31.6% 15.8% 100.0% 

Yes 6 13 18 3 40 

15.0% 32.5% 45.0% 7.5% 100.0% 

Total 11 28 30 9 78 

14.1% 35.9% 38.5% 11.5% 100.0% 

 

Areas of Training prior to reopening 

With regards to the schools that organized training sessions for their headteachers and 

teachers prior to reopening, the results as shown in Figure 2b indicates that most of the training 

session centred on the curriculum (85.9%), class management (74.4%) and on pedagogy 

(71.8%). This meant that the teachers required training in these 3-key areas than in other 

areas. Training on school management (50%) and instructional leadership (47.4%) also 

featured quite heavily in the training programmes. The other category (7.7%) comprised 

training sessions on lesson note preparation and first aid protocols. 

Figure 2b: Areas of training done by LFPS prior to reopening 

 

 

Areas of training prior to reopening by locality 

With regards to the urban/rural dynamics, the results shows that urban schools had more 

training sessions than rural schools and these training programmes focused largely on 

pedagogy (69.6%), subject-matter content (67.6%) and class management (67.2%). On the 

other hand, training programmes in rural schools focused more on Covid-19 protocols 

(36.4%), school management (35.9%) and on the curriculum (35.8%). The least area of 

training for urban schools was on Covid-19 protocols (63.6%) while training on pedagogy 

(30.4%) constituted the least area of training in rural schools. 
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Figure 2c: Areas of training done by LFPS by locality 

 

 

Training needs of LFPS 

In assessing the training needs of LFPS, the study asked proprietors what their specific critical 

training needs were. The findings in Figure 2d shows the 3-most critical training needs of LFPS 

were training on school management (82.1%), financial management (69.2%) and business 

development (69.2%). Training on human resource management was also identified as a key 

area of need in terms of training. The other category (7.7%) comprised e-learning, health 

training, and refresher courses on pedagogy, class management etc. 

In terms of the rural/urban differentials (Figure 2e), both the urban (90.2%) and rural (66.7%) 

schools identified school management training as the most pressing training need of LFPS. 

Figure 2d: Training needs of LFPS 
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Figure 2e: Training needs of LFPS by locality 

 

 

Access to GES Covid-19 guidelines for reopening 

In assessing how prepared LFPS were prior to reopening, the study also assessed whether 

they had had copies of the Ghana Education Service (GES) guidelines for the reopening of 

schools. The results as shown in Figure 6 shows over two-thirds (76.9%) of LFPS had received 

copies of the GES Covid-19 guidelines for reopening. The rural/urban differentiation (Table 

2c) also showed that more rural schools (85.2%) than urban schools (72.5%) had received 

the GES Covid-19 protocols. 

 
Figure 2f: Access to GES Covid-19 guidelines for reopening 

 

 

  

0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

100

66.7

51.9
59.3

33.3

51.9
59.3

11.1

90.2

78.4 74.5

51

54.9 66.7

5.9

Rural Urban

23.1

76.9

No Yes



91 

 

Table 2c: Access to GES guidelines for reopening by locality 

Access to GES 
reopening guidelines  

Rural (27) Urban (51) Total (N=78) 

Yes 85.2% 72.5% 76.9% 

No 14.8% 27.5% 23.1% 

Total 34.6% 65.4% 100.0% 

 

Business Development 

The study also looked at the business development services LFPS require to remain in 
business and to expand. The findings as presented in Figure 2g shows that the most important 
business development service required by LFPS is business management training (78.2%), 
health and safety training (56.4%), accounting/auditing (46.2%) and advertising/promotion 
(46.2%). 

Figure 2g: Business development services required by LFPS 

 

 

Areas of support required from GES, GNAPS and Financial Institutions 

Areas of support from 3 key agents was also assessed as a measure of the specific needs 

LFPS require from these agencies. The findings are presented by agency: GES, 

GNAPS/GNACOPS and financial institutions.   

GES 

From the perspective of the proprietors of LFPS, the areas of support required from the Ghana 

Education Service to keep operating boarded on issues of training of their teachers on the 

revised curriculum, provision of the National Council for Curriculum and Assessment (NaCCA) 

approved text books on the revised curriculum, provision of teaching and learning materials to 

bridge the resource gap between the private and public schools and so forth. The following 

voices speak to this finding:  

 

Training of teachers on the new curriculum and on strategies to deliver lessons 

(Proprietor, Atwima, Ashanti region)  
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Continued support in the provision of approved textbooks by NaCCA. (Proprietor, 

AMA, Greater Accra region)  

Provision of adequate teaching and learning materials like markers, stationery, etc. 

