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I. Introduction 

 

The School Dropout Prevention Pilot (SDPP) Program is a five-year multi-country program, 

funded by the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), aimed at mitigating 

student dropout. Its objective is to provide evidence-based programming guidance to USAID 

missions and countries in Asia and the Middle East on student dropout prevention by piloting and 

testing the effectiveness of dropout prevention interventions in four target countries: Cambodia, 

India, Tajikistan and Timor Leste. In a three-stage process, it has: 

 

1. Identified best practices in dropout prevention in the U.S. and developing countries.  

2. Analyzed dropout trends in each country to identify those groups, grades and/or 

geographic areas most severely affected by dropout, and conduct a situational analysis 

of the target group to understand the risk factors and conditions affecting dropout.  

3. Designed, implemented and rigorously assessed interventions to keep at-risk students 

in schools in the most acutely affected areas, using randomized control trials and 

combining quantitative and qualitative methods. 

 

In each of the participating countries – Cambodia, India, Tajikistan, and Timor Leste – two 

interventions were implemented over roughly a 2-year period, and their impact on reducing school 

dropout was compared to dropout rates in a comparable set of control schools. As part of the 

research design, Fidelity of Implementation (FOI) was measured in order to determine the extent 

to which interventions were implemented as designed. FOI measures are a requirement in 

intervention research because they provide information on the extent to which change can be 

attributed to the intervention as designed. This information is important because it can help explain 

the extent to which interventions, when implemented as designed, predict school dropout. 

Gathering FOI data at multiple time points is also important because it provides implementers with 

the opportunity to make mid-course corrections in order to maximize fidelity over the life of the 

project.  

 

For SDPP, an FOI score of 80% was used as the threshold for achieving fidelity – that is, schools 

that achieved an overall fidelity score of 80% or higher were considered schools that had 

implemented the intervention as it was intended to be delivered. To measure fidelity, SDPP 

Headquarter (HQ) staff worked with country teams to follow a six-step process: 

 

1. Identification of essential components. To initiate the FOI process, the “essential 

components” of each intervention were identified. These are the core design features of 

each intervention design. For example, Early Warning System (EWS) interventions had 

four essential components: identification and tracking of at-risk students, communication 

with parents and follow-up action.  

2. Tools and procedures developed. Data collection tools and procedures were developed to 

track each essential component. Questions addressed three aspects of fidelity: (1) 

Exposure: Did beneficiaries get all the support that was intended? (2) Pollution: Did the 

program plan change over time? And (3) Contamination: Were any confounding elements 
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introduced into the experimental or control group? All data collection tools and procedures 

were piloted and revised before implementation.  

3. Initial data collection. A first round of FOI data collection was conducted by each country 

team based on its intervention schedule.  

4. Assistance to struggling schools. Following the first round, “struggling schools” were 

identified and project staff provided additional support in order to help them meet the 80% 

FOI threshold.  

5. Additional data collection. In most cases, country teams collected a second round of FOI 

data. At this stage, they also conducted a Control School Contamination survey in most 

cases to identify instances where control schools might have shown evidence of 

contamination by adoption of SDPP materials or procedure (inadvertent or deliberate). This 

review was important because if contamination occurs, it becomes difficult to know 

whether observed differences between intervention and control schools may have been 

greater had the contamination not occurred.  

6. Analysis. For each round, FOI data were compiled, entered, and in some cases analyzed by 

country teams, then sent to SDPP HQ. SDPP HQ then revi3ewed FOI data, conducted 

additional analyses, and drafted reports summarizing the results of each round. 

 

This report presents the findings of two rounds of data collection in Cambodia to determine the 

extent to which the two interventions – the Early Warning System (EWS) and Computer Labs 

(CL) – had been implemented with fidelity. Additionally, control school results are discussed to 

determine the extent to which “contamination” may have occurred. Control school data were 

collected at the same time that Round 2 of FOI data were collected, after the interventions had 

been completed.  

 

 

II. Methodology 

 

A. Essential components 

The essential components for each of the SDPP interventions in Cambodia are listed here; they are 

described in further detail in the following section. 

 

The Early Warning System (EWS) consisted of four essential components: 

 

 Identification of at-risk students 

 Tracking of at-risk students 

 Communication with parents 

 Follow-up support 

 

The second SDPP intervention in Cambodia, Computer Labs (CL) consisted of computers being 

provided to 108 of the 215 treatment schools: 
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 Computer labs: 15 Thin Client stations per computer lab  

 Curriculum alignment: teachers provide instruction aligned with the national 

curriculum 

 Instructional support: teacher training and instructional programming for students  

 

B. Data collection 

In Cambodia, Round 1 data collection for the EWS and CL interventions took place between 

March and April 2014. For this exercise, SDPP field officers visited all 215 SDPP intervention 

schools and administered three tools: an FOI tool for EWS, an FOI tool for CL, and a student 

learning assessment for the CL program.1   

 

Round 2 data were collected in June 2014. For this round, SDPP field officers administered two 

tools in 80 schools (those scoring below 80% in Round 1)2: FOI for EWS and the student learning 

assessment for the CL program. Because all schools had scored 80% or higher on Round 1 FOI in 

the CL intervention, Round 2 data were not collected for CL.  

 

In addition to FOI and student assessment data, SDPP field officers administered a Control School 

Contamination survey in a random set of 51 control schools (roughly half of the total of 107 control 

schools). In each school, SDPP staff contacted the head teacher by telephone and asked him several 

questions to determine whether EWS and CL programming may have been introduced into control 

schools through teachers and/or head teachers, as well as to whether some key EWS or CL features 

were being implemented in control schools following their implementation in SDPP schools. 

