
 

 

 

 

 

 

FIDELITY OF IMPLEMENTATION (FOI) OF SDPP INTERVENTIONS 
IN TIMOR LESTE 

Contract No. EDH-I-00-05-00029-00 
Task Order AID-OAA-TO-10-00010 
 
June 2015 
 
This document was produced for review by the United States Agency for International Development. It was prepared by 
Creative Associates International. 
 



 

  



 

School Dropout Prevention Pilot Program 

 

 

Summary of Findings: Fidelity of Implementation 

(FOI) of SDPP Interventions in Timor Leste  
 

 

 

 

Submitted to: 

 

United States Agency for International Development 

Washington, DC 

 

 

 

Submitted by: 

 

Creative Associates International, Inc. 

Washington, DC 

 

 

June 2015 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This report was made possible by the American People through the United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID). The contents of this report are the sole responsibility of 

Creative Associates International and do not necessarily reflect the views of USAID or the United 

States Government. 



DEC Submission Requirements 

 

a. USAID Award Number 
Contract No. EDH-I-00-05-00029-00 

Task Order AID-OAA-TO-10-00010 

b. 
USAID Objective Title  

and Number 
Investing in People (IIP) 

c. 
USAID Project Title 

and Number 

USAID Asia and Middle East Regional School Dropout 

Prevention Pilot (SDPP) Program 

d. 
USAID Program Area 

and Program Element 

Education (program area 3.2) 

Basic Education (program element 3.2.1) 

e. Descriptive Title 
Summary of Findings: Fidelity of Implementation (FOI) of 

SDPP Interventions in Timor Leste 

f. Author Name(s) Creative Associates and School-to-School International 

g. Contractor name 

Creative Associates International, Inc. 

5301 Wisconsin Avenue, NW, Suite 700 

Washington, DC 20015 

Telephone:  202 966 5804    Fax: 202 363 4771 

Contact:  KarenT@creativedc.com 

h. 

Sponsoring USAID 

Operating Unit and 

COTR 

AME/ME/TS  

Eric Bergthold, COTR 

i. Date of Publication June 2015 

j. Language of Document English  

 

 



 

SDPP Summary Report: Fidelity of Implementation (FOI) in Timor Leste                                                Page i 

Table of Contents 
 

 

List of Figures and Tables............................................................................................................... ii 

Acronyms ....................................................................................................................................... iii 

Acknowledgements ........................................................................................................................ iv 

I. Introduction ............................................................................................................................. 1 

II. Methodology ............................................................................................................................ 2 

III. Early Warning Response System: Summary of FOI Results .................................................. 3 

IV. Extra-Curricular Activities: Summary of FOI Results ............................................................ 6 

V. Discussion ................................................................................................................................ 9 

Annex A. Timor Leste Early Warning Response System (EWRS) and ECA Data Tables .......... 12 

Annex B. Timor Leste Early Warning Response System (EWRS) Fidelity Tool ........................ 14 

Annex C. Timor Leste Extra-Curricular Activities FOI Tool....................................................... 18 

 

 

 

  



 

SDPP Summary Report: Fidelity of Implementation (FOI) in Timor Leste                                                Page ii 

List of Figures and Tables 

 

Figures 

 

Figure 1. EWRS: Proportion of Schools Meeting or Exceeding 80% Overall FOI Threshold ...... 3 
Figure 2. EWRS: Proportion of Schools Meeting or Exceeding 80% FOI Threshold in each 

Round, by Component .................................................................................................................... 4 
Figure 3. EWRS: Average FOI Scores by Component and Data Collection Round ...................... 5 

Figure 4. ECA: Proportion of Schools Meeting or Exceeding 80% FOI Threshold ...................... 7 
Figure 5. ECA: Proportion of Schools Meeting or Exceeding 80% FOI Threshold, by Component

......................................................................................................................................................... 7 
Figure 6. ECA: Average FOI Scores by Component and Data Collection Round ......................... 8 
 

Tables 

 

Table 1. Highest EWRS FOI scores by Item, Round 1 .................................................................. 5 
Table 2. Lowest EWRS FOI scores by Item, Round 1 ................................................................... 6 

Table 3. Highest EWRS FOI scores by Item, Round 2 .................................................................. 6 
Table 4. Lowest EWRS FOI scores by Item, Round 2 ................................................................... 6 

Table 5. Highest EP FOI scores by Item, Round 1 ......................................................................... 8 
Table 6. Highest EP FOI scores by Item, Round 1 ......................................................................... 8 
Table 7. EWRS Summary: Proportion of Schools Meeting or Exceeding 80% Threshold and 

Average FOI Scores, by Component and Data Collection Round .................................................. 9 
Table 8. ECA Summary: Proportion of Schools Meeting or Exceeding 80% Threshold and 