(Proprietor, Bolgatanga, Upper East region)  

Provide us with learning materials so that students in the private schools will be on 

the same level now that there is a new syllabus (Proprietor, Cape Coast, Central 

region)  

Areas of support required from GNAPS 

The study findings also brought to the fore a number of needs LFPS require from their umbrella 

bodies (GNAPS and GNACOPS) to ensure their sustainability. These were quite similar to the 

support needs of proprietors from GES and comprised the provision of training for teachers of 

LFPS, provision of PPEs, the need for GNAPS/GNACOPS to represent the needs of LFPS 

well and the need to lobby government for resources including text books, access to 

government’s stimulus package and so forth. 

Provision of training for teachers without taking money (Proprietor, Cape Coast, 

Central region)  

 Dialogue and lobby for resources on our behalf (private schools) 
 
Drive home our concerns to the government. They seem to be very ineffective; they 

must be more proactive. (Proprietor, Atwima, Ashanti region)  

Help in training and organizing refresher courses for the teachers, In- service 
training for teachers and proprietors (Proprietor, Bongo, Upper East region)  

 
  

Areas of support required from Financial institutions 

As expected, the findings relating to the areas of support LFPS require from financial 

institutions centred on financial needs and related issues. These comprised the need for 

grants to renovate school infrastructure and purchase school buses, loans with flexible 

repayment plans and minimal interest rates, provision of loan facilities without collateral and 

so forth. The findings are validated by these quotes:   

Grants to renovate the infrastructure especially building to improve the school's 

environment (Proprietor, Kumasi Metro, Ashanti region)  

 
Financial support in terms of loans to continue our school building. We also need 

financial advice (Proprietor, Accra Metro, Ashanti region)  

Financial support to buy a school bus and put-up new classroom blocks. 
 
Loans with flexible payment system and with low interest rate (Proprietor, Atwima, 

Ashanti region)  
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Annex 3: Sampled LFPS 

SN Name of 
School 

Study 
Phase 

Region Districts Community 
(school 

location) 

Name of 
Proprietor 

Gender Telephone 
number of 
Proprietor 

Locality 
Type 
(Rural/ 
Urban) 

GES 
Rating 

IDP 
Vulnerability 

Government 
Stimulus 

A Central Region: Cape Coast Metro  

1 
Ekon Joy 
Preparatory 
School 

Pre-
Assessment 

Central Cape 
Coast 

Ekon Richard Dadzie Male 240955943 Rural 
C 

Most 
Vulnebale 

Yes 

2 
Future Leaders 
Complex School 

Pre-
Assessment 

Central Cape 
Coast 

Ekon Peter Amponsah 
Dadzie 

Male 243285141 Rural 
D NA 

NA 

3 
Calvary 
Preparatory 
School 

Pre-
Assessment 

Central Cape 
Coast 

Ekon Stephen 
Quarcoo 

Male 543435648 Rural 
C NA 

NA 

4 
Boss 
International 
School 

Pre-
Assessment 

Central Cape 
Coast 

Bonkus Bismark 
Amponsah 

Male 244026416 Rural 
A NA 

NA 

5 
Adom Memorial 
Day Care 
Centre 

Pre-
Assessment 

Central Cape 
Coast 

Abease Agnes Ackah-
Yensu 

Female 24532178 Urban 
B 

Most 
Vulnebale 

NA 

6 
Good Shepherd 
Nursery & 
Kindergarten 

Post-
Assessment 

Central Cape 
Coast BAKAANO 

DADZIE HUNI 
ELIZABETH 

Female 
0246387038 Urban D NA Yes 

7 
Gyedzi Day 
Care School 

Post-
Assessment 

Central Cape 
Coast AKOTOKYRI GIFTY EDMUND 

Female 
0243418064 

Rural 
D NA 

NA 

8 

Holy Cross 
International 
School 

Post-
Assessment 

Central Cape 
Coast 

NKANFOA ISAAC BART 
ADDISON 

Male 0208114944/ 
0242918799 

Rural 

B NA 

NA 

9 

John Sackey 
International 
School 

Post-
Assessment 

Central Cape 
Coast 

AMOAKOFUAH EBOW SEKYI 
SACKEY 

Male 0547933413 Rural 

D NA 

NA 

10 Maxwell Rabb 
Preparatory 
School 

Post-
Assessment 

Central Cape 
Coast 

CAPE COAST JUSTICE ATTA 
MENSAH-
KORSAH 

Male 0244062212 Urban D NA NA 
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 Back-Up List-Cape Coast Metro 

