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1. Key Messages 

▶ SchoolTool provides PEAS Uganda with a low cost school management system that is effectively 
implemented and managed in schools; visit and treatment schools have used this data to analyse 
student attendance and attainment. In this respect, PEAS Uganda has achieved its programme 
objectives.  

▶ There a number of factors that impede the SchoolTool system’s effectiveness: lack of awareness 
among schools of the value of attainment data; some teachers’ inability to access data; and lack of 
understanding among teachers. Some further work may be required in order to assist schools in using 
the SchoolTool data to improve levels of student attainment and parental engagement. 

 
▶ Environment and geographical challenges, such as frequent power outages and schools operating 
off grid in rural communities, have a significant impact on the effectiveness of SchoolTool. PEAS has 
already looked for innovative solutions in response to these challenges and should continue to do so 
in the future.  

 
▶ Initial set up costs, though high, are offset after two terms of use. The system provides ease of data 
analysis and interpretation for schools and less time commitment from PEAS staff. There is, however, 
no notable difference between SchoolTool’s effectiveness and other in-school attendance record 
tools. 

 
▶ There is also no significant difference between the measurable impact of SchoolTool on student or 
teacher absenteeism. Analysis of term 3 data and comparison to 2014 term 3 data, once it is available 
from schools, may provide a more accurate assessment of any net impact achieved by SchoolTool.

 
▶ There would be a lower cost per school, should SchoolTool be rolled out further. This reduction 
would be driven by the adoption of lower cost servers and a reduced need for support in existing 
schools. Additional training time would, however, be required for any scale up.

 
▶ Given limited evidence of direct impact from this evaluation, PEAS must consider carefully 
whether this represents value for money in the face of competing resource priorities.
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2. Executive Summary 
This research was commissioned by PEAS to evaluate the impact of the SchoolTool system on schools. 
SchoolTool is an open source, web-based school information management system which PEAS is in the 
process of rolling out across its network of schools in Uganda. PEAS has commissioned this evaluation in 
order to understand the following key research areas:

• The impact of SchoolTool on teacher and student absenteeism and student drop out.

• The method through which use of a SIMS changes teachers’ and students’ attendance behaviour.

• The impact that improved teacher and student attendance has (if any) on student learning outcomes, as 
measured by students’ Maths and English scores.

The evaluation consists of two sets of field research: a baseline data collection in June 2015 and an endline 
data collection in November 2015. The field research compares four treatment schools (schools which have 
recently adopted SchoolTool) with four comparison schools (schools in the PEAS network which have not 
currently got a school information management system). The research also includes a review of two schools 
which have had SchoolTool for at least a year; these schools are being reviewed retrospectively as opposed 
to being compared across the time period.

Challenges and limitations related to the research design and delivery include a relatively small sample size 
which precludes statistical testing; an absence of a theory of change for the broader programme; school 
selection for the initial SchoolTool rollout; and the fact that treatment schools had already (just) started 
using SchoolTool at the time of the baseline research.

Evaluation Conclusions 
This section outlines the key findings and conclusions in relation to the five evaluation dimensions. A full list 
of conclusions to each individual research question is available in Section 4 of the report. 

Relevance 

Users clearly find the SchoolTool system to be adaptable for their school, although staff need time to get 
used to the system in order for it to become so. The system is easy to use and untrained staff are able to 
input data on their own with the guidance of those who were trained. Where adaptability was 
compromised, it was related to power and internet outages.

The PEAS programme team have undertaken a series of customisations in order to make the software fit 
for purpose and ensure its overall flexibility. Additional updates that are planned, such as system integration 
with mobile technology, will ensure that the system is modified in light of changing requirements and 
priorities.

Effectiveness 

There is clear evidence that four out of five objectives have been partially or fully met; SchoolTool provides 
PEAS Uganda with a low cost school management system that is effectively implemented and managed in 
schools. Further data is required to assess the remaining objective, relating to schools inputting accurate 
data in close to real time; however, this spot-check data is unavailable for the current evaluation. School 
leaders appear confident in using the system and generating reports. SchoolTool is felt to be easier to use 
than old attendance monitoring systems, and a much simpler way of storing data. Assistance with school 
planning is one of the ways in which SchoolTool is felt to be most effective.

Factors that impede the effectiveness of the SchoolTool system include power and internet outages, lack of 
awareness among schools of the value of attainment data, absence of access to data for some teachers, and 
difficulties in understanding some aspects of the system. There is room for improvement in terms of advising 
schools on how to use the analytical insights gained from SchoolTool in order to improve levels of student 
attainment and parent engagement. 
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Efficiency 

Although the initial setup costs of the system are high, there is evidence that schools become largely self-
supporting after the first two terms. Benefits of the system include reducing reporting burdens on schools, 
easy analysis and interpretation of data, and less administrative time required by PEAS staff. 

Impact 

There is no evidence to suggest that student and teacher attendance rates are increased more by 
SchoolTool compared with more traditional means of record keeping. Perceived student and teacher 
attendance rates increased at both treatment and comparison schools between the baseline and endline 
research periods, but these rates increased by more than twice the rate at the latter compared with the 
former.

This does not necessarily mean that SchoolTool is not valuable; the research design takes a quantitative case 
study approach, which means that differences in reporting between school types may be due to chance 
rather than genuine difference (as the respondent groups are small). There were also plenty of positive 
comments made about the impact of SchoolTool on attendance in the open (more qualitative) questions. 
The commensurate positive comments made about non-SchoolTool systems, however, combined with the 
lack of quantitative evidence, suggests that PEAS should consider whether SchoolTool makes a genuine 
difference to schools’ abilities to tackle attendance issues, or whether it simply makes it easier for schools 
to find and view data.