Average FOI Scores, by Component and Data Collection Round ................................................ 11 
Annex Table 1A. Timor Leste EWRS Program - FOI Scoring Summary .................................... 12 

Annex Table 1B. Timor Leste Extra-Curricular Program ............................................................ 13 
 

 

 

 

  



 

SDPP Summary Report: Fidelity of Implementation (FOI) in Timor Leste                                                Page iii 

Acronyms 

 

 

ECA  Extra-Curricular Activities 

 

EWRS  Early Warning Response System 

 

FOI   Fidelity of Implementation 

 

HQ  Headquarters 

 

SDPP  School Dropout Prevention Pilot  

 

STS  School-to-School International 

 

U.S. United States 

 

USAID United States Agency for International Development 

 

  



 

SDPP Summary Report: Fidelity of Implementation (FOI) in Timor Leste                                                Page iv 

Acknowledgements 

 

These findings are the result of the work of the collective SDPP team in the United States and 

Timor Leste in its stages from research design and instrument development to data collection and 

entry to analysis and reporting. The following persons played a major role in the process: 

 

Karen Tietjen  (Creative Associates) 

Diane Prouty   (Creative Associates) 

Mark Sweikhart (Creative Associates)  

Tom Ventimiglia (Creative Associates)  

Mary Calomiris (Creative Associates)  

 

Mark Lynd  (School-to-School International) 

Jennifer Ho  (School-to-School International) 

Hetal Thukral  (School-to-School International) 

Beth Fincham  (School-to-School International) 

Amadou Bakayoko  (School-to-School International) 

 

Lotte Renault   (CARE)  

Nicole Seibel   (CARE)  

Shoaib Danish  (CARE)  

Martin Canter   (CARE) 

 

  



 

SDPP Summary Report: Fidelity of Implementation (FOI) in Timor Leste                                        Page 1 

 

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 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.  
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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 conducted in Timor Leste to 

determine the extent to which the three interventions – the Early Warning Response System 

(EWRS) and Extra-Curricular Activities (ECA) – had been implemented with fidelity. No 

control school data were collected in Timor Leste. 

 

II. Methodology 

 

A. Essential components 

The essential components for each of the SDPP interventions in Timor Leste are listed here; 

they are described in further detail in the following section. 

 

 Identification of at-risk (research) students1  

 Tracking of at-risk (research) students 

 Communication with parents 

 Follow-up support 
 

The second SDPP intervention, Extra-Curricular Activities (ECA), consisted of four essential 

components: 

 

 Weekly activities conducted following the SDPP model  

 Inclusion of both general and research students  

 Students provide feedback on the program  

 Students are engaged 

 

                                                 

 
1 In Timor Leste, the term “at-risk students” was found to be sensitive so instead, the term “research students” 

was used to denote the same thing – i.e., students with attendance, behavior, or course (academic) problems 

where therefore more likely to drop out. 
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B. Data collection 

Round 1 data collection for the EWRS and ECA interventions took place from May to August 

2014. For this exercise, SDPP field officers visited 93 SDPP intervention schools and 

administered two tools: one for EWRS and one for ECA.   

 

Round 2 data were collected in October and November 2014.  For this round, SDPP field 

officers administered the EWRS tool in those schools that had scores below 80% threshold in 

Round 1.2 Because implementation of ECA activities concluded in September 2014, a second 

round of FOI data for the ECA program were not collected. As noted above, no control schools 

were surveyed in Timor Leste.  

 

III. Early Warning Response System: Summary of FOI Results 

 

A. Overall Results 

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

round. Overall, the FOI scores in Timor Leste were low in both Rounds 1 and 2 for EWRS 

implementation; however, the proportion of schools meeting or exceeding the 80% threshold 

increased from 45% in Round 1 (35 out of 93 schools) to 69% in Round 2 (65 out of 93 schools). 

The FOI scores (across all four components) dropped by 4 percentage points from 69% in 

Round 1 to 65% in Round 2. 

 
Figure 1. EWRS: Proportion of Schools Meeting or Exceeding 80% Overall FOI Threshold 

 

 
Note: Results for Components 1 and 2 are based on all schools 

(93 in Round 1 and 93 in Round 2). Results for Components 3 and 

4 are based on all schools with applicable data (34 schools in 

Round 1 and 26 schools in Round 2). Only schools reporting 2 or 

more absences in the previous weeks were asked questions 

analyzed for FOI in Components 3 and 4. 

                                                 

 
2 Although some of the schools visited in Round 2 had exceeded the threshold in Round 1, the project staff 

reported that adherence to one of the components (Component 4: Follow-up action) was weak across the board. 

The project responded by coaching teachers and headmasters on how to improve implementation prior to the 

start of Round 2 of data collection.  To ensure that fidelity of implementation did in fact improve, all schools 

were visited again.  Round 2 also had 1 more school than Round 1 – this school could not be visited in Round 1 

because of poor accessibility as a result of flooding and roads being washed up.  