1 
Montessori School Post-

Assessment 
Central Cape Coast PEDU ESTATE KUMI-BRUCE DINAH Female 0543632206 Urban A 

NA 
NA 

2 

Cape Coast 
International School 

Post-
Assessment 

Central Cape Coast KAKUMDO MICHAEL ABAKAH 
MENSAH 

Male 0202422473 Urban B 

NA 

NA 

3 
Good Samaritan 
Preparatory School 

Post-
Assessment 

Central Cape Coast ABURA SOPHIA ANDERSON Female 0244669257 Urban B 
NA 

NA 

4 

Happy Home 
International School 

Post-
Assessment 

Central Cape Coast ETUTU-
KOFORIDUA 

RUTH CRENTSIL Female 0578479045 Rural D 

NA 

NA 

 Central Region: Mfantsiman (Mankesim/Saltpond)  
  

1 
Straightway 
International School 

Pre-
Assessment 

Central Mfantsiman/
Mankassim 

Sab's Elijah Debrah Odoom Male 244486993 Urban 
C 

Most 
Vulne
bale 

NA 

2 
New Vision 
Academy 

Pre-
Assessment 

Central Mfantsiman/
Mankassim 

New Nkusukum Isaac Ekow Sackey Male 247106470 Urban 
C 

Vulne
rable 

NA 

3 
Closefields School. Pre-

Assessment 
Central Mfantsiman/

Mankassim 
Mankessim Nana Akwesi Asamoah Male 273126986 Rural 

B 
Less 
Vulne
rable 

NA 

4 
Only Jesus Can 
Save Preparatory 
School 

Pre-
Assessment 

Central Mfantsiman/
Mankassim 

Kormantin KWAME ETURE Male 248755433 Rural 
  

Less 
Vulne
rable 

NA 

5 
Calvary Praise 
Preparatory School 

Pre-
Assessment 

Central Mfantsiman/
Mankassim 

Mankessim Alberta Sampson Female 244511562 Rural 
B NA 

Yes 

6 
St. Michael 
Preparatory 

Post-
Assessment 

Central Mfantsiman/
Mankassim 

MANKESSIM EVANS EKOW ABBAN Male 0244618551
/024348603
7  

  

D 

NA NA 

7 
Begrat Preparatory 
School 

Post-
Assessment 

Central Mfantsiman/
Mankassim 

ESSAM LYDlA BUABENG Female 0244798638 Rural 
C NA 

NA 

8 
Commonwealth 
Preparatory And 
JHS 

Post-
Assessment 

Central Mfantsiman/
Mankassim 

NYAMERANSA BUCKMAN SAMUEL Male 0243608110 Rural 
C NA 

NA 
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9 NEW GALILEE 
SCHOOL 
COMPLEX 

Post-
Assessment 

Central Mfantsiman/
Mankassim 

BIRIWA 
EMMANUEL KWESI 
ACQUAH 

Male 

0242875466 

Rural 
C 

Most 
Vulne
rable 

NA 

10 Shiloh Academy Post-
Assessment 

Central Mfantsiman/
Mankassim MANKESSIM 

ESTATE 
PROPHET JONAS A. 
FIANKO 

Male 

0244575200 Urban C 

NA NA 

  Back-Up List -
Mfantsiman 

                
      