The absence of actual attendance and attainment data from schools (for term 3) for which to compare with 
the perceived figures means that it has not been possible to verify the net impact in these areas. Findings 
related to the impact of the system on absenteeism and attainment ought to, therefore, be interpreted with 
caution; actual data would likely yield a fuller and more detailed picture of the possible impact of the system.

Sustainability 

Schools are generally well prepared for the school information system. They have the capacity to support it, 
but the facilities to support it could be improved: in particular, sufficient computers, a constant power supply 
and a good internet connection. SchoolTool can be scaled up across the PEAS network for a lower cost per 
school than has been possible to date. Given limited evidence of direct impact from this evaluation, however, 
PEAS must consider carefully whether this represents value for money in face of competing resource 
priorities.

Recommendations 
• Further training could be provided to schools on how to use the analytical insights gained from 

SchoolTool; this would help schools use the data proactively in order to improve levels of student 
attainment and parental engagement. 

• Additional training in the use of specific tools and tool reports would benefit teachers and 
administrators, currently confused by them. These include: financial reports; data percentages; the days 
on which teachers attend; how to establish dropout; and how to understand attainment data for 
subjects with different grading statements.

• Additional improvements suggested for the SchoolTool system include: greater input from SchoolTool 
designers into the profile section; the ability to input marks as well as exams into the system; the ability 
to include all classes in grading; and the inclusion of financial management data.

• Gathering data on actual absenteeism and attainment would provide a greater insight into the net 
impact on these areas; these are currently based on perceptions.

• In order to overcome one of the key challenges in accessing SchoolTool, the use of a more reliable 
energy source is recommended, such as solar power, as already used by PEAS.

• As internet access poses a significant challenge to the effective use of SchoolTool, PEAS should seek the 
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recommendations of schools regarding appropriate internet providers; schools will have a clearer 
understanding of which providers are most effective in their area. More effective internet connectivity 
will reduce the loss of data; however, this may not be possible in practice given limited IT infrastructure 
and frequent power outages in the rural areas where PEAS operates. Allowing SchoolTool to function, 
even if briefly, without internet or power would provide an alternative solution to increase efficiency.

• Ongoing customisation of the tool, based on school feedback, ensures that it remains fit for purpose 
and adapts to changing school and staff needs. Previous examples of this include the use of colour 
coding to indicate trends and issues in results, providing an overview of student performance for school 
leaders. 

• Ongoing evaluations will ensure that the impact of SchoolTool will not be compromised by any changes, 
including those implemented to increase cost efficiency.

• The support provided by PEAS to schools in using the SchoolTool has been deemed excellent. It should, 
therefore, continue at the level at which it is currently being provided, at an average of three hours per 
week per school in the first two terms of adopting the tool, and in addition to the initial training. 

• All teachers and relevant staff, rather than the current two to seven people in each school, should be 
trained in the use of SchoolTool in order to increase the likelihood of successful system operation and 
effective use of data. Training is highly valued by teachers, but would have to be adapted according to 
teachers’ existing computer skills, with more training provided for those with lower levels of skills. This 
may be provided by schools’ own staff, if a ‘train the trainer’ model were to be developed by PEAS and 
would be particularly useful and cost effective in rolling out the use of the tool further.

• Current plans to introduce low cost servers and laptops for schools would reduce the cost of the tool 
and the burden of data entry on schools.
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3. Introduction 
3.1 Background 
PEAS (Promoting Equality in African Schools) is a global charity and social enterprise which aims to increase 
access to ‘sustainably delivered, quality secondary education across Africa’. It operates 24 schools in rural areas 
across Uganda, attended by over 13,000 students. Support for these schools comprises both initial 
infrastructure and set-up, and ongoing administration, with a particular focus on education quality and 
financial efficiency.

PEAS schools have previously lacked a formal school information management system (SIMS) to monitor 
the data, including absence and attainment, that is essential to inform school decision making. Monitoring 
systems have tended to be limited to use of physical registers and Excel to track students and teachers. 
PEAS has previously implemented two SIMS which were found not to meet the needs of PEAS Uganda’s 
schools, including a mobile phone based system which did not work in practice due to a need for constant 
internet connectivity in predominantly rural areas. 

3.2 SchoolTool 
SchoolTool is an open source, web-based SIMS. It was selected ahead of three other open source systems 
for reasons including its functionality, user-friendliness, cheap customisation potential and the fact that it was 
designed specifically for developing countries. 

A customisable version for use in PEAS schools has been funded by the UBS Optimus Foundation and 
developed in partnership with ARK. SchoolTool was initially piloted in two schools near Kampala and has 
recently been rolled out to seven further schools in the PEAS network. The schools with SchoolTool 
installed as of July 2015 are: Onwards and Upwards Secondary School; Sarah Ntirro Secondary School; 
Pioneer High School; Ngora PEAS High School; Malongo PEAS High School; Nyero PEAS High School; 
Mukongoro PEAS High School; Kityerera PEAS High School; and Akoromit PEAS High School.

PEAS’ objectives for SchoolTool are as follows:

1. ‘Schools are aware of the value of data in their whole programming.
2. ‘A low cost solution, adopted for the rural context, is working properly in schools and managed fully by the PEAS 

team.
3. ‘Schools input accurate data in close to real time for enrolment, attendance and assessment (and other areas of 

data collection in the future).
4. ‘Schools and PEAS Uganda enjoy regular and quick access to key performance data by reviewing the automated 

reports and can understand the key insights.
5. ‘Schools and PEAS Uganda are taking appropriate actions based on the analytics insights to achieve targeted 

outcomes in areas like attendance, student attainment and parent engagement.’