45%

69%

Early Warning System

Round 1

(n=93)

Early Warning System

Round 2

(n=94)
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B. Results by Component 

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

Round 1 and Round 2. By component, the proportion of schools meeting or exceeding the 80% 

FOI threshold increased for Components 1, 2 and 4 but slightly decreased for Component 3 

between Rounds 1 and 2.3  Note that only those schools reporting two or more absences in the 

previous weeks were asked questions analyzed for FOI in Components 3 and 4. 
 

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

Component 

 

 
Note: Results for Components 1 and 2 are based on all schools (93 in Round 1 and 94 in Round 2). Results for 

Components 3 and 4 are based on schools with applicable data (34 schools in Round 1 and 26 schools in Round 2). 

Only schools reporting 2 or more absences in the previous weeks were asked questions analyzed for FOI in 

Components 3 and 4. 

 

Figure 3 shows the average FOI score by component. The lowest FOI score in Rounds 1 and 2 

was in Components 3 and 4.  

 

For schools with at least 2 absences recorded in previous weeks, Components 3 and 4 data were 

collected and analyzed.  In Round 1, one-third of schools (37%) had at least 2 absences 

recorded in previous weeks; in Round 2, this number dropped to one-quarter of schools (26%).  

These data show that absences were already low in Round 1 and dropped further in Round 2.   

 

In these schools with recorded absences, the average FOI score increased from Round 1 to 

Round 2 in Component 3 but decreased in Component 4.4  In Component 3, the EWRS protocol 

required a home visit when at-risk students had continued tardiness or absences.  However, 

slightly less than 1 out of 5 of these at-risk students (17%) actually received such a home visit 

                                                 

 
3 Importantly, most schools were not included in the analysis for Components 3 and 4. This is because questions 

for Components 3 and 4 focused on whether communication had been made and follow-up actions had been 

taken only with students who needed them – i.e., students who had been absent two or more times in the weeks 

preceding FOI data collection. Because only 37% of schools in Round 1 and 28% of schools in Round 2 

reported students with two or more absences the prior weeks, only these data were used in this analysis. 
4 Component 3 and 4 were based on data from three randomly selected students in Grades 4, 5 and 6 who had 

recorded absences. 

66%
81%

9% 8%

93% 93%

8%

26%

Component 1

(Identify Research

Students)

Component 2

(Track Research

Students)

Component 3

(Communication with

Parents)

Component 4

(Follow-up Action)

Round 1 (n=93) Round 2 (n=94)
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in Round 1; this rate fell further in Round 2 to 1 in 7 of at-risk students  (14%) receiving a 

home visit.  

 

For Component 4, the average FOI score increased from Round 1 to Round 2.  Case 

examination data revealed that along with follow-up communication with parents, teachers 

were also expected to hold case management meetings to discuss way of supporting the at-risk 

students. Only 17% of cases where follow-up action should have been made actually were 

made in Round 1 and 29% in Round 2. 
 

Figure 3. EWRS: 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 EWRS data 

collection tool):   
Table 1. Highest EWRS FOI scores by Item, Round 1 

Item Mean 

Circle Y (YES) if each research student has a complete attendance record for the 

specified calendar week (10-15 March 2014) 

86% 

Was each student's attendance recorded correctly? (Compare the data on the At-risk 

Scoring Sheet and the Attendance Sheet) 

83% 

Was each student's Tetun score recorded correctly? (Compare the data on the At-risk 

Scoring Sheet and the Score Book) 

78% 

How many of the grade 4 classes have the scoring sheets filled out? (Count as complete 

even if a few boxes are empty) 

74% 

If there are students who were not scored, ask for the attendance sheet for February. 

Mark the number of non-scored students who attended class at least once. 

74% 

 
 

 

 

  

76%
86%

17% 17%

96% 96%

14%

29%

Component 1

(Identify Research

Students)

Component 2

(Track Research

Students)

Component 3

(Communicate Research

Student Info to Parents)

Component 4

(Follow-up Action)

Round 1 (n=93) Round 2 (n=94)
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Table 2. Lowest EWRS FOI scores by Item, Round 1 

Item Mean 

If no, ask the classroom teachers for the selected classes if the student was included in 

the case management meeting during the specified calendar month (March). If No, 

then skip to the end. 

27% 

Circle Y if name of the student appears on the Case Management Form for the specified 

calendar month (March) 

21% 

Circle Y if a date is recorded under the date postcard sent column on the Record of Post 

Cards, Home Visits and Meetings form for the student. 

21% 

Circle Y if a date is recorded under the home visit column on the Record of Post Cards, 

Home Visits and Meetings form for the student for whom Y is selected in previous 

question. 

13% 

Note that these figures were calculated with much smaller numbers of schools. 

 

 

The same EWRS FOI tools were used in Round 2 as in Round 1. The following tables present 

the highest and lowest scoring items in Round 2.   