1 
Holy Heart Academy 

Post-
Assessment 

Central 
Mfantsiman/
Mankassim KOMANTSE 

EVELYN GODINA 
MENSAH 

Female 0247036035 Rural D NA NA 

2 
Gozo Memorial 
Preparatory And Jhs 

Post-
Assessment 

Central 
Mfantsiman/
Mankassim 

MANKESSIM-
OBAATANPA 
ROAD 

MARY ANDERSON Female 0244115522 Urban D NA NA 

3 Global Doors 
International School 

Post-
Assessment 

Central 
Mfantsiman/
Mankassim MANKESSIM 

ALHAJI ABUBAKAR 
ANDERSON 

Male 024476688/
0504178551 

Urban C NA NA 

4 
Happy Home 
Foundation 

Post-
Assessment 

Central 

Mfantsiman/
Mankassim MANKESSIM-

ESTATE 
GRACE BROWN 

Female 

0277124907 Urban D NA NA 

5 
Happy Home 
Preparatory School 

Post-
Assessment 

Central 
Mfantsiman/
Mankassim KOMANTSE VERONICA HAGAN 

Female 0242586484
/024987115
5 

Rural C NA NA 

6 Liberty Mission 
School 

Post-
Assessment 

Central 
Mfantsiman/
Mankassim MANKESSIM CHRISTIAN TAY 

Male 
0243945418 Urban D NA NA 

7 
Living Stone 
Academy 

Post-
Assessment 

Central 
Mfantsiman/
Mankassim MANKESSIM FIIFI AIKINS 

Male 0243017846
/020044946
9 

Urban C NA NA 

8 Mama Jackie 
Preparatory School 

Post-
Assessment 

Central 
Mfantsiman/
Mankassim MANKESSIM JOANA ESSEL 

Female 
0249692695 Urban C NA NA 

9 
New Generation 
Outreach School 

Post-
Assessment 

Central 

Mfantsiman/
Mankassim KOMANTSE 

ELIZABETH 
DUGBARTEY 

Female 

0246704044 Rural C NA NA 

10 Oxford Preparatory 
And Jhs 

Post-
Assessment 

Central 
Mfantsiman/
Mankassim KOMANTSE B.A. DOMSON 

Male 
0244596120 Rural C NA NA 
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B Greater Accra 
Region: Accra 
Metro 

                
    

  

1 
Magbold Nursery 
and Preparatory 
school 

Pre-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra  

Accra Metro-
AMA 

Gbegbeyise Martha Cobbold Female 244730692 Rural 
C 

Most 
Vulne
bale 

NA 

2 
Jessey Academy Pre-

Assessment 
Greater 
Accra  

Accra Metro-
AMA 

Gbegbeyise Patrick Ansah Amuah Male 245321244 Rural 
B NA 

NA 

3 
Phiga School Pre-

Assessment 
Greater 
Accra  

Accra Metro-
AMA 

Mataheko Magdalene Sackey Female 203991012 Urban 
B 

Less 
Vulne
rable 

NA 

4 
Noble Royals 
International School 

Pre-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra  

Accra Metro-
AMA 

Gbegbeyise Patrick Asante Male 279646873 Rural 
B NA 

NA 

5 
Grace Preparatory 
School  

Pre-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra  

Accra Metro-
AMA 

Kaneshie first light  MADAM ABENA DARKO 
ADUKPO  

Female 277404604 Urban 
A 

Less 
Vulne
rable 

NA 

6 
Katie Kids 
Educational Centre 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Accra Metro-
AMA 

DANSOMAN DOROTHY WALTER Female 0200770505 Urban C NA NA 

7 Natita Educational 
Centre 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Accra Metro-
AMA 

LARTEBIOKORSHI
E EDWARD NII ARMAH 

ARYEETEY 

Male 

0243675194 Urban 
C NA 

NA 

8 
Glorious Grace 
International School 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Accra Metro-
AMA DANSOMAN EMMANUEL AUGUSTT 

Male 
0546957769 Urban C NA 

NA 

9 

Great Firm 
Foundation Intl 
School 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Accra Metro-
AMA shiabu MAMPONG 

AGEGE CHARLOTTE NARTEY 

Female 

0244702702 Rural 

D NA 

NA 

10 
Gyemmah 
Preparatory School 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Accra Metro-
AMA SUKURA GYEMMAH NEKEDA 

Male 0240066009
/ 545588646 Rural 

C NA 
NA 

Back-Up List: Accra Metro  

1 
Christ Ebenezer 
Preparatory And Jhs 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Accra Metro-
AMA 

DARKUMAN-
MASALACHI 

RITA OFOSU YEBOAH Female 0244699227 Rural B NA NA 

2 
Kiddy's Garden 
School 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Accra Metro-
AMA 

GBEGBEYISE GIDEON MARKIN Male 0246084441 Rural C NA NA 

3 
Matoas Preparatory 
School 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Accra Metro-
AMA 

ODORKOR 
OFFICIAL TOWN 

RUTH OFORI ANTWI Female 0277190978 Rural C NA NA 
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4 Bright Minds 
Montessori School 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Accra Metro-
AMA 