 

 

III. Early Warning System: Summary of FOI Results 

 

A. Overall Results 

Figure 1 shows the proportion of schools meeting or exceeding the 80% threshold in each round. 

In Round 1, 195 out of 216 schools (or 90%) met or exceeded the 80% threshold for overall FOI 

score.  In Round 2, out of 80 schools that were marked for follow-up, 64 schools (or 80%) met or 

exceeded the threshold. Schools participating in FOI analyses in Round 2 were schools identified 

as “struggling” in Round 1.3    

 
  

                                                 

 
1 420 students were tested at pre-test and 344 students were tested a post-test. 
2 216 schools received the EWS intervention, 108 schools of the 216 also received the CL intervention.  107 schools 

received no interventions and served as the control group.  
3 21 schools were selected for follow-up in the second round because their overall FOI score did not meet the 80% 

threshold. The additional 59 schools were selected based on scores below the threshold on one or more Components. 
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Figure 1. EWS: Proportion of Schools Meeting or Exceeding 80% Overall FOI Threshold 

 

 
 

B. Results by Component 

Figure 2 shows the proportion of schools meeting or exceeding the threshold by component in 

Round 1 and Round 2. In Round 1, the highest proportion of schools meeting the threshold was 

in Components 1 and 2, while the lowest was Component 4.  In round 2, the highest proportion 

of schools meeting the threshold was in Components 2 and 3. Note that Component 1 was only 

administered in Round 1 since the same at-risk students were tracked in Round 2.  
 

Figure 2. EWS: Proportion of Schools Meeting or Exceeding 80% FOI Threshold in each Round, by 

Component 

 

 
 

Figure 3 shows the average FOI score by component.4 The highest average score in Rounds 1 and 

2 was in Component 2. In Round 1, 195 of 216 schools (90%) received an overall score above the 

80% threshold. Round 1 FOI scores ranged from 66% to 100%. In Round 2, 64 of the 80 schools 

scored at or above the 80% overall FOI threshold. Round 2 FOI scores ranged from 63% to 100%. 

The lowest average score in Rounds 1 and 2 was in Component 4 (Follow-up Support).  

                                                 

 
4 Identification of at-risk students (Component 1) was only conducted in Round 1.  

90%
80%

Early Warning System Round 1

(n=216)

Early Warning System Round 2

(n=80)

94%
91%

71%

23%

n/a

100% 94%

74%

Component 1

(Identify and Track

At-Risk Students)

Component 2

(Attendance of At-

Risk Students)

Component 3

(Communication with

Parents)

Component 4

(Follow-up Support)

Round 1 (n=216) Round 2 (n=80)
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Figure 3. EWS: Average FOI Scores by Component and Data Collection Round 

 

 
 

C. Results by Item 

The following tables present the highest and lowest scoring items in Round 1 (see also Annex 

Table 1A for complete results by component and item, and Annex B for the EWS data collection 

tool):   

 
Table 1. Highest EWS FOI scores by Item, Round 1 

Item Mean 

Which G7 classes have the At-Risk Scoring Sheet available? 100% 

Which G7 classes have the Attendance Sheet for the month the teacher used to complete 

the At-Risk Scoring Sheet? 

100% 

Over-age students: Which student’s DOB is recorded in the Attendance Book or 

Student Tracking Book or Study Record Book? 

97% 

Does each class have an attendance sheet for the previous month?   97% 

Is the total in the last column added correctly for each sampled student? 95% 

 
Table 2. Lowest EWS FOI scores by Item, Round 1 

Item Mean 

Of at-risk students in TEC E7, how many have their names and, action, next steps appear 

in TEC E8 for the previous month and current month? 

36% 

Attendance: Look at the number of absences in the Attendance Sheet for each sampled 

student. Now check TEC E4: does the score for each student correspond correctly with 

the number of absences in the Attendance Sheet? 

85% 

For the at-risk students whose names appear on TEC E7, how many have at least one 

date of contact (column 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, or 8) or a date for a case management discussion 

(column 9) recorded in TEC E7? 

86% 

For the students you ticked in the previous question, are their scores recorded correctly 

on TEC E4? 

86% 

For the students you ticked in the previous question, is their score for over-age recorded 

correctly in TEC E4?    

89% 

 

93% 95%
86%

36%

n/a

99% 97%
81%

Component 1

(Identify and Track

At-Risk Students)

Component 2

(Attendance of At-

Risk Students)

Component 3

(Communication with

Parents)

Component 4

(Follow-up Support)

Round 1 (n=216) Round 2 (n=80)
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In Round 2, the tools used were a shorter version of the EWS Fidelity tool from Round 1.  The 

Round 2 tool focused on three of the four components of the intervention: tracking at-risk students, 

communicating with parents and follow-up support. 80 schools were tracked in this round. 

 
Table 3. Highest EWS FOI scores by Item, Round 2 

Item Mean 

Does each class have an attendance sheet for the previous month?  100% 

If yes, have any absences been recorded in these sheets?  98% 

For the at-risk students whose names appear on TEC E7, how many have at least one 

date of contact or a date for a case management discussion recorded in TEC E7?  

97% 

How many students altogether (at-risk and additional students) appear on TEC E7 have 

at least one date of contact or a date for a case management discussion recorded in TEC 

E7? 

95% 

 

Table 4. Lowest EWS FOI scores by Item, Round 2 

Item Mean 

40. Of the at-risk students in TEC E7, how many have their names and, action, next steps 

appear in TEC E8 for the previous month and current month? 

77% 

 

Detailed results for the EWS program in Cambodia (by component and item) are provided in 

Annex Table 1A. The tool for EWS data collection are provided in Annex B.  