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

Item Mean 

How many of the grade 4 classes have the scoring sheets filled out? 98% 

If there are students who were not scored, ask for the attendance sheet for February. 

Mark the number of non-scored students who attended class at least once. 

97% 

Was each student's Tetun score recorded correctly? (Compare the data on the At-risk 

Scoring Sheet and the Score Book) 

97% 

If there are students who were not scored, ask for the attendance sheet for February. 

Mark the number of non-scored students who attended class at least once. 

95% 

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

Item Mean 

Circle Y if name of the student appears on the Case Management Form for the specified 

calendar month (March) 

29% 

Circle Y if a date is recorded under the date postcard sent column on the Record of Post 

Cards, Home Visits and Meetings form for the student. 

16% 

Circle Y if a date is recorded under the home visit column on the Record of Post Cards, 

Home Visits and Meetings form for the student for whom Y is selected in the previous 

question.  

10% 

 

 

IV. Extra-Curricular Activities: Summary of FOI Results 

 

A. Overall Results 

Two rounds of data were collected for the Extra-Curricular Activities (ECA). Overall, results 

show that the ECA intervention was implemented with high fidelity in Round 1in the majority 

of schools: 67 out of 93 schools (71%) met or exceed the FOI threshold of 80%. Note that 

because Round 1 FOI data for the ECA activity were collected near the end of the intervention 

(data were collected in August 2014, the intervention ended in September 2014), a second 

round was not collected.  
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Figure 4. ECA: Proportion of Schools Meeting or Exceeding 80% FOI Threshold 

 
 

B. Results by Component 

Figure 5 shows the ECA FOI results by component for Round 1. In Round 1, 70% or more 

schools met the 80% FOI threshold for three of the four components: Components 1, 2, and 

4. However, less than half of schools (44%) met the threshold for Component 3. 

 
Figure 5. ECA: Proportion of Schools Meeting or Exceeding 80% FOI Threshold, by Component  

 
 

Figure 6 shows the average ECA FOI scores by component.  Overall, each ECA component 

scored quite high, with only Component 1 falling below the 80% threshold. This suggests an 

overall balance in the implementation of the program, even if some schools scored substantially 

lower on Component 3 as shown in the previous figure. 

 
  

71%

n/a

Extra-Curriculur Activities

Round 1

(n=93)

Extra-Curriculur Activities

Round 2

71% 77%

44%

81%

Component 1

(Weekly ECA held)

Component 2

(Required Lists and

Plans)

Component 3

(Student

Participation/Facilitator

Behavior)

Component 4

(ECA Key Components

Present)

Round 1 (n=93)
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Figure 6. ECA: Average FOI Scores by Component and Data Collection Round 

 
 

 

C. Results by Item 

An examination of individual items on the ECA FOI survey suggests that the content, structure, 

and student-centered nature of the ECA program was implemented with fidelity in most schools 

in Round 1.  The following table presents a list of select items with the highest ECA FOI scores 

for Round 1 (see Annex Table 1B for a complete list): 

 
Table 5. Highest EP FOI scores by Item, Round 1 

Item Mean 

Did the facilitator(s) exhibit any negative behaviors during the sessions?  

(Yes=0%, No=100%) 

100% 

ECA session includes key components (starter activity, main activity, & closer) 94% 

Did the students had the opportunity to work in groups during the session? 93% 

Did the session include a game? 92% 

 

On the other hand, an examination of the lowest scores in Round 1 – did students ask questions 

during the session – shows that if some learner-centered behaviors were adopted, not all were.  

  
Table 6. Highest EP FOI scores by Item, Round 1 

Item Mean 

Did each of the target grades have at least one ECA activity during the specified 

calendar week (10 - 15 March 2014)?  

76% 

How many students among the five are not participating actively (silent, didn't ask 

questions or do something else)? 

75% 

Did the students ask questions during the session? 52% 

 

Detailed results of FOI tools for the Extra-Curricular Activities program, by item, are provided 

in Annex Table 1C. The tool is provided in Annex C.  

  

76%
88% 80%

93%

Component 1

(Weekly ECA held)

Component 2

(Required Lists

and Plans)

Component 3

(Student Participation/

Facilitator Behavior)

Component 4

(ECA Key

Components Present)

Round 1 (n=93)
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V. Discussion 

 

A. EWRS 

 

Between Round 1 and Round 2, overall FOI scores for EWRS across all schools had 

decreased from 69% to 65%, however, the proportion of schools meeting or exceeding the 

80% threshold increased significantly from 35 to 65 schools. Increases from Round 1 to 2 

were particularly notable in Component 1 (an increase in 27% of schools meeting or 

exceeding the threshold from Round 1 to Round 2) and Component 2 (an increase in 12% of 

schools meeting or exceeding the threshold from Round 1 to Round 2).  With Component 3, 

the proportion of schools meeting or exceeding the threshold dropped slightly from Round 1 

to Round 2 as did the average FOI score. With Component 4, the proportion of schools 

meeting or exceeding the threshold increased notably as did the average FOI score (Table 7).  