LARTEBIOKORSHI
E 

REJOICE LORRAINE 
LARYEA 

Female 0277784396
/ 542860961 

Urban A NA NA 

5 Little Miracles 
International School 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Accra Metro-
AMA 

NYAMEKYE-OFF 
N1 HIGHWAY 

ESI ERBYNN Female 0244363750 Urban A NA NA 

6 Modern Day 
Academy 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Accra Metro-
AMA 

GBEGBEYISE-
DANSOMAN 

FRANCIS YAO KPOBI Male 0243630599 Urban C NA NA 

 Greater Accra: Ga West  
  

1 
New Hope Of Glory 
Academy 

Pre-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra  Ga West Anyaa Palas Town Mr. James Bonney Male 558145800 Urban C 

NA 
NA 

2 Brilliant Way 
International School 

Pre-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra  Ga West Kasoa 

Reinhardt Ashiaku 
Cudjoe Male 548801398 Urban B 

NA 
NA 

3 Glorious Mettle 
Academy 

Pre-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra  

Ga West Stadium Road, 
Agatha Junction, 
Amasaman 

Patience Akua Nyarko Female 508187566 Urban A NA NA 

4 Pauline 
Childminding Centre 
For Academic 
Excellence 

Pre-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra  

Ga West Kwashieman Rev. Mrs. Paulina 
Wilberforce 

Female 240666517 Urban B Most 
Vulne
bale 

NA 

5 St Lutterodt 
Academy 

Pre-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra  Ga West Awoshie A-Lang Mary Faustina Lutterodt Female 244579233 Urban C 

Vulne
rable NA 

6 Lord Diplocks 
Holyfield Academy 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra Ga West GALILEA 

RUTH ADJEI 
NEEQUATE / THOMAS 
GBLORVU Female 

0272954862
/ 
0207349213 Rural D 

Vulne
rable 

NA 

7 Promising Best 
Brain Complex 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Ga West  GALILEA AUGUSTINA NSIAH Female 0244794496 Rural D 
NA 

NA 

8 

Assured Future 
International School 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra Ga West GALILEA GREGORY SOTODJI Male 0244622834 Rural D 

NA 

NA 

9 Dominion Academy Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Ga West ANYAA EMANUEL NARTEY Male 0265047077 Rural D NA NA 

10 Maranata Kids 
Academy 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra Ga West KALABULE  MICHAEL TEYE HUAGO Male 0545371772 Rural D 

NA 
NA 

  Back-Up List-Ga 
West 
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1 DEBORA VISION 
SCHOOL 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Ga West  NSAKENA SEKYERE VIDA AKU Female 0508928077 Rural C NA NA 

2 Glorious Angelic 
Kids 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Ga West  GALILEA ESTHER OFORI 
AURTHUR 

Female 0264634498
/024374801 

Rural D NA NA 

3 Good Ambition Intl Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Awutu-Senya KASOA KENNETH ADDO Male 0240591877 Rural D NA NA 

  Greater Accra: Ga 
South 

                
    

  

1 
Charismatic 
Educational Centre 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Ga South  UPPER WEIJA FELICIA BONNEY Female 0277424255 Rural C 
NA 

NA 

2 
Ashco High Mission 
School Foundation 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Ga South  SOWUTUOM DANIEL LAMPTEY Male 0277803525 Rural C 
NA 

NA 

3 
Morning Glory 
Academy 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Ga South  MANDELA SCC OPHELIA AMPONSAH Female 0233990045 Rural C 
NA 

NA 

4 Jenesis Preparatory 
And Jhs  

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra ABLEKUMA 

NORTH DARKUMAN JANET GYIMAH  Female 0244277263 

Urban 

C NA NA 

5 Last Chance 
Academy 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra ABLEKUMA 

WEST DANSOMAN 
TIMOTHY BENJAMIN 
CRENTSIL 

Male 0271817976
/024360319
2 

Urban 

D NA NA 

6 
Matilda International 
School 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Accra Metro-
AMA 

FLAMINGO - 
MATAHEKO 

CATHERINE QUIST / 
MARGARET OWUSU 

Female 
0269472676
/ 
0269422676 

Urban A NA NA 

7 
Vivian Early 
Childhood Dev't 
Centre 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Accra Metro-
AMA 

DARKUMAN VIVIAN OWUSU-ANSAH 

Female 

0244629434 Rural 
B NA NA 

8 
Yaa Asantewaa 
Memorial School 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Accra Metro-
AMA 

HONG KONG-
KWASHIEMAN 

MONICA OWUSU 
AGYEMAN 

Female 

0243707457 Rural 
C NA NA 

9 

S.Sowah Boye 
Memorial 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra Accra Metro-