 

IV. Computer Labs: Summary of FOI Results 

 

A. Overall Results 

In Round 1, all schools received FOI mean scores of 80% or higher. Specifically, two hours or 

more of instruction were being delivered in computer labs in 97% of classrooms, and all computer 

lab materials were available and functioning in all classrooms.  As a result, a second round of data 

collection was not conducted.  
 

B. Results by Component 

Figure 4 shows the proportion of schools meeting or exceeding the 80% FOI threshold for 

Computer Labs, by program component. All schools met the 80% threshold in Round 1. The 

greatest proportion of schools met the threshold in Component 1 (100%) followed by Components 

3 and 2.  
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Figure 4. CL: Proportion of Schools Meeting or Exceeding 80% FOI Threshold, by Component 

 
 

Figure 5 shows the average CL FOI scores by component. As noted above, no schools were 

followed in Round 2.   

 
Figure 5. CL: Average FOI Scores by Component and Data Collection Round 

 
 

C. Results by Item 

The fidelity with which Computer Lab programming was implemented in Round 1 across SDPP 

schools was notably strong; all schools met or exceeded the 80% threshold for overall FOI score. 

The following table presents a list of select items with the highest EP FOI scores for Round 1 (see 

Annex Table 1B for a complete list): 

 

 

 

 

100%

81%
93%

Component 1

(Computer labs in place

and functional)

Component 2

(Students receive

instruction according to

official curriculum)

Component 3

(Support provided for

computer labs and

instruction)

Round 1 (n=108)

98%

93% 94%

Component 1

(Computer labs in place and

functional)

Component 2

(Students receive instruction

according to official curriculum)

Component 3

(Support provided for computer

labs and instruction)

Round 1 (n=108)
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Table 5. Highest CL FOI scores by Item, Round 1 

Item Mean 

Q3. How many computer lab teachers does your school have, including the School 

Director? 

100% 

Q69. Are you using the Teacher Facilitator Guide to teach your computer class (hard 

copy or electronic slides)?  
100% 

Q32. Does the lab have an LCD projector? 100% 

Q50. Does the lab contain security bars over the windows and doors? 100% 

Q25. How many stations (not including the teacher keyboard) are functional properly? 100% 

  Note: Select items are shown; 24 items had a score of 100%. 

 
Table 6. Lowest CL FOI scores by Item, Round 1 

Item Mean 

Q10. Are calls to the SDPP IT logged in the logbook? 62% 

Q54. Do the fans in the lab provide enough cooling? 71% 

Q71. Which student project work exercise was most recently completed? (100% if >7) 76% 

 

In addition to FOI data, students’ computer knowledge was also assessed. Students were tested 

prior to and following the CL intervention using a 23-item, multiple-choice test. These data are 

presented here as they provide additional context in which to interpret the FOI results.  However, 

the test used was initially developed to assess teacher knowledge in training, and had not been 

piloted with students.  As such, the results presented here should be interpreted with caution.  

 

Figure 6 shows the gains from pre-test (prior to the CL intervention) to post-test (following the 

intervention) on seven items from the computer knowledge assessment.  Overall, there were no 

significant change in mastery of items from pre to post (approximately 40% of students 

mastering items at both time points). However, on 7 of the 23 items, the proportion of students 

answering correctly increased overall by 8 percentage points (31% at pre-test, 39% at post-test) 

 
Figure 6. CL Student Assessment: Increase in the proportion of correct responses, pre-test to post-test 

 
 

Detailed results of student assessments for the Computer Lab program, by item, are provided in 

Annex Table 1B. The student assessment tool is provided in Annex C.  

13% 12% 12%
10%

4%

1% 1%

How do you

copy a slide?

How do you

insert a new

worksheet in

Calc?

What is the

formula to

total several

numbers?

How do you

insert bullets

in a list?

How do you

create a new

slide?

How do you

insert a

header?

How do you

create a table

in Writer?
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V. Control School Survey: Summary of Results  

 

To determine whether SDPP control schools evidenced any ‘contamination’ of SDPP interventions 

in treatment schools, data on control schools (i.e., schools not receiving SDPP interventions) were 

collected. These data are important because they measure the extent to which control schools 

reflect the traditional approach to information technology curriculum or the treatment of at-risk 

students dropping out.  The FOI data on control schools ensures that the comparisons made 

between treatment and control schools in the Randomized Controlled Trial design are valid. 

 

Fifty-one control schools were randomly selected to participate in the control school surveys. 

Surveys for EWS control school contamination were designed to determine whether adoption or 

adaptation had occurred in three areas: (1) transfer of teachers from SDPP treatment schools to 

control schools; (2) participation of control schools in SDPP meetings; or (3) familiarity with 

SDPP tracking tools (at-risk identification, communication with parents, support).  

 

For CL control schools, the surveys were designed to determine whether adoption or adaptation 

had occurred in 3 areas: (1) presence of computers in the school; (2) if computers are present, then 

what they are used for; and (3) if computers are present, then the extent to which their use reflects 

SDPP’s intervention. 

Results from EWS control schools show that, although control schools did confirm their staff 

included teachers transferring in from SDPP schools, these transfers do not appear extensive in 

number – that is, they did not exceed two teachers in any given school and did not exceed a total 

of 10 teachers across all schools. Further, control schools did not report implementing key SDPP 

program elements or materials or having participated in SDPP meetings or knowledge of SDPP 

tracking tools.   

 

For CL control schools, only 2 schools reported having computers in the school and that they had 

been used to teach Grades 7 to 9 students how to use computers.  No schools reported using 

computers in a way that reflected SDPP’s intervention.  