 
Table 7. EWRS 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=93) 66% 81% 9% 8% 

2  (n=94) 93% 93% 8% 26% 

Average FOI Score 

1 (n=93) 76% 86% 17% 17% 

2 (n=94) 96% 96% 14% 29% 

 

 

Components 1 and 2: What do the high scores tell us? Between Rounds 1 and 2 overall 

FOI scores suggest that there was an improvement in the fidelity with which schools 

participating in SDPP interventions were implementing program activities. For Components 

1 and 2 the proportion of schools meeting or exceeding the threshold and the average FOI 

scores both indicate strong fidelity of implementation in most schools in Rounds 1 to 2. 

These high scores, and improvements from Round 1 to 2, suggest that teachers indeed 

understood and, in most cases, effectively carried out their duties to identify and track at-risk 

students according to the SDPP design.   

 

Components 3 and 4: What do the low scores tell us? Though FOI scores for Components 

1 and 2 improved, FOI scores for Components 3 and 4 remained relatively low even at the 

end of Round 2. What accounts for this difference?  First, some errors may have been 

encountered when using the FOI data gathering tool. For example, one question asked if any 

students were eligible for case management. If the answer was no, the researcher was 

instructed to record the answer, then skip to the end of the tool. In some cases, instead of 

recording “no,” researchers may have mistakenly recorded “NA” (not available) – a response 

that indicates low fidelity since NA means that the teacher or school did not keep case 
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management information – a prerequisite for acting on concerns about dropout. And since 

some questions were linked, an erroneous answer in one question may have resulted in an 

erroneous answer in its linked questions as well. 

 

A second possible reason for the low FOI scores in Component 3 and 4 may be found in cultural 

norms around documentation: project staff have reported that Timorese often prefer to use 

word-of-mouth for sharing information. This may be particularly true for Components 3 and 4 

(documentation of communication and follow-up actions) since according to anecdotal reports, 

teachers were often reluctant to officially report on children’s absences, which could put 

children in jeopardy: in some instances, when parents found out that their child had been absent, 

they were surprised and punished their children accordingly.  

 

A third possible reason for the low FOI scores in Component 3 and 4 could be that teachers 

simply chose not to conduct communication and follow-up activities because they didn’t see 

their value, or were too busy, or found them unpleasant.  

 

Finally, perhaps SDPP project staff were unable to train and sufficiently motivate and monitor 

teachers to carry out these activities as planned.  

 

The results of FOI research presented in this report suggest two policy options to consider for 

the future development of EWRS in Timor Leste. First, this research demonstrates the need for 

strong record-keeping at local schools versus reliance on word-of-mouth, and emphasizing 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 clear and simple and that documentation procedures are easy-to-use.  Second, 

cultural norms of reporting, anonymity, and ensuring positive responses to children’s absences 

(both with parents and in school) should be explored. And third, mechanisms for motivating 

teachers both to conduct these activities and to keep records should be investigated. 

 

B. ECA 

FOI results for the Extra-Curricular Activity intervention show that, in general, the 

intervention was implemented with high fidelity. These high scores suggest both successful 

implementation by SDPP and enthusiastic uptake by project beneficiaries (Table 8). Second, 

the lowest FOI score was on Component 1 (that ECA activities were held weekly), suggests 

that FOI scores may have been even higher if ECA activities had been held weekly as 

required. Finally, as noted above, FOI results show that the content, structure, and student-

centered nature of the ECA program was respected in most cases; however, the lowest score 

– did students ask questions during the session – suggests that room exists to continue 

improving teachers’ learner-centered practices. 
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Table 8. ECA Summary: Proportion of Schools Meeting or Exceeding 80% Threshold and Average 

FOI Scores, by Component and Data Collection Round 

 

Round 

Component 1 

(Weekly ECA 

Held) 

Component 2 

(Required 

Lists and 

Plans) 

Component 3 

(Student 

Participation/ 

Facilitator 

Behavior) 

Component 4        

(ECA Key 

Components 

Present) 

Proportion of 

Schools Meeting or 

Exceeding 80% FOI 

Score Threshold 

1 (n=93) 71% 77% 44% 81% 

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

Average FOI Score 

1 (n=93) 76% 88% 80% 93% 

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

 

The results of FOI research presented in this report suggest two policy options to consider for 

future development of ECA in Timor Leste. First, improved adherence to the weekly schedule 

of ECA activities may improve beneficiary interest and participation in the ECA program. 