3.3 School Selection, Training and Support 
Selection criteria for the pilot schools comprised proximity to Kampala, a reliable power supply (one pilot 
school used solar power and the other hydroelectricity; solar power was later assessed to be more 
reliable), and the availability of staff with computer skills and enthusiasm for the initiative. New schools were 
selected on the basis of their likelihood to successfully integrate SchoolTool into their school system. The 
selection criteria for these schools included school leadership and progress, academic performance, degree 
of buy-in from school directors and geographical location. Newer schools were regional hubs situated in 
close proximity of one another, enabling both regionally-delivered training (as opposed to centrally delivered 
training) and for PEAS to go to more than one school in a given day to provide support. 

Training for pilot schools consisted of half a day when installing system equipment; this was extended to 
between one and two days for each of the second set of schools in order to allow for a more 
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comprehensive view of every detail of the SchoolTool system. In addition to this, a one-day central 
workshop for school leaders (Head of Studies and Head Teachers) was held in Kampala for pilot schools 
and for one school in every regional hub for the new schools. Some degree of training and support is also 
provided through capacity building within schools, either by the Head Teacher or the school’s nominated 
SchoolTool lead. Data analysis workshops are planned for pilot schools in order to develop system 
understanding within schools. Additional training is also provided for new members of school staff that did 
not take part in the initial SchoolTool training.

Ongoing support provided by PEAS includes weekly phone calls with every school and monitoring visits for 
Central and Western schools; monitoring visits are scheduled for Eastern schools as of August 2015. Schools 
receive two support visits per term per school when first receiving the system and one visit the following 
term (or the one after) if they need it. Schools can request additional support through phone calls or the 
use of a support log. Support is targeted on the basis of schools that are deemed to need it the most. Less 
support is provided for schools with a high level of understanding of the system; support for these schools 
consists of check-in calls and technical support on implementing system updates. Further detail on the 
amount of time spent on support for different groups of schools is given in section 4.3 (Value for Money).

3.4 Future Developments and Plans 
If deemed effective, PEAS intends that SchoolTool will be in all PEAS schools by 2017. SchoolTool will be 
rolled out gradually to small clusters of schools (four to five at a time). PEAS also intends to reduce the cost 
of implementing SchoolTool by upscaling solar power and hardware, as well as identifying alternative, lower 
cost server options. In terms of system improvement, there are plans to develop new features for the 
SchoolTool system, such as a new fees module, options to track attendance of non-teaching staff, and a 
summary page detailing database contents. A key focus for 2016 will be to ensure that schools are using 
SchoolTool to inform school improvement plans. PEAS also intends to increase the number of people 
accessing the system in order to reduce workloads for core teams and increase the number of people that 
are skilled.

3.5 Evaluation Objectives 
PEAS has commissioned this evaluation in order to understand the following key research areas:

• The impact of SchoolTool on teacher and student absenteeism and student drop out.

• The method through which use of a SIMS changes teachers’ and students’ attendance behaviour.

• The impact that improved teacher and student attendance has (if any) on student learning outcomes, as 
measured by students’ Maths and English scores.

In addition to these key research areas, a number of additional questions were requested by PEAS, as 
detailed further in the appendix.

3.6 Evaluation Approach 
The following definitions have been used in the research:

• Visit schools: schools which have had SchoolTool for at least a year.

• Treatment schools: schools which have recently adopted SchoolTool.

• Comparison schools: schools in the PEAS network which have not currently got a SIMS.

The research compares four treatment schools with four comparison schools, with a baseline and endline 
data collection period in June 2015 and November 2015 respectively. Two visit schools have also been 
selected in order to look at the longer term impacts of SchoolTool; one school was visited in the June field 
research, and the other was visited in the November field research. The field visits comprise stakeholder 
interviews with around eight representatives from each of the schools: typically, three school administrators 
(the director, the headteacher and the head of studies) and five classroom teachers. The evaluation has also 
incorporated a desk review, document review and interviews with programme stakeholders.
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The evaluation has been designed according to the OECD DAC’s REISS dimensions: relevance, effectiveness, 
efficiency, impact and sustainability. Further details on method and limitations are available in Appendix D.

4. Findings 
Note that most of the information in this section has been sourced from school surveys; evidence from the 
surveys identifying factors affecting school attendance and attainment is provided in Appendix A. Information 
that has come from the PEAS/ARK programme team has been footnoted separately. 

4.1 Relevance 
Programme and System Design 
Overview 

Development of the current SchoolTool system was iterative. It began with a system implemented in PEAS 
schools that was designed as a simple means of tracking key information. Limitations of this initial system led 
to a redesign, focused on finding a solution that was open source and flexible.  After a market comparison, it 1

was felt that SchoolTool was the most attractive option: its user interface was simple and designed for low 
resource settings in developing countries, and was able to be housed locally. SchoolTool was an organisation 
with a clear social mission and also had its own separate customisation team.2

The primary benefit of the current SchoolTool system, according to a PEAS staff member, is ‘the strength of 
providing quick, analysed reports’.  Analysing data at individual school level and ensuring data is used to inform 3

decision making and programming has presented challenges for PEAS. That said, the flexibility of the current 
SchoolTool system is a key advantage for PEAS staff, who are working to develop and refine the system: ‘We 
took lots of learning from past systems. There is capability for it to be modified and for other modules.’4

Adaptability 

Treatment schools have changed their views as to the adaptability of SchoolTool since the baseline survey 
was undertaken. The mean score (where 0 is equivalent to ‘not at all adaptable’ and 4 is equivalent to ‘highly 
adaptable’) has increased from 3.1 to 3.4, which represents an increase of 38% of the maximum change 
possible.