 

Detailed results from the Control School Surveys (for both EWS and Computer Lab programs), 

by item, are provided in Annex Tables 1C and 1D. Tools for control school surveys are provided 

in Annex D (EWS) and Annex E (CL). 

 

VI. Discussion 

 

A. EWS 

Between Rounds 1 and 2 of EWS FOI data collection, schools participating in SDPP evidenced 

improvement in the implementation of all program activities observed in both rounds (Table 7). 

Specifically, EWS scores for the 80 “low fidelity” schools from Round 1 had significantly 

improved by Round 2 in Component 1 (specifically in scoring accuracy) and in Component 2 

(record keeping).   
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With Component 2, 100% of schools were able to provide attendance sheets for all three classes 

observed by Round 2. In terms of recording absences, all but four schools were able to show 

evidence of recorded absences in all three observed classes.  

 

With Component 3, the average FOI score increased notably from Round 1 to Round 2.  The 

item contributing most to this increase were 1) contacting parents of at-risk students, at least one 

time and 2) contacting parents of all students.  

 

While an increase in overall FOI scores was observed in Component 4 (36% in Round 1 to 81% 

in Round 2), Component 4 had relatively lower scores than all other components.  Low EWS FOI 

scores may be due to several reasons. First, there seems to be a poor culture of documentation, in 

general, across FOI data in Cambodia.  For example, eleven schools scored 0% on follow-up 

support because the schools had failed to record details using the SDPP documentation and 

procedures they had been provided with. Second, teachers were reluctant to “go the extra mile” to 

provide follow-up support to students.  Third, expectations for follow-up support could not be as 

clearly prescribed as the other components (which focused on elements that are more directly, and 

easily, explained and observed, such as attendance records and case management). Regardless, 

from Round 1 to Round 2, with additional training and support, FOI scores did improve. By Round 

2, average scores in Component 4 were higher, particularly in two items: 1) taking follow-up 

support actions with at-risk students and 2) follow-up support for students with case management 

dates recorded.5  
 

Table 7. EWS Summary: Proportion of Schools meeting or Exceeding 80% Threshold and Average FOI 

Scores, by Component and Data Collection Round 

 

Round 

Component 1 

(Identify and 

Track At-

Risk 

Students) 

Component 2 

(Attendance 

of At-Risk 

Students) 

Component 3 

(Communication 

with Parents) 

Component 4        

(Follow-up 

Support) 

Proportion of 

Schools meeting or 

exceeding 80% FOI 

Score threshold 

1 (n=216) 94% 91% 71% 23% 

2  (n=80) n/a 100% 94% 74% 

Average FOI Score 

1 (n=216) 93% 95% 86% 36% 

2 (n=80) n/a 99% 97% 81% 

 

These results suggest that with time and guidance, participating schools were able to improve 

EWS implementation, even in those schools that appeared to struggle most at the time of Round 

1 data collection.  

 

                                                 

 
5 In Round 1 of Component 4, only the first question was examined since dates for case management had yet to be recorded.   
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There are several key implications for policy from the FOI research on EWS. For example, this 

research demonstrates the need for better record-keeping at local schools, and the importance of 

such records to ensure students are appropriately tracked.  To ensure sustainability, record-keeping 

requirements should be streamlined to ensure tools and processes are not cumbersome.  To this 

end, the wide-scale availability of mobile phones may present a sustainable option, and future 

programming should consider mobile-based options for tracking student attendance.  Finally, 

future FOI data collection for EWS may benefit from clear definitions of follow-up support 

(Component 4) with concrete and clearly articulated steps as well as monitoring of teachers. 

 

B. CL 

Of the two programs in Cambodia, the Computer Labs had the highest overall FOI scores, with 

all schools receiving scores above the 80% threshold in Round 1.While the overall scores were 

high for each component, the area of greatest need at the end of Round 1 was item 10 in 

Component 3 (recording calls made to SDPP IT in the Log Book), with 64% of respondents 

having adequately recorded the call in the log book. However, this seemed to be largely a 

procedural matter (such that they had failed to record the call but the issue had been resolved) 

since responses to other questions show that 93% of respondents reported making calls to SDPP 

IT to resolve computer-related problem and 90% reported that SDPP IT had responded “on 

time”.  These data suggest that, although calls were not being logged adequately in the log book, 

the “help desk” feature of the Computer Labs intervention was functioning with a high level of 

fidelity. 

 

In addition to FOI data for Computer Labs, students were tested to examine what they had 

learned in the Computer Labs.  The assessment was beyond the scope of the FOI research and 

used a tool that had initially been developed to assess teacher knowledge in training; it had not 

been previously piloted with students.  Student assessment data did not yield clear results 

although FOI data show that the intervention was implemented with high fidelity.  The high FOI 

scores suggests that computer labs were in place and functioning, classes were underway, and 

support was being provided (Table 8). To further examine the underlying causes for the poor 

student assessment results (which is a quality indicator) a system of collecting and examining 

this and other quality indicators should be established.  This system should also include 

observation measures for the quality of instruction.6  

 

 

 

 
  

                                                 

 
6 To this point, field staff SDPP/Cambodia noted that it would have been interesting to see if there was any correlation between the 

test performance results and student progression through the modules, course attendance, and teaching quality. However time 

limitations did not allow for the gathering and entry of these data. It should be remembered that the objective of the computer lab 

intervention was to provide computer literacy training to students to increase student interest in schooling and not necessarily to 

reach a particular level of computer literacy.  
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Table 8. CL Summary: Proportion of Schools meeting or Exceeding 80% Threshold and Average FOI 

Scores, by Component and Data Collection Round 

 