Second, increased training and support for teachers in the use of learner-centered instructional 

practices would likely lead to improved implementation of these practices, both in ECA-type 

programs and in regular classroom instruction. Results from SDDP qualitative research 

suggested high levels of support and enthusiasm for these approaches, and an eagerness to use 

them in both after-school and regular classroom instruction. The expansion of learner-centered 

methods in both arenas would likely lead to greater student enthusiasm and, possibly, improved 

attendance and academic performance. 
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Annex A. Timor Leste Early Warning Response System (EWRS) and ECA 

Data Tables 
Annex Table 1A. Timor Leste EWRS Program - FOI Scoring Summary (by Item and Program 

Component) 

Component 

Score 
Item 

Round 1                       

(92 schools) 

Round 2                       

(95 schools) 5 

Item 

Score 

Component 

Score 

Item 

Score 

Component 

Score 

Component 

1: Research 

students 

identified 

 

 

1.1.1 How many of the grade 4 classes have 

the scoring sheets filled out? 
74% 

76% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

98% 

96% 

1.1.2. If there are empty lines (students not 

scored) mark the number of students not scored 

in each class. 

71% 96% 

1.2.3. If there are students who were not 

scored, ask for the attendance sheet for 

February. Mark the number of non-scored 

students who attended class at least once. 

74% 97% 

1.2.1 Was each student's attendance recorded 

correctly? 
83% 92% 

1.2.2 Was each student's Tetun score recorded 

correctly? 
78% 97% 

1.2.3 Was each student's math score recorded 

correctly? 
77% 95% 

Component 

2: 

Attendance 

of Research 

Students is 

Tracked 

2.1.1 Circle Y (YES) if each research student 

has a complete attendance record for the 

specified calendar week (10-15 March 2014) 

86% 86% 96% 96% 

Component 

3: Research 

Student  

Information 

Communica

ted to 

Parents 

 

 

3.1.1 Circle Y if a date is recorded under the 

date postcard sent column on the Record of 

Post Cards, Home Visits and Meetings form 

for the student. 

21% 

17% 

16% 

14% 
3.1.2 Circle Y if a date is recorded under the 

home visit column on the Record of Post 

Cards, Home Visits and Meetings form for the 

student for whom Y is selected in 3.1.1. 

13% 10% 

Component 

4: Follow-

up Actions 

 

 

4.1 Circle Y if name of the student appears on 

the Case Management Form for the specified 

calendar month (March) 

17% 29% 

 

 

                                                 

 
5
 Although some of the schools visited in Round 2 exceeded the threshold in Round 1, the project staff reported that 

adherence to one of the components (case management) was weak across the board. The project responded by coaching 

teachers and headmasters on how to improve implementation prior to the start of Round 2 of data collection.  To ensure that 

fidelity of implementation did in fact improve, all schools were visited again.  Round 2 also had 1 more school than Round 1 

– this school could not be visited in Round 1 because of poor accessibility as a result of flooding and roads being washed up.  
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Annex Table 1B. Timor Leste Extra-Curricular Program - FOI Scoring Summary (by Item and 

Program Component) 
 

Component Item Description Average FOI Score (n=95 

schools) 

Component 1: 
Weekly ECA held and 

records maintained 

 

76% 

1. Did each of the target grades had at least one ECA 

activity during the specified calendar week (10 - 15 

March 2014)?  

76% 

Component 2: 
Required Lists and 

Plans 

 

88% 

2. Did the facilitator fill the attendance list for the 

extracurricular activity? 

89% 

3. Does the facilitator have a copy of list of the 

research students for each of the target grades?  

86% 

4. Does the facilitator have the lesson plan for the 

activity? 

89% 

Component 3: 
Student Participation/ 

Facilitator Behavior 

 

80% 

6. How many students among the five are not 

participating actively (silent, didn't ask questions or do 

something else)? 

75% 

7. Did the facilitator(s) exhibit any negative behaviors 

during the sessions?  

100% 

8. Did the students had the opportunity to work in 

groups during the session? 

93% 

9. Did the students ask questions during the session? 52% 

Component 4: 

 ECA Key 

Components Present 

 

93% 

10. Did the session include a game? 92% 

11. ECA session includes key components (starter 

activity, main activity, & closer) 

99% 

12. Did the facilitator conduct a session evaluation at 

the end of the session? 

88% 

Note: Only 1 round of data were collected for ECA activities in Timor Leste. 

 

 
 

  



 

SDPP Summary Report: Fidelity of Implementation (FOI) in Timor Leste                                        Page 14 

 

Annex B. Timor Leste Early Warning Response System (EWRS) Fidelity 

Tool  
 

FoI: Early Warning and Response System (Timor-Leste) 

 

 

 

Essential components  Problems found (please 

describe the problem) 
Correctiv

e action 

needed 

(comple

te this 

column 

for any 

proble

ms 

describ

ed) 

1. Research Students are Identified 
1.1 At-risk Scoring Sheets completed 
 

1.1.1 How many of the grade 4 classes have 

the scoring sheets filled out? (Count as 

complete even if a few boxes are empty) 

   

 

1.1.2. If there are empty lines (students not 

scored) mark the number of students not 

scored in each class. 