 Abraham Omaren, PEAS Uganda.1

 Fran Bowen-Day, ARK.2

 Abraham Omaren, PEAS Uganda.3

 Ibid.4
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All administrators at the treatment schools found the SchoolTool system to be adaptable or very adaptable 
for their school. Positive comments included ease of using the tool and generating reports; and (untrained) 
staff being able to input data on their own with the guidance of those who were trained. Where adaptability 
was compromised, it was related to power and internet outages. While connectivity issues were mentioned 
frequently throughout the research, the rural context of PEAS schools makes these challenges inevitable; the 
same limitations would have an impact upon the use of any online system.

While SchoolTool is generally seen as being adaptable, staff need to get used to the system in order for it to 
become so. Adaptability is required not just of SchoolTool, but of the schools themselves. One School 
Director said in the baseline research that his school was in the process of becoming adapted to using 
SchoolTool as teachers learned how to enter the information into the system.

Customisation 

According to the programme team, a series of additional customisations were undertaken to make the 
software fit for purpose - specifically, assessment and attendance modules, and the suite of reports. The 
team considers SchoolTool to be an ‘ongoing, iterative process’,  and are working through a list of functionality 5

improvements to the extent that the budget will accommodate them. Customisation of the system to 
incorporate assessment results has proven valuable; further, using colour coding to indicate trends and 
issues in results has also allowed school leaders to see how their students are performing - in some cases, 
for the first time.6

The time spent on training for schools has also changed since SchoolTool was first introduced. Originally 
the training programme was for half a day with the initial set of schools, but this proved insufficient.  The 7

training time has since been doubled to one day and is provided at each individual school. In addition, school 
leaders are invited to a centrally-located workshop to introduce the system. In terms of the ongoing 
support provided by the PEAS team, there are currently weekly phone calls with each school and scheduled 
monitoring visits.8

School selection has also been customised (or adapted) as the programme has developed. The pilot schools 
(June 2014) were selected, according to PEAS, on a number of factors, including the willingness of school 
leaders to engage with the system and their computer proficiency; school proximity to Head Office; current 
power supply. On the latter point, it was discovered that schools with solar power had more reliability than 
those with hydroelectric power sources.  For the second iteration of the programme, it was determined 9

that selecting schools in clusters would allow PEAS staff to travel to more than one school in a day.10

Future Updates 

SchoolTool will be further updated and customised in light of changing requirements, such as integration 
with mobile technology so that teachers can take attendance records on their phones, and then upload 
them onto the computer-based server (it should be noted that this is unlikely to happen for some time, 
however).  There are also various moves to ensure that the programme remains relevant as the number of 11

schools with SchoolTool grows and more schools are able to articulate their needs. Some of these changes 
are linked with other parts of the PEAS programme, such as the provision of IT labs in schools; it is 
intended that this will meet a request from schools for greater computer access to input data into 
SchoolTool, as well as increasing the skills of a wider range of school staff who will be able to input data and 
pull reports off SchoolTool.  12

 Fran Bowen-Day, ARK.5

 Ibid6

 Abraham Omaren, PEAS Uganda.7

 Ibid8

 Ibid9

 John Dean, PEAS UK.10

 Fran Bowen-Day, ARK.11

 Abraham Omaren, PEAS Uganda.12
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Ongoing evaluation of the costs associated with the system and programme mean that PEAS and ARK are 
examining ways in which reductions can be made without compromising provision or effectiveness. Cloud 
computing may be a long-term way to achieve reductions; smaller servers may also be an option.  13

Treatment and visit schools were asked whether they could think of any improvements for the system that 
would be relevant to them. A member of staff at a treatment school said it would be useful to automatically 
relay information by text message to parents (for instance, if a child was absent from school); another said it 
would be useful to have more features for managing financial information implemented on the system, a 
feature which is currently under development.

PEAS has plans to introduce standardised tests across schools, which will enable both within-school and 
between-school comparisons.14

4.2 Effectiveness 
Programme/System Effectiveness 
Functionality and Ease of Use 

SchoolTool involves three relatively straightforward steps: inputting the data, running a report and taking 
action.  Respondents were generally positive about SchoolTool’s functionality and ease of use. It enables 15

faster decision making and a more reliable way of storing data. Data is, according to one respondent, 
summarised and self explanatory so it is easy to be used by any person’.  One respondent felt that the 16

workload generated from using the system was too high; the respondent did not specify how the use of 
SchoolTool compared to old paper records, however.

Evidence from the endline research suggests that staff are able to use the SchoolTool system frequently; 
information is uploaded regularly (as often as every day) into the system. The research team has been unable 
to assess whether staff trained in the use of SchoolTool are able to use the system accurately and 
consistently; validated spot-check data would be required to evaluate this element of the PEAS’ programme 
objectives.

Data Collection and Input 

Reports help schools and teachers to develop a clear picture of attendance and performance, and to plan 
effectively by tracking students and teachers and following up when there is need. Reports also contribute 
to retention of both teachers and students, supported by greater understanding of their needs. 

In the endline survey, administrators from treatment schools and the visit school were asked to highlight for 

 Fran Bowen-Day, ARK.13

 Ibid14

 Interview with PEAS Uganda team.15

 School management/administration, Ngora PEAS.16
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Key Points 
• Development of the programme and system has been iterative and based on need.

• SchoolTool was the most suitable option for programme needs and is also highly customisable.

• In response to training outcomes, training sessions have now been doubled in length.

• Future customisations are likely to include mobile technology and the inclusion of financial information.

• Treatment schools’ perception of the adaptability of SchoolTool increased markedly from the baseline to 
the endline survey.

• Power and internet outages were the main limitation for adaptability. 
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what purpose(s) they use the SchoolTool system. The majority of respondents (91.7%) said they use the 
system to monitor students and teachers; the same proportion of respondents also said they use the 
system to act upon data, such as by developing school management plans or producing reports. A smaller 
number (8.3%) said they use the system for ‘other purposes’. These purposes could potentially be defined in 
the first two categories: one respondent commented, for example, that the system was used for assessment 
of achievements and attendance (which could be defined as monitoring students and teachers), and another 
that they use it to find solutions to challenges faced (which could be defined as acting upon data). 