AMA 

CHORKOR 
CHEMUNAA-
DANSOMAN 

NAOMI KUMI-AGYARE 

Female 

0241863450
/027380537
0 

Rural 

C NA NA 

10 
Springboard 
Academy 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

Accra Metro-
AMA 

NEW RUSSIA-
DANSOMAN 

JANET ESI KPOBI 

Female 

0242308518 Rural 
C NA NA 

  Back-Up List: Ga 
South   

      

        
    

  

1 
Fruitful Vine 
Academy 

  Greater 
Accra 

  MICHELLE LAWRENCIA ASTWEI Female 0272833803 Rural C 
NA 

NA 
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2 

St.Teresa Home 
School 

Post-
Assessment 

Greater 
Accra 

ABLEKUMA 
NORTH 

SAKAMAN TERESA WILLIAMS 

Female 

0244807483 Rural 

C NA NA 

  

Rene Educational 
Centre 

  Greater 
Accra Accra Metro-

AMA 

ABEKA OPPOSITE 
ENO MIREKUA 
HOTEL 

IRENE PARRY-
HANSON F 0244382795 

Urban 

C 

NA NA 

3 

Rev Mintah 
Educational 
Complex 

  Greater 
Accra Accra Metro-

AMA 
GLEFE 

EMMANUEL DONKOR 
MINTAH M 0242660699 

Rural 

C 

NA NA 

C Ashanti Region: 
Kumasi Metro 

                
    

  

1 
Noble Blessing 
Academy 

Pre-
Assessment 

Ashanti Kumasi 
Metro-KMA 

Ataso Manso Addai Agyemang 
Kennedy 

Male 546288465 Urban 
C 

Less 
Vulne
rable 

Yes 

2 
Big Apple 
International 

Pre-
Assessment 

Ashanti Kumasi 
Metro-KMA 

Kokoso Thick Mu Kate Osei Sarpong Female 246899208 Urban 
D   

NA 

3 
Brain Power 
Standard School 

Pre-
Assessment 

Ashanti Kumasi 
Metro-KMA 

Atonsu Monaco David Yorke Male 246107088 Urban 
C 

Less 
Vulne
rable 

NA 

4 
Diamond Link 
Integrated 
Community School  

Pre-
Assessment 

Ashanti Kumasi 
Metro-KMA 

Tanoso Kingsley Osei Appau Male 244067071 Urban 
B   

NA 

5 
Most High Model 
School 

Pre-
Assessment 

Ashanti Kumasi 
Metro-KMA 

Pentecost Junction, 
Gyinyasi 

Mrs Sarah Osei Bonsu Female 242121400 Urban 
C 

Most 
Vulne
bale 

NA 

6 St Gabriels 
Daysprings 

Post-
Assessment 

Ashanti Kumasi 
Metro-KMA 

DENKYEMUOSO BETSY OWUSU ANTWI Female 0208140833 Urban B NA NA 

7 
Oshera Educational 
Complex 

Post-
Assessment 

Ashanti Kumasi 
Metro-KMA ASUOYEBOAH ANNA LARTEY 

Female 
0266000032 

Urban 
C NA 

NA 

8 
Naanuro Memorial 
School 

Post-
Assessment 

Ashanti Kumasi 
Metro-KMA 

ASUOFIA-OHWIM CHIMENE ADUBOFOUR Female 0572893151 Urban 
C NA 

NA 

9 
Friver Early 
Childhood Centre 

Post-
Assessment 

Ashanti Kumasi 
Metro-KMA 

KOTEI-
TWUMDUASE 

VERA KWARTENG Female 0208168481 Urban 
A 

Vulne
rable 

NA 

10 
Standard 
International School 
(St. Julius Academy) 

Post-
Assessment 

Ashanti Kumasi 
Metro-KMA 

Apre New Site Julius Ayine Atoletoe Male   Urban 
C 

Vulne
rable 

NA 

 Back-Up List -Kumasi Metro  
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1 
Mummy's Learning 
Centre 