 

Class 1 
 

Class 2 
 

Class 3 
  

     

 
1.2.3. If there are students who were not 

scored, ask for the attendance sheet for 

February. Mark the number of non-scored 

students who attended class at least once. 

 

 

     

1.2 At-risk Scoring Sheets completed correctly 

School ID:                                                                                         
Visitor's Name:                                                                              
Date of Form Completion:                                                          
# of enrolled students: G4               G5                  G6                 

 

School Name: 
SDPP Staff ID (CITL ID): 
# of classes (turmas): G4 G5 G6 
# of research students: G4 G5 G6 

 



 

SDPP Summary Report: Fidelity of Implementation (FOI) in Timor Leste                                        Page 15 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: If there are multiple grade 4 classes (turma) then randomly choose 1 class using the following instructions: 

• Write the names of all classes on separate pieces of paper; 

• Fold the pieces of paper; 

• Put them in a bag, cap, or box; 

• Shake well and pick one piece of paper; 

• The name of the turma that appear on the selected piece of paper is your randomly selected turma. 

 
Now repeat the same process to RANDOMLY SELECT 3 AT-RISK STUDENTS from the selected grade 4 class: 

• Write the SDPP IDs for all at-risk students in the turma in separate pieces of paper; 

• Fold the pieces of paper, put them in a bag and shake well; 

• Select 3 papers and write the ID for each student selected. 

 Student 1:                           Student 2:                           Student 3:                             
 

1.2.1 Was each student's attendance 

recorded correctly? (Compare the data on 

the At-risk Scoring Sheet and the 

Attendance Sheet) 

     

 

1.2.2 Was each student's Tetun score 

recorded correctly? (Compare the data on 

the At-risk Scoring Sheet and the Score 

Book) 

     

1.2.3 Was each student's math score 

recorded correctly? (Compare the data on 

the At-risk Scoring Sheet and the Score 

Book) 

     

 
1.2.4 M&E Officers at office: Select three at-risk students from each grade randomly by following the same procedure described 

above. Check the score for each of them in the original Summary Sheet against the electronic version. Are the numbers 

the same? 

 

Grade 4: Student 1 
 

YES | NO 
 

 

Grade 4: Student 2 
 

YES | NO 

 

Grade 4: Student 3 
 

YES | NO 

 

Grade 5: Student 4 
 

YES | NO 

 

Grade 5: Student 5 
 

YES | NO 
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Grade 5: Student 6 
 

YES | NO 

 

Grade 6: Student 7 
 

YES | NO 

 

Grade 6: Student 8 
 

YES | NO 

 

Grade 6: Student 9 
 

YES | NO 

2. Attendance of Research Students is Tracked 
INSTRUCTIONS: If there are multiple grade 4, 5, and 6 classes, randomly sample one class from each of the grades. Following 

that, randomly sample 3 at-risk students from this class (total sample will have nine students, three from each grade). Please use 

the sampling instructions provided under the section 1.2. 2.1 Tracking attendance 

 Grade 4, 

Class:                    
Grade 5, 

Class:                    
Grade 6, 

Class:                    
  

S1: S2: S

3

: 

S1: S2: S

3

: 

S1: S

2

: 

S3:   
 

2.1.1 Circle Y (YES) if each research 

student has a complete attendance record 

for the specified calendar week. 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y 

| 

N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y 

| 

N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y 

| 

N 

 
Y | N 

  

2.2 Tracking student attendance 
 

2.2.1 Circle Y (YES) if research student 

was absent for two or more days within a 

specified calendar week. 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

  

2.2.2. Circle Y (YES) if research student 

was tardy or left early for two or more 

days within a specified calendar week. 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

  

3. Research Student Information Communicated to Parents 
3.1 Record of Post Cards, Home Visits and Meetings 
3.1.1 Circle Y if a date is recorded under the date 

postcard sent column on the Record of Post 

Cards, Home Visits and Meetings form for the 

student. 

Y | N Y | N Y | N Y | N Y | N Y | N Y | N Y | N Y | N   

3.1.2 Circle Y if a date is recorded under the 

home visit column on the Record of Post Cards, 

Home Visits and Meetings form for the student 

for whom Y is selected in 3.1.1. 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

 
Y | N 

  

4. Follow up Actions 
 

4.1 Circle Y if name of the student appears on the 

Case Management Form for the specified 

calendar month. 

 

Y | N 

 

Y | N 

 

Y | N 

 

Y | N 

 

Y | N 

 

Y | N 

 

Y | N 

 

Y | N 

 

Y | N 
  

 

4.2 If no, ask the classroom teachers for the 

selected classes if the student was included in 

the case management meeting during the 

specified calendar month. If No, then skip to 

the end. 

 

Y | N 

 

Y | N 

 

Y | N 

 

Y | N 

 

Y | N 

 

Y | N 

 

Y | N 

 

Y | N 

 

Y | N 

  

4.3 If you responded Yes to any of the students in 4.2 , then ask the student's parent/ caregiver if any kind of follow up action that might have 

taken place for the corresponding student. Provide the details in the space provided. If there was no follow up then write 'None'. 
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Student 1 

 

 
Student 2 

 

 
Student 3 

 

 
Student 4 

 

 

Student 5 
 

 
Student 6 

 

 
Student 7 

 

 
Student 8 

 

 
Student 9 
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Annex C. Timor Leste Extra-Curricular Activities FOI Tool  

 

FoI Checklist for Extracurricular Activities 
This checklist is intended for use by SDPP staff to evaluate the fidelity of the Extracurricular Activities at the 

school level. It is to be completed by the fidelity reviewer during a school visit. For each section, read the 

instructions and respond to each question. 

School ID: 

____________________________ 
School Name: __________________________ 

Facilitator 1 Name: 

__________________________ 
Facilitator 2 Name: ___________________ 

Visitor's Name: 

__________________________ 
Visitor's Title: _______________________ 

Date of Visit: 

_______________________________ 
# of Classes Participating:  G4 ______   G5 ______  G6 ______ 

Name of extracurricular activity: 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Section C: Extracurricular Activity 

Question Yes/No 
Problems found (please describe 

the problem) 

Corrective action needed 

(complete this column  

for any problems described) 

1. Did each of the target 

grades had at least one ECA 

activity during the specified 

calendar week?  

  

  

  

Grade 1 - Class A Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 1 - Class B Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 1 - Class C Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 2 - Class A Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 2 - Class B Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 2 - Class C Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 3 - Class A Y  |  N   
  

Grade 3 - Class B Y  |  N   
  

Grade 3 - Class C Y  |  N 
  

  

2. Did the facilitator fill the 

attendance list for the 

extracurricular activity? 
  

  

  

Grade 1 - Class A Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 1 - Class B Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 1 - Class C Y  |  N 
  

  

Question Yes/No 
Problems found (please describe 

the problem) 

Corrective action needed 

(complete this column  

for any problems described) 
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Grade 2 - Class A Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 2 - Class B Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 2 - Class C Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 3 - Class A Y  |  N   
  

Grade 3 - Class B Y  |  N   
  

Grade 3 - Class C Y  |  N 
  

  

3. Does the facilitator have 

the list of the research 

students for each of the 

classes in the target grades? 

  

  

  

Grade 1 - Class A Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 1 - Class B Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 1 - Class C Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 2 - Class A Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 2 - Class B Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 2 - Class C Y  |  N 
  

  

Grade 3 - Class A Y  |  N   
  

Grade 3 - Class B Y  |  N   
  

Grade 3 - Class C Y  |  N 
  

  

Randomly choose one ECA session happening at the school on this day and respond the questions below based 

on your observation:  

Grade observed   Class observed     

4. Does the facilitator have 

the lesson plan for the 

activity? 
Y  |  N 

  

  

5. Who led the session? 

  a. □ Facilitator 1 

b. □ Facilitator 2 

c. □ Facilitators 1 and 2 

d. □ Teacher (confirm that this is a 

teacher if you don't know the 

person) 

e. □ Others _________________ 

  

6. Select a group of 6 students 

who are sitting or standing 

close to each other and 

observe them for five 

  Students observed: 

Boys: __________ 

Girls:___________ 
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minutes. How many students 

among the six are not 

participating actively (silent, 

didn't ask questions or do 

something else)? 

  Students not participating: 

Boys: __________ 

Girls:___________ 

  

7. Did the facilitator(s) 

exhibit any negative 

behaviors during the 

sessions? Examples of 

negative behaviors include: 

yelling at students, criticizing 

students, and embarrassing 

students. 

Y  |  N   

  

8. Did the students had the 

opportunity to work in groups 

during the session?  
Y  |  N   

  

9. Did the students ask 

questions during the session? 
Y  |  N   

  

10. Did the session include a 

game?  
Y  |  N   

  

11. Did the session include:      

  

11.a. A starter activity? 

(usually a song or a game) 
Y  |  N   

  

11.b. A main activity? Y  |  N   
  

11.c. A closing activity? 

(usually a song or a game) 
Y  |  N   

  

12. Did the facilitator conduct 

a session evaluation at the 

end of the session? 
Y  |  N   

  

13.a. Using the attendance list 

for the activity, count how 

many students are attending 

the session.  

  All Students: 

Boys: __________ 

Girls:___________ 

  

13.b. Using the attendance list 

for the activity, count how 

many research students are 

attending the session.  

  Research Students: 

Boys: __________ 

Girls:___________ 

  

 