Administrators appear confident in producing reports and staff, for the most part, in using them; although it 
was flagged by some teachers that they had not seen reports produced by SchoolTool. Respondents were 
also asked which areas of the report they find hardest to understand. Aspects mentioned included financial 
reports, data percentages, the days on which teachers attend, how to establish dropout, and how to 
understand attainment data for subjects which have different grading statements. The areas of the reports 
which teachers and school administrators find most useful are, overwhelmingly, attendance and attainment.

Treatment schools were asked how useful they find the data/reports that SchoolTool produces, and 
comparison school respondents were asked how useful the data or reporting system is that they currently 
use. Perceptions of usefulness have fallen by 8.6% in treatment schools since the baseline; whereas they have 
increased marginally (0.4%) in comparison schools. This data suggests that familiarity with the SchoolTool 
system does not increase perceptions of its utility. Comments made by comparison schools about their own 
reporting system echo some of those made about SchoolTool: it helps teachers and administrators to track 
attendance and performance, it helps with planning and decision making, and with knowing when a solution 
needs to be implemented. It also helps to motivate those who attend regularly. There is, therefore, no 
evidence to suggest that the reporting generated by SchoolTool is more useful to schools than that which 
they manage manually.

As noted elsewhere, there is little evidence of behaviour change on the part of teachers as a direct result of 
SchoolTool. Teachers in treatment schools and comparison schools use data in similar ways to address 
absenteeism; the difference is that teachers with SchoolTool have better, quicker access to the relevant data.
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Meeting Programme Objectives 
Objective 1: Schools are aware of the value of data in their whole programming 

 

Participants were asked to rate the usefulness of maintaining student and teacher attendance records on a 
scale from ‘not at all useful’ to ‘very useful’, as well as how often attendance levels are recorded in their 
school. The perceived usefulness of maintaining student and teacher attendance records is similar for both 
school types, at 3.7/3.8 out of a possible 4. All treatment school interviewees thought that it was either 
useful or very useful to maintain school attendance records; all but one comparison school interviewees 
expressed the same view. The perceived usefulness for comparison schools has fallen marginally, and for 
treatment schools it has increased marginally: however, these differences are very small and may not be 
indicative of genuine change.

Schools believe that it is useful to maintain student and teacher attendance records for reasons of quality, 
accountability, performance, planning and dealing with poor attendance. There was little in the way of 
observable difference between treatment schools and comparison schools in the reasons that they gave for 
valuing data. Schools were less clear around the value of maintaining attainment records. Qualitative 
interviews indicate that some staff were unclear both about the value of and the process related to 
maintaining attainment records and acting on the data. Some interviewees, however, were clear about the 
value of data at a whole school level, including data on attendance, attainment and finances.

!13

The objective has been mostly met. Schools are very aware of the value of attendance data, but some 
schools were less aware of the value of attainment data. Some interviewees were, however, aware of the 
value of data at a whole school level, including data on attendance, attainment and finance.

Usefulness of Maintaining Records (0: not at all useful; 4: very useful)

Treatment schools

Comparison schools

1 2 3 4
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3.7
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Endline
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Objective 2: A low cost solution, adapted for the rural context, is working properly in schools and 
managed fully by the PEAS team 

As noted in section 4.1 (Relevance), it is clear that the primary focus of the PEAS/ARK programme team is 
to ensure that the system is continuously developed so as to be as low-cost as possible whilst ensuring that 
it meets the needs of schools. This is further demonstrated by the support with which schools feel they are 
provided. 

Respondents were asked to rate the perceived usefulness of the support provided by PEAS in using 
SchoolTool on a scale from ‘not at all useful’ to ‘very useful’. This support was given a high 3.6 out of a 
possible 4 both at the baseline and at the endline; it is also close to the score given by the visit schools, 
which was 3.7. The scores suggest that PEAS has been offering an excellent level of support to schools. 

As noted more fully elsewhere, SchoolTool is perceived by schools to be adaptable. This has been 
compromised only by internet and power outages.

Objective 3: Schools input accurate data in close to real time for enrolment, attendance and 
assessment (and other areas of data collection in the future) 

Accuracy of data entry would require PEAS’ records to compare against the research team’s spot-check 
data. Poor IT infrastructure in rural areas limits the speed and frequency with which data from some 
schools can be uploaded; this impacts in turn on the ability of PEAS Uganda to download real-time updates, 
such as attendance figures for the current term. 

Evidence collected for the current evaluation indicates, however, that most schools are able to input data in 
close to real time, although some of the new SchoolTool schools have a backlog. Some interviewees 
mentioned that delays in inputting data were the result of limited access to computers.

Objective 4: Schools and PEAS Uganda enjoy regular and quick access to key performance data by 
reviewing the automated reports and can understand the key insights 

As outlined in more detail above under Data Collection and Input, reports help schools and teachers to 
develop a clear picture of attendance and performance. School staff tend to understand the reports, 
although there are, inevitably, some areas which some people struggle to understand; and some teachers 
who do not have access to the reports. PEAS Uganda can accesses available data regularly and quickly and 
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This objective has been met. PEAS have provided excellent support to schools at a low cost. SchoolTool is 
working in schools and is perceived as adaptable by school staff. It could work better with improvements 
to schools’ internet and power supplies.

This objective cannot be analysed as the relevant data was unavailable

This objective has mostly been met. PEAS Uganda and schools have a good picture of key performance 
data. Some teachers who do not have access to the data, and others struggle to understand some aspects. 
Available data can be accessed regularly and quickly by PEAS Uganda; in some rural areas, poor IT 
infrastructure affects the speed and frequency with which local data can be uploaded. 