Round 

Component 1 

(Computer Labs 

in place and 

functional) 

Component 2 

(Students receive 

instruction 

according to 

official curriculum) 

Component 3 

(Support 

provided for 

computer labs 

and 

instruction) 

Proportion of Schools 

meeting or exceeding 

80% FOI Score 

threshold 

1 (n=108) 100% 81% 93% 

2 (n=0) n/a n/a n/a 

Average FOI Score 

1 (n=108) 98% 93% 94% 

2 (n=0) n/a n/a n/a 

 

C. Control Schools 

To ensure that the comparisons made between SDPP treatment and control schools were valid, a 

control school contamination analysis was conducted in Round 2.  The purpose of these data was 

to identify control schools which might be adopting or adapting SDPP program activities.  The 

data as a whole suggest that there was no significant influence of SDPP programming on control 

school activities.  

 

Overall, FOI results in Cambodia were notably high for both the Early Warning System and 

Computer Lab interventions and demonstrate that the interventions were implemented, as 

designed, in the majority of SDPP schools.  
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Annex A. Cambodia Early Warning System (EWS) Data Tables 

 
Annex Table 1A. Cambodia EWS Program - FOI Scoring Summary (by Item and Program Component) 

Item Description 
 

Round 1 (n=216) Round 2 (n=80) 

Average 

FOI Score 

Average FOI 

Score by 

Component 

Average 

FOI Score 

Average FOI 

Score by 

Component 

Which G7 classes have the At-Risk Scoring Sheet 

(TEC E4) available? 
100% 

Component 1: 

93% 

-- 

Component 1: 

NA (students 

only needed to 

be identified 

once) 

Which G7 classes have the Attendance Sheet (TEC 

E1) for the month the teacher used to complete the 

At-Risk Scoring Sheet?  

98% -- 

Attendance: Look at the number of absences in the 

Attendance Sheet for each sampled student. Now 

check TEC E4: does the score for each student 

correspond correctly with the number of absences in 

the Attendance Sheet?  

85% -- 

Over-age students: Which student’s DOB is recorded 

in the Attendance Book or Student Tracking Book or 

Study Record Book?  

97% -- 

For the students you ticked in the previous question, 

is their score for over-age recorded correctly in TEC 

E4?   

89% 

-- 

Distance to school: Which student’s address is 

recorded in the Attendance Book or Student 

Tracking Book or Study Record Book?  

94% 

-- 

For these students, is the score in TEC E4 for the 

distance from school for each student correct?  
92% 

-- 

Last Month’s Exam results:  Which students have a 

score in Khmer and Math in the Student Monthly 

Tracking Book or Class Scoring Book for the month 

the teacher used to complete TEC E4?  

91% 

-- 

For the students you ticked in the previous question, 

are their scores recorded correctly on TEC E4?  
86% 

-- 

Total: Is the total in the last column added correctly 

for each sampled student?  
95% 

-- 

For each class, have the total scores for each student 

recorded on At-Risk Scoring Sheet been correctly 

entered on the Summary Sheet? (Scores of 12-0)?  

92% 

-- 

Does each class have an attendance sheet for the 

previous month?   
97% 

Component 2: 

95% 

100% 
Component 2: 

99% If yes, have any absences been recorded in these 

sheets?      
94% 98% 

 For the at-risk students whose names appear on TEC 

E7, how many have at least one date of contact or a 

date for a case management discussion recorded in 

TEC E7?  86% Component 3: 

86% 

97% 

Component 3: 

97% How many students altogether (at-risk and additional 

students) appear on TEC E7 have at least one date of 

contact or a date for a case management discussion 

recorded in TEC E7? 

-- 95% 
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Item Description 
 

Round 1 (n=216) Round 2 (n=80) 

Average 

FOI Score 

Average FOI 

Score by 

Component 

Average 

FOI Score 

Average FOI 

Score by 

Component 

Of the at-risk students in TEC E7, how many have 

their names and, action, next steps appear in TEC E8 

for the previous month and current month? 

36% 

 

Component 4: 

36% 

77% 

Component 4: 

81% 
Of all students in TEC E7 with case management 

dates recorded, how many have all information 

completely filled in (course performance, action, 

next steps) in TEC E8 for the previous month and 

current month? 

-- 86% 
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Annex Table 1B. Cambodia Computer Lab Program - Student Assessment Results  

Number of students answering each item incorrectly at pre-test and correctly at post-test (as a proportion of 

students answering incorrectly at pre-test) 
Item   Incorrect at Pre-Test to 

Correct at Post-Test   

1. When your hands are in the proper position on the keyboard, where 

should your index fingers be?  

# 58 

% 33% 

2. What is the function of the backspace button? # 54 

% 37% 

3. What key do you press to go to the next line down? # 55 

% 42% 

4. How do you space one character?  # 40 

% 63% 

5. Writer is a program used to: # 48 

% 27% 

6. How do you save a document?  # 38 

% 41% 

7. How do you open an existing document? # 51 

% 52% 

8. How do you insert bullets in a list? # 75 

% 29% 

9. How do you insert a header?  # 78 

% 33% 

10. How do you create a table in Writer? # 84 

% 45% 

11. How do you insert a picture? # 82 

% 51% 

12. How do you change the font name? # 72 

% 37% 

13. How do you insert a new column in Calc? # 75 

% 43% 

14. How do you insert a new worksheet in Calc? # 81 

% 31% 

15. What is the formula to total several numbers?  # 50 

% 22% 

16. How do you format a number to indicate Khmer currency? # 61 

% 31% 

17. How do you merge cells in Calc? # 64 

% 33% 

18. How do you delete a row in Calc? # 76 

% 38% 

19. How do you justify vertical text in the middle of a cell? # 93 

% 47% 
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20. How do you create a new slide? # 35 

% 13% 

21. How do you insert a table in a slide? # 52 

% 19% 

22. How do you show a slide on a full screen? # 14 

% 5% 

23. How do you copy a slide? # 83 

% 31% 

 

 
Annex Table 1C. Cambodia EWS Program - Control School Contamination Survey Results  

 
 

Annex Table 1D. Cambodia Computer Lab Program - Control School Contamination Survey Results 

 

  

Questions “Yes” 

Count 

“Yes” 

Percentage 

Average 

1. Have there been any transfers of SDPP treatment school 

directors or deputy directors into your school? 