Post-
Assessment Ashanti 

Kumasi 
Metro-KMA 

APATRAPA NEW 
SITE BEATRICE KUMl Female 0244784388 Urban 

C NA 
NA 

2 Star Of Triumphant 
Prep School 

Post-
Assessment Ashanti 

Kumasi 
Metro-KMA ATONSU MONICA YANKYERA Female 0244634695 Urban 

C NA 
NA 

3 
Ascension School 

Post-
Assessment Ashanti 

Kumasi 
Metro-KMA ATONSU SAMUEL OHENMENG Male 0244841132 Urban 

A NA 
NA 

4 Bright Beginning 
School 

Post-
Assessment Ashanti 

Kumasi 
Metro-KMA Adum EMELIA OSEI Female 

0208199229
/ 
0244230264 Urban 

B NA 
NA 

5 Maranatha Young 
Apostles Int School 

Post-
Assessment     DABAN PANIN 

AGATHA 
AMOATENG/GABRIEL 
A. Female 0207830406 Urban 

C NA 
NA 

  Ashanti Region: 
Atwima 

                
    

  

1 In Him is Life 
International School 

Pre-
Assessment 

Ashanti Atwima Atwima Afasiebon Monica Osei Frimpong Female 240059656 Rural 
C 

Most 
Vulne
bale 

NA 

2 Mother's Heart 
Education Centre 

Pre-
Assessment 

Ashanti Atwima Atwima Boko Rev. Kwame name 
Opoku Agyemang 

Male 244646241 Rural 
C 

Vulne
rable 

NA 

3 Reverence Academy Pre-
Assessment 

Ashanti Atwima Atwima Twedie Stephen Kwabena Adjei Male 243462051 Rural 
C 

Most 
Vulne
bale 

NA 

4 Solid Foundation 
Academy 

Pre-
Assessment 

Ashanti Atwima Trede STEPHEN BOAKYE 
ANSAH 

Male 249209478 Urban 
D NA 

NA 

5 Rabbi Accademy Pre-
Assessment 

Ashanti Atwima Atonsu Wood 
Village 

Mrs. Angela Boadi Female 551238033 Urban 
B NA 

NA 

6 

Universal 
International School 

Post-
Assessment Ashanti Atwima ATWIMA MIM 

OWUSU BOAMAH 
WINFRED Male 0242740251 Rural 

D NA 

NA 

7 Jesus Alive 
International School 

Post-
Assessment 

Ashanti Atwima 

MANHYIA SARAH AMISSAH 

Female 

0242082892 

Rural 
D NA 

NA 

8 Life Link Educational 
Centre 

Post-
Assessment 

Ashanti Atwima 
KROMOASE NYARKO RICHARD 

Male 
0265999399 

Rural 
D NA 

NA 

9 King David School 
Complex 

Post-
Assessment 

Ashanti Atwima 
ABOABO KESSE DAVID OSEI 

Male 
0244484853 

Rural 
D NA 

NA 
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10 Gods Power 
Educational 
Complex 

Post-
Assessment 

Ashanti Atwima MANHYIA EBENEZER ASARE Male 0243036811 Rural 
C NA 

Yes 

  Back-Up List-
Atwima 

                
    

  

1 
Jos International 
School 

Post-
Assessment Ashanti Atwima ATWIMA BOKO OFORI KUMAH Male 0243116451 Rural 

C NA 
NA 

2 
Christ Our Hope 
Academy 

Post-
Assessment Ashanti Atwima ABOABO KESSE ANASTASIA BARNIEH Female 0249473992 Rural 

D NA 
NA 

3 
Precious 
Preparatory School 

Post-
Assessment 

Ashanti Atwima ABUAKWA PRECIOUS ASAMOAH Male 0245631952 Rural 
C NA 

NA 

4 
Matis Educational 
Complex 

Post-
Assessment 

Ashanti Atwima ANYI NAMSO No.3 AGYEI BAFFUOR 
EMMANUEL 

Male 0203967986 Rural 
C NA 

NA 

5 New Angel Academy Post-
Assessment 

Ashanti Atwima ASUOFIA KWAKU OKYERE Male 0242880186 Rural D NA NA 

                          