Usefulness of PEAS’ Support (0: not at all useful; 4: very useful)

Baseline

Endline

1 2 3 4

3.6

3.6
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can understand the key insights once data is successfully uploaded by rural schools (see Objective 3).

Objective 5: Schools and PEAS Uganda are taking appropriate actions based on the analytical 
insights to achieve targeted outcomes in areas like attendance, student attainment and parent 
engagement 

Treatment schools are taking a number of steps to achieve targeted outcomes on the basis of SchoolTool. 
At one school, for example, display of reports from the toolkit on attendance has contributed to very high 
attendance rates: ‘students feel they should improve on [their] attendance levels so as to be on [an] equal footing 
with their colleagues’. Another treatment school uses community outreach to ‘sensitise people’ to the 
importance of education. Other ways of using SchoolTool to increase levels of attendance include rewarding 
students who attend regularly; involving parents so as to understand reasons why their children may not be 
attending regularly; and following up, where appropriate, with action to increase attendance rates.

Comparison schools deal with attendance issues in a similar 
way: tracking attendance, calling parents, advising families on 
fees, offering guidance and counselling to students, and 
sensitising communities about the importance of sending 
children to school. With teachers, approaches include 
conversations to establish reasons for absence, warning letters 
and escalating the issue to the head of studies or headteacher. 
The similarities in approach suggest that SchoolTool does not 
necessarily drive better decision making from schools in terms 
of increasing attendance levels, although it may facilitate the 
process by which schools make such decisions.

Schools take less direct action on attainment than they do on 
attendance; this was the case across groups (treatment, 
comparison and visit). Administrators at one of the visit schools 
commented that they did not yet use SchoolTool to improve 
attainment. One said that they will when appropriate targets are 
set; another that they cannot do so logistically as they do not 

have sufficient people to be able to operate SchoolTool. There were also some staff members who 
extended lack of action into attendance: four treatment school members of staff stated explicitly that they 
do not use SchoolTool to improve attendance. The main reason given was a feeling of not being able to 
influence students to attend if there were external reasons for them not doing so; one teacher also said 
that there had been no training in use of the tool.

It was noted by PEAS/ARK programme staff that schools have set up their school improvement targets and 
are finding SchoolTool useful in assessing progress against these targets.   17

 Abraham Omaren, PEAS Uganda.17
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Key Points 
• SchoolTool is felt by respondents to be easier to use than old attendance monitoring systems, and a 

much simpler way of storing data. 

• Assistance with school planning, particularly in terms of generating reports, is one of the ways in which 
SchoolTool is felt to be most effective.

• While the reports generated are generally felt by schools to be useful, teachers’ understanding of 
reports is less certain. 

• In terms of meeting project objectives, there is evidence that that four out of five objectives are being 
partially or fully met. Further data is required to assess the remaining objective. 

Example Actions 

• Calling for an explanation from 
those who are missing (teachers 
and/or parents)

• Requiring a medical note for 
sickness absence

• Guiding and counselling students
• Giving warning letters to teachers 

when lessons are missed, and 
getting them to ‘make remedial 
lessons’

• ‘Conditioning’ parents to inform a 
school’s administration if students 
are going to be absent

This objective has only partially been met. Schools are taking appropriate actions on attendance, but this 
does not extend, in many cases, to other areas. Comparison schools and treatment schools in this area take 
similar approaches.
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4.3 Efficiency 
Costs 
According to the PEAS team, each new school requires one day of training by PEAS staff, in addition to 
attendance at a centrally located workshop for school leaders. With respect to ongoing weekly support, it is 
estimated that three hours of support is the average per week per school that is given to newer schools 
that require support; schools that have had the system for longer than two terms tend to be fairly 
independent. Occasionally there may be a situation where PEAS is required to provide additional training in 
schools where the lead person has left, but in most cases any new recruits are trained by school staff.18

The rollout of SchoolTool has required intensive use of resources. In addition to the overall time required 
for managing SchoolTool, per school training and support time from the PEAS Uganda office comprises an 
initial one day workshop; one to two day school visits to conduct initial training; one to two support visits in 
term one; and one support visit in term two. There are also weekly calls with schools and ad-hoc 
troubleshooting. Per school infrastructure costs are outlined in the table below:19

Infrastructure Costs (Per School) 

Resource costs in terms of staff time are also significant in schools. In the current system design, each 
school has a core team of two to seven people; in future, it is planned that all teachers will be trained to 
access and input data. Currently, PEAS are researching low-cost servers that have the same functionality in 
an attempt to reduce costs. Costs for schools related to SchoolTool can also be used to cover costs that 
they would have had to pay elsewhere; schools used to pay UGX 30,000 per month for a dongle, but the 
SchoolTool internet package (UGX 130,000 per term) provides enough internet access that schools no 
longer need to pay the dongle costs.20

In terms of the staff time,  the following is spent per school/cluster, on average:21

Item Cost

Laptop UGX 1,800,000

Server UGX 2,100,000

Router UGX 700,000

Cable UGX 90,000

Solar package UGX 8,500,000

Total UGX 13,190,000

Item Time Level

Workshop 1 day Cluster

School visit 1 day School

 Ibid18

 Ibid19

 Ibid20

 Estimates for average support time over the week varied from three hours to at least half a day; we have chosen to 21

go with the three hour figure as it was provided by Abraham Omaren, who provides this support along with another 
team member. The figures in the table above comprise totals for both team members taken together. 
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* This includes various assumptions. We assume that the clusters consist of four schools (i.e. workshop time is 0.25 
days per school). Telephone support averages 20 minutes per school, but newer schools require more support than 
older schools, so we assume half an hour per school per week for the first year over 40 weeks, on the basis of an eight 
hour working day (2.5 days per school).