0 0%  

2. Have any of your teaching staff transferred in from an SDPP 

treatment school? 

5 10%  

2b. If yes, how many?   1.67 

3. Have any of your staff taken part in SDPP meetings? 0 0%  

3a. Familiar with at-risk student identification tools? 0 0%  

3b. Familiar with tools for tracking communication with 

parents? 

0 0%  

3c. Familiar with holding meetings to discuss at-risk students? 0 0%  

4. If yes, do you use any SDPP materials or procedures in your 

school? 

0 0%  

Questions “Yes” 

Count 

“Yes” 

Percentage 

1. Do you have any computers in your school? 2 4% 

2. If yes, are they used to teach students in G7-9 how to use computers/IT? 2 4% 

3. If “yes” to Question 2:   

Minimum 15 stations available for students 0 0% 

Three or fewer students per station 0 0% 

SDPP materials used to teach students IT 0 0% 

Students study IT 2 or more hours per week 1 2% 

3. Responded "yes" to 2 or more answers in Question 3 0 0% 

4. If “yes” to Question 3, did you initiate any of these procedures after Sep 

2012? 

0 0% 
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Annex B. Cambodia Early Warning System (EWS) Fidelity Tool  
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Annex C. Cambodia Computer Lab Fidelity Tool  

 

COMPUTER LAB FIDELITY TOOL 

Data collectors: DPOs 

Data collection level: Schools 

COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING DETAILS BEFORE BEGINNING 

Province:     

District:     

School name:     
School 

code:  
        

Date of fidelity 

check: 
    

Data 

collector/SDPP 

code: 

    

Telephone 

number of data 

collector:  

    

Instructions to the data collector: This tool is to be used by SDPP DPOs who will conduct a check of the computer lab in each SDPP treatment 

school. Computer lab checks will be conducted twice during the 2013-2014 school year. For each check, DPOs will (1) meet with the School 

Director, (2) meet with 6 computer lab students, (3) conduct a visual verification of the lab and (4) interview the teacher in the lab during the visit. 

When the tool is completed, it should be submitted to the Provincial Coordinator. If IT personnel are available and trained, they can conduct this 

check in the place of DPOs. 

  

No Questions Yes No How 

many? 

Required 

Amt  

Comments: FOI 

Q 

Ask the School Director the following questions: (if the School Director is absent, ask the Deputy School Director these questions. Tick yes or no 

or write the number in the adjacent boxes, according to the instruction given in each question: 

  

1 Does the school have a computer literacy timetable (TEC C1)? (Ask to 

see the timetable, tick yes/no) 
            

2 If yes, where is it located? (tick the box where you saw the timetable - 

see the options to tick in the comments column - YOU CAN TICK 

MORE THAN ONE BOX IF THE TIMETABLE IS IN MORE 

THAN ONE PLACE) 

         In the School 

Director's 

 In the computer 

lab 

 Elsewhere 
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(specify): 

 

3 How many computer lab teachers does your school have, including the 

School Director? (designated and trained  [initially] by the project) 

Write the number in the box 
      5 

  3.2 

4 How many classes are there in your school receiving computer literacy 

instruction? (write the number in the box )         
  3.2 

5 How many of the classes are taught by SDPP-trained computer lab 

teachers? Write the number in the box         
  3.2 

6 How many computer lab teachers have received follow-up training, 

including the School Director? Write the number in the box       5 
  3.2 

7 Have you called SDPP IT when you've had computer-related 

problems? (tick yes/no) 
        

If No, skip to Q11 3.1 

8 If yes to Q7, did the IT respond on time (tick yes/no) 
    

      3.1 

9 If yes to Q7, were your problems resolved on time? (tick yes/no) 
    

      3.1 

10 If yes, are calls to the SDPP IT logged in the logbook (TEC E6)?  
          3.1 

11 How many students are in Grades 7, 8 and 9 for 2013-14 academic year?      
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12 Interview with students:  

1. Ask the School Director to take you to a Grade 7 class (not the computer class).  

2. Greet the teacher in that classroom and explain the purpose of your visit.  

3. Then randomly select one boy and one girl and ask then to step outside (e.g., one from the front and one from the back).  

4. Take each student out of the class one at a time (do not interview them together).  

5. Once outside, ask them each in turn: Ask if the student was in school last week. If one of the students you interview says 

he/she was absent the previous week, or has only just started at the school this week, select another student to interview. But 

if they were in school last week, ask them: (1) "What is your grade?"  (2) Circle M or F for male or female, and (3) Ask: 

"Last week, how many hours of instruction did you receive in the computer lab?" (Monday through Saturday of the previous 

week.)  

6. Repeat with Grade 8 and Grade 9.  

If any of the grades not available at the time of this check, go back in the afternoon or next day - do not miss a grade. 

When selecting students to ask the question to, try to explain that they are helping with our research work and we will only 

keep them for a minute or too. We want to avoid scaring the student! 