E Upper East Region 
  

1 
Lawdong 
International school 

Pre-
Assessment 

Upper 
East 

Bolgatanga Zaare Timothy Amason 
Atangosigo 

Male 20029684 Urban 
B 

Most 
Vulne
bale 

Yes 

2 
Grace Valley 
Academy 

Pre-
Assessment 

Upper 
East 

Bolgatanga Daportindongo Sabina Apodi Female 208329818 Urban 
B NA 

NA 

3 
Bonsa International 
School 

Pre-
Assessment 

Upper 
East 

Talensi Obuasi mining site Joseph B Danka Male 249009187 Rural 
B NA 

NA 

4 
Anapo Academy Pre-

Assessment 
Upper 
East 

Talensi Pwalugu Vida Anatoliya Female 541254779 Rural 
D 

Most 
Vulne
bale 

NA 

5 
Moonlight school Pre-

Assessment 
Upper 
East 

Kasena 
Nankana 

Tankuna Hellen Tumbabia 
luguzuri 

Female 245241149 Rural 
A 

Most 
Vulne
bale 

NA 

6 
Great Vision 
Academy 

Pre-
Assessment 

Upper 
East 

Bongo Kuyelingo(Bongo) Asanyuure Emmanuel 
Aguwine 

Male 246127256 Rural 
A 

Most 
Vulne
bale 

NA 

7 
Daana Academy Pre-

Assessment 
Upper 
East 

Kasena 
Nankana 

Chiana James Batako Male 249234111 Rural 
A 

Most 
Vulne
bale 

NA 

8 
Good Friends 
International School 

Pre-
Assessment 

Upper 
East 

Bongo Bazua Williams Abanga Male 246196999 Rural 
A 

Most 
Vulne
bale 

NA 
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9 
Joy Preparatory 
School 

Pre-
Assessment 

Upper 
East 

Kasena 
Nankana 

Chuchuliga Thompson Yaw Asiadi Male 559468375 Rural 
A 

Most 
Vulne
bale 

NA 

10 
Success 
International School  

Pre-
Assessment 

Upper 
East 

Kasena 
Nankana 

Sandema  Joseph Asaadoo  Male 246555326 Rural 
A 

Most 
Vulne
bale 

NA 

Back-up List -Upper East  
  

1 Goodwin Christian 
Academy (United 
Peace Academy) 

Post-
Assessment 

Upper 
East 

Bongo  Bongo Robert Winnerman Male   Rural 

  NA 

NA 

3 Natia Daycare and 
Primary 

Post-
Assessment 

Upper 
East 

Bawku 
Municipal  

Bazua Charles Alekeya Male   Rural 
  NA 

NA 
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Annex 3a: List of LFPS at risk of closing down 

Study 
Districts 

Name of School Community  Locality 
Type 

Prevailing 
situation of 
LFPS after 
reopening 

Reason(s) for prevailing 
situation 

Ga South S. Sowah Boye 
Memorial school 

Shaibu 205 Rural At risk of 
closing 
down 

No financial resources. 

Talensi Bonsa 
International 
School 

Obuasi Rural At risk of 
closing 
down 

The school will have to be 
in operation because that 
is the only private school in 
the community and I also 
want to make a positive 
impact in the community  

Binduri Good Friends 
International 
School 

Bazua Rural At risk of 
closing 
down 

This is due to low 
enrolment 

Cape 
Coast 

Cape Coast 
International 
School (Backup) 

Kakumdo Urban At risk of 
closing 
down 

The SHS is at a risk of 
closing down because of 
free SHS but the other 
levels are resilient. 

Ga South Morning Glory 
Academy 

New Weija Rural At risk of 
closing 
down 

Lack of infrastructure and 
financial challenges  

Kumasi 
Metro-
KMA 

Big Apple 
International 

Kokoso teak 
mu 

Urban At risk of 
closing 
down 

We lost our school building 
because the house owner 
refused to renew rent 
agreement. We now had to 
to move the children to a 
different school which has 
cause some student to 
leave the school. we have 
hope of returning the 
children the school 
resumes. 

Kumasi 
Metro-
KMA 

Most High Model 
School 

Gyinyasi Urban At risk of 
closing 
down 

At the beginning I thought I 
could not reopen the 
school but the parents and 
teachers gave me hope. 
And the support that came 
in later from IDP also 
helped. we are renovating 
the school so that in the 
next academic year we will 
enroll students. 

 

 

 