There are other non-PEAS resource costs too; the ARK Project Manager estimated in July that she had 
spent 50% of her time over four months working on SchoolTool (i.e. two working months). Most of this 
constituted one-off support, helping to develop functionality and reports. This time investment will not need 
to be repeated.

Benefits 
SchoolTool is valuable to PEAS for a number of key reasons:22

• The data-driven decisions that it enables.

• Its data analysis capabilities; accurate reports are produced in a variety of ways.

• The potential it has to effect change, as the information can be used to inform actions at a school level 
(for example, on teacher attendance).

• A reduced burden on schools, as the PEAS Uganda team can pull relevant information directly from the 
school servers.

• Its capture of important school-level information.

There is a particular benefit around time saved in data collection and interpretation. All schools have to 
send monthly reports to PEAS, incorporating enrolment and attendance data, fee collection rates, support 
needed and governance issues. Those without SchoolTool use a spreadsheet which PEAS has developed to 
record data, but it is more challenging to collect, upload and interpret this information. For schools with 
SchoolTool, according to one member of the programme team, ‘there’s less chasing of schools and schools feel 
less pressure to submit’.  The time required by PEAS Uganda for support related to data collection and 23

analysis in schools using SchoolTool is estimated to be less than in schools using traditional paper records. 

SchoolTool also allows teachers to look at what they think are the reasons for attendance and retention, 
and to challenge their own views on what is going on. An indirect benefit has been seen in the SchoolTool 
training and adoption enabling teachers to have a better grasp of how to use information technology.

Alternative Systems 

Monitoring visits 1 day School

Telephone support 3 hrs per week All schools

Total time per school: year one* 4.75 days

Item Time Level

 Interview with PEAS Uganda team.22

 John Dean, PEAS UK.23
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Awareness/Use of Alternative SIMS

Treatment schools

Comparison schools
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63.3%

46.9%
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Respondents were asked whether or not there are any other School Information Management Systems 
(SIMS) that they are aware of or use besides the system currently used in their school. Awareness or use for 
both sets of schools declined markedly between the baseline and the endline period. Responses to this 
question should be treated with caution, however. Respondents tended to misunderstand the question 
about alternative school information management systems and cited physical records as an alternative.

Of those who did offer other alternatives than physical record keeping, none of the suggested alternatives 
were open source SIMS comparable to SchoolTool; for example, e-registration used by UNEB which could 
also be used for information management on attainment, Intelligent Record 2012 and STIR’s teacher-led 
‘micro-innovations’ programme. 

The alternative SIMS currently available that meet the criteria identified by PEAS comprise: openSIS, Project 
Fedena, OpenEMIS, EduTrac, Centre/SIS and Rosario SIS. These alternative systems have all previously been 
evaluated by PEAS and its partners.  The desk review conducted as part of the current evaluation of 24

SchoolTool has not identified any newly released alternatives that meet the original criteria. 

Value for Money 
Treatment schools respondents were asked whether or not the benefits the school gets from SchoolTool is 
worth the time that staff spend managing and inputting to the system; respondents from the visit school 
were asked whether or not SchoolTool represents an effective use of time in terms of its value to the 
school. In order to compare the perceived school value in the absence of the SchoolTool system at other 
schools, respondents from comparison schools were asked whether or not maintaining attendance records 
represent an effective use of time in terms of its value to the school.

Treatment school respondents all agreed that it did represent an effective use of time. They have confidence 
in data storage and security. SchoolTool saves them time through quick data uploads and report generation, 
in particular, that one person is able to enter a large volume of data which has been collected by other 
people. SchoolTool facilitates ‘easy access’ to attendance records. It is easy to use and automatically grades 
learners, making the work of school administrators easier.Equally, all comparison school respondents said 
that maintaining attendance records represents an effective use of time in terms of its value to the school. 
Comments made were similar to those made by treatment schools, focusing on ease of finding data on 
students’ performance and behaviour, and contributing to effective school management.

Overall, the SchoolTool system does appear to offer good value for money, but there is nothing to suggest 
that it is preferable in terms of value to schools’ previous ways of record keeping.

 http://arkonline.org/blog/school-information-systems-not-just-developed-countries 24
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SIMS as an Effective Use of School Time? (Proportion of ‘yes’)

Treatment schools

Comparison schools

25% 50% 75% 100%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

90.0%

Baseline
Endline

http://arkonline.org/blog/school-information-systems-not-just-developed-countries
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4.4 Impact 
Student Attendance 

SchoolTool is effective in that it helps schools to monitor attendance rates of both learners and teachers; it 
also helps to monitor the syllabus coverage of individual teachers. Its effectiveness is, to a great extent, 
related to the degree of action that schools take on the basis of the data that it flags. Solutions are not given 
by SchoolTool;  it is simply a monitoring mechanism from which schools must develop their own solutions. 25

Schools therefore have a high level of responsibility in ensuring the utility and effectiveness of SchoolTool; it 
cannot be effective in a vacuum. Perception of the positive impact of SchoolTool on student attendance was 
more favourable in qualitative interviews than in quantitative analysis; this difference may be explained, in 
part, by the tendency of interview respondents to provide affirmative responses.   

Qualitative interviews indicate that SchoolTool has made it easier for administrators to identify students 
and teachers who were frequently absent, and to determine the reasons for these absences. Without 
SchoolTool, one interviewee suggested, it would be more difficult to acquire this kind of information. 
Teachers can see at a glance, through ‘stars’ or other signs beside a student’s name, when there are 
problems with absenteeism. SchoolTool encourages students not to miss lessons, according to some school 
staff, as ‘they know they are being monitored’. Although one treatment school teacher suggested that students 
do not mind about SchoolTool, and its effectiveness for student absenteeism is therefore limited, the 
potential for teachers and administrators to follow up with parents and students appears to outweigh this 
concern. 