  

  
1. Grade (circle 

the grade they 

are in) 

2. Sex 

(circle  

gender) 

3. "Last week, how many hours of instruction did you 

receive in the computer lab?" (circle how many 

hours they say they received last week) 

  

Student 1 7 8 9 M F None 
Some, but less than 2 

hours 
2 hours 

more 
than 2 

hours 
2.1 

Student 2 7 8 9 M F None 
Some, but less than 2 

hours 
2 hours 

more 

than 2 

hours 
2.1 

Student 3 7 8 9 M F None 
Some, but less than 2 

hours 
2 hours 

more 
than 2 

hours 
2.1 

Student 4 7 8 9 M F None 
Some, but less than 2 

hours 
2 hours 

more 

than 2 
hours 

2.1 

Student 5 7 8 9 M F None 
Some, but less than 2 

hours 
2 hours 

more 

than 2 
hours 

2.1 

Student 6 7 8 9 M F None 
Some, but less than 2 

hours 
2 hours 

more 

than 2 

hours 
2.1 

  Find the computer lab and visually verify the following with the teacher who is in the lab when you visit and check they are 

functioning properly, i.e. ask for the equipment to be switched on and ask for a demonstration they are working correctly. Tick 

'yes' or 'no' OR write 'how many', depending on which box is available for that question.  If you tick "no" to indicate that 

equipment doesn't exist, skip the next question (is it in good condition/is it functioning properly?). 
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No Questions 

Yes No 

Write 

how 

many? 

Required 

Amt (Do 

not write 

here) 

Comments: If you 

tick "no" for any 

questions, or there is 

any missing 

equipment, please 

add a comment: 

What is the gap or 

problem? 

  

13 How many solar panels does the school have? (Count the solar panels 

and write the number. NB: Most schools have 6 solar panels; however, 

13 schools are larger, so their computers require more power. These 

schools have 4 more panels (10 total)). 

  

    

min 6 

max 10 

  

1.1 

14 Do the solar panels provide enough power to run the lab for all 

classes? (Ask teacher and tick yes or no)  

  

    
 

  1.2 

15 How many ThinClient stations does your computer lab have? (Visual 

verification - count the number and write the number in the box) 

      
15 

  

1.1 

16 How many are functioning properly? (Check all of the student 

computers - if already on, check there is a program visible on the 

screen. If not already on, switch on and wait for a program to open on 

the screen) 

  

  

  

15 

  

1.2 

17 How many batteries does the lab have? Visual verification. Write the 

number of batteries found. NB: There should be 2 batteries per lab 

regardless of the number of solar panels. 

  

    
2 

  

1.1 

18 How many of the batteries are functioning properly? (Ask the teacher 

if this is functioning) 

  

    
2 

  

1.2 

19 How many desks, including the teacher's desk, does the lab have?  

(Visual verification - count the number and write the number in the 

box)       
16 

  

1.1 

20 How many desks are in good condition?  (Visual verification - count 

the number and write the number in the box) 
      

16 
  

1.2 

21 How many lab chairs does the lab have (including the teacher’s 

chair)?  (Visual verification - count the number and write the number 

in the box)       
45 

  

1.1 

22 How many chairs are in good condition?  (Visual verification - count 

the number and write the number in the box)       
45 

  

1.2 

23 How many stations have a monitor (not including teacher monitor)?  

(Visual verification - count the number and write the number in the 

box)       
15 

  

1.1 
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24 How many monitors (not including teacher monitor) are functioning 

properly? Check all are functioning properly and write the number that 

are functioning properly in the box       

15 

  

1.2 

25 How many stations (not including teacher keyboard) have a keyboard?  

(Visual verification - count the number and write the number in the 

box)       
15 

  

1.1 

26 How many keyboards (not including teacher keyboard) are 

functioning properly? Check all are functioning properly and write the 

number that are functioning properly in the box 
      

15 

  

1.2 

27 How many stations (not including teacher's mouse) have a mouse?  

(Visual verification - count the number and write the number in the 

box)       
15 

  

1.1 

28 How many mice (not including teacher's mouse) are functioning 

properly? Check all are functioning properly and write the number that 

are functioning properly in the box       

15 

  

1.2 

  For the following questions Q29 - Q43 ask the teacher to demonstrate the functionality   

29 Does the lab have a teacher’s workstation? Visual verification and tick 

yes or no 
          

1.1 

30 Is the work station functioning properly? Turn it on to verify and is 

connected to ThinClient (i.e., shows student screens on the teacher 

screen? etc.). Tick yes or no 
          

1.2 

31 Can the teacher use the workstation? Ask the teacher to demonstrate 

how to use this and tick yes if they show they can use it (the teacher 

workstation is connected to the client i.e. shows the screens of the 

student computers on the teachers screen) and no if they can't           

  

32 Does the lab have an LCD projector? Visual verification and tick yes 

or no           

1.1 

33 Is the LCD projector functioning properly? Turn it on to verify. Does 

it have a clear image? Etc. Tick yes or no 
          

1.2 

34 Can the teacher use the LCD projector? Ask the teacher to 

demonstrate how to use this and tick yes if they show they can use it 

and no if they can't           

  

35 Does the lab have an LCD projector stand? Visual verification and 

tick yes or no 
          

1.1 
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36 Is the LCD projector stand functioning properly? Ask for the stand to 

be erected and the LCD projector is mounted and tick yes or no.           