Positive impact on attendance was notable in one treatment school where the structure of fee collection 
was changed to interval or staged payments, after SchoolTool flagged up that unpaid fees were a common 
cause of student absenteeism. As suggested elsewhere, the mere fact of monitoring students has, according 
to several members of staff, had a positive impact on attendances students are made to feel ‘accountable’. 
Talking to parents has also helped to increase attendance rates of students. SchoolTool has made it easier 
for some schools to act on the data, compared with previous ways of manual data collection: ‘the tool 
enabled quick identification and evaluation of the learners’.

 Although PEAS does also provide training to schools, separately from training provided on SchoolTool, on other 25

interventions relating to attendance and attainment.
!19

Key Points 
• While initial setup costs are high, there is evidence that schools become largely self-supporting after the 

first two terms.

• Benefits of the system include reduced reporting burdens on schools, easy analysis and interpretation of 
data, and less administrative time required for PEAS staff.

• Fewer than half of visit and treatment school respondents were aware of alternative information 
management systems. Awareness/use declined markedly between the baseline and the endline period.

• There is a risk that inaccuracies with reporting could occur on teacher absences. 

• Endline data indicates that both treatment and comparison schools felt that the benefits of the system 
were worth the costs, compared with only 90% of treatment school respondents in the baseline survey 
(this could be due to the fact that they were still in the initial phases, however, where significant time is 
needed.) 

See Section 4.2, Objective 5, for examples of actions taken which are thought by schools to contribute to 
behaviour change.
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Where school staff did not consider SchoolTool to be effective, this was, in some cases, related to issues 
with data loss and internet supply. Lack of impact was also found where ‘the learners don’t come even though 
they are being monitored’. It is possible that this is related to a lack of knowledge around effective action to 
take, given the high proportion of respondents who were able to act on the data which SchoolTool provides 
to positive effect.

Student Attendance Rate 

Quantitative data collected for this report suggests, however, that the measurable impact of SchoolTool on 
attendance, absenteeism and drop out levels is minimal. School staff were asked to rate their students’ 
attendance in comparison to other schools, where 0 was equivalent to ‘very low’ and 4 was equivalent to 
‘very high’. There was limited change in staff perceptions of students’ attendance rate between the baseline 
and endline data collection periods at treatment schools. At comparison schools, the average rating given 
increased by 5.9%. 

It was expected that these rates would increase across schools, as term two (baseline) attendance tends to 
be lower than term three (endline) attendance due to to weather and farming cycles. The fact that the 
changes in treatment schools was minimal (0.2%), and less than the change in comparison schools, means 
that this research cannot confirm the hypothesis that use of SchoolTool increases students’ attendance 
rates. It should be noted that the current analysis compares perceived changes in attendance rates as 
reported by school leaders; further data would be required to assess whether actual attendance rates differ 
from perceived attendance rates.

Respondents from treatment schools (and visit schools) were also asked to rate the potential effectiveness 
of SchoolTool in reducing absenteeism on a scale of ‘not at all effective’ through to ‘very effective’. Perceived 
effectiveness in treatment schools has fallen by 13% since their adoption of SchoolTool.

!20

Student Attendance Rate (0: very low; 4: very high)
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Teacher Attendance 
As with students, responses from qualitative interviews indicate that SchoolTool encourages teachers to 
avoid absenteeism, as they know their attendance is being monitored, whereas quantitative data suggests 
that the impact of SchoolTool on rates of teacher attendance is limited. An administrator at one treatment 
school observed that high levels of teacher attendance depended upon using the data from SchoolTool 
effectively: namely, through continuous monitoring and supervision of the staff by school leaders, follow-ups 
by managers, and monitoring of teachers by students.

School staff were asked to rate their teachers’ attendance in comparison to other schools, where 0 was 
equivalent to ‘very low’ and 4 was equivalent to ‘very high’. Perceived teacher attendance rates increased at 
both treatment and comparison schools, although by twice the rate (6.5%) at the latter compared with the 
former (3.2%). There is therefore no evidence to suggest that teacher attendance rates are increased more 
by SchoolTool than by more traditional means of record keeping.

Attainment 
Most of the treatment school staff members who were interviewed attributed any improvements in 
attainment, including that specific to maths and English, to increased levels of motivation related to 
SchoolTool. Much of this improved motivation is related to actions taken by the schools to improve 
performance, such as talking more to students, setting targets and developing strategies to support low 
achieving students. Other aspects of improved motivation track back to improved attendance levels: ‘when 
students are always present and attend classes, they will learn and good results will be realised’. 

For those who did not see an impact of SchoolTool on attainment, reasons tended to coalesce around 
beliefs that SchoolTool cannot have an impact on attainment as it is not part of its nature. One teacher 
attributed it to a lack of training, and another to the fact that her school had not yet focused on attainment, 
as it was still dealing with attendance issues.

Attainment specific to Maths and English 

Qualitative data suggests that there is no direct link between the use of SchoolTool and improved student 
achievement in maths. One teacher questioned whether SchoolTool could have an impact in this area: ‘the 
tool is not a mathematical machine… It is a machine used for getting data and not for teaching students, therefore 
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Teacher Attendance Rate (0: very low; 4: very high)
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it has no impact.’ Administrators also questioned the relationship, with one saying that it had not been used 
for that purpose, and another saying simply that ‘there is no relationship’. This may indicate that some teachers 
and administrators are unable to see a connection between data availability and action to improve results in 
the area of attainment. There may, however