1.2 

37 Can the teacher use the LCD projector stand? Ask the teacher to 

demonstrate erecting the stand and tick yes if they show they can use 

it and no if they can't           

  

38 Does the lab have a set of speakers? Visual verification and tick yes or 

no           

1.1 

39 Are the speakers functioning properly? Check the sound: is it clear? 

Tick yes or no 
          

1.2 

40 Can the teacher use the speakers? Ask the teacher to demonstrate how 

to use this and tick yes if they show they can use it and no if they can't           

  

41 Does the lab have a laser printer? Visual verification and tick yes or 

no           

  

42 Is it functioning properly?             

43 Can the teacher use the laser printer? Ask the teacher to demonstrate 

how to use this and tick yes if they show they can use it and no if they 

can't           

  

44 Does the lab have a How many toner cartridges does the lab have? 

Visual verification and tick yes or no Count and insert number 
      

8 
  

  

45 Does the lab contain tile floors over the cabling? Visual verification 

and tick yes or no 
          

  

46 Does the lab have painted walls? Visual verification and tick yes or no             

47 Is the paint in good condition? Visual verification and tick yes or no             

48 Does the lab have a ceiling? Visual verification and tick yes or no             

49 Is it sufficient to limit dust coming from the roof? Visual verification 

and tick yes or no 
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No Questions 

Yes No 

Write 

how 

many? 

Required 

Amt (Do 

not write 

here) 

Comments: If you 

tick "no" for any 

questions, or there is 

any missing 

equipment, please 

add a comment: 

What is the gap or 

problem? 

  

50 Does the lab contain security bars over the windows and doors? Visual 

verification and tick yes or no 
          

1.1 

51 Are they sufficient to prevent theft of equipment? Visual verification 

and tick yes or no 
          

1.1 

52 Does the lab contain 1 or more padlocks? Visual verification and tick 

yes or no 
          

1.1 

53 Does the lab have 3 wall fans? Visual verification and tick yes or no             

54 Do these fans provide enough cooling? Visual verification and tick yes 

or no           

  

55 Does the lab have signage indicating that it is a gift from the US 

government? Visual verification and tick yes or no 
          

  

56 How many Ministry approved student textbooks are in the computer 

lab? Count the textbooks and write the number in the box       
16 

  

  

57 How many Ministry approved student textbooks are somewhere else 

in the school? Count the textbooks and write the number in the box. If 

teacher doesn't know where they are ask School Director and count  
      

14 

  

  

58 If they have textbooks, how many are in good condition? Count the 

textbooks in good condition and write the number in the box           

  

59 Does the lab or school have a large Khmer keyboard layout poster? 

Visual verification and tick yes or no 
          

  

60 If yes, is it displayed where all lab students can see it? If no, skip to 

Q62           

  

61 If answered yes to the previous question, is it in good condition? 

Visual verification and tick yes or no 
          

  

62 Does the lab or school have a poster with finger positioning keys? 

Visual verification and tick yes or no 
          

  



 

SDPP Summary Report: Fidelity of Implementation (FOI) in Cambodia                                                         Page 27 

 

63 If yes, Is it displayed where all lab students can see it? Visual 

verification and tick yes or no 
          

  

64 If answered yes to the previous question, is it in good condition? 

Visual verification and tick yes or no 
          

  

65 Does every computer lab have a poster on care and maintenance of the 

lab? Visual verification and tick yes or no 
          

  

66 Is it displayed where all lab students can see it? Visual verification and 

tick yes or no 
          

  

67 Is it in good condition? Visual verification and tick yes or no             

 Ask the CL teacher who is currently teaching the following questions:   

68 Do you currently have any problems with the computer lab? If yes, 

ask for the type of problems and tick the appropriate boxes - you can 

tick more than one box 

solar panels 

machine failure 

no power 

not enough materials 

lab is used by other people 

too many students  

space is too small 

other: Describe: 

________________________________________ 

  

69 

Are you using the Teacher Facilitator Guide to teach 

your computer class (hard copy or electronic slides)? 

Tick yes or no and add any comments from the 

teacher in the comments column       

Yes No 

        

            

2.2 

70 If yes, have you been able to follow the Teacher Facilitator Guide 

without any problems? If not, why not? Tick yes/no and note any 

other comments or reasons why not in the comments column           

  

71 FOR GRADE 7 ONLY: If yes, which Student project work exercise was most recently completed? Check for ALL Grade 7 classes 

and insert Project Work #Lesson #Activity in the column for THEIR CL teacher. Refer to TEC C2: "Student Project Work 

logbook" and note the last exercise completed and also ask the teacher to show the Folders for each Grade 7 class on the 

Teacher Workstation to confirm the last project work each class has completed  

2.2 
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Class 

Teacher 

(name) 

__________ 

Teacher (name) 

__________ 

Teacher (name) 

__________ 

Teacher 

(name) 

__________ 

  

Class 7A         2.2 

Class 7B         2.2 

Class 7C         2.2 

Class 7D         2.2 

Class 7E         2.2 

Class 7F         2.2 

Class 7G         2.2 

Class 7H         2.2 

Class 7I         2.2 

Class 7J         2.2 

Class 7K           2.2 

Class 7L         2.2 

72 Did all teachers complete TEC C3 for all classes: Computer lab 

student class attendance sheet? Tick "yes" if the TEC C3 sheet is 

fully completed. Tick no if they didn't and write any comments they 

have about keeping or not keeping class attendance in computer 

labs. 

Yes No 

      

  

      

  BEFORE YOU LEAVE THE SCHOOL - PLEASE CHECK THAT YOU HAVE COMPLETED THE FORM IN FULL. IF 

THERE IS ANY MISSING DATA YOU WILL HAVE TO RETURN TO THE SCHOOL TO COLLECT THIS 

  

END 
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Annex D. Cambodia Control Schools Surveys - EWS and CL 
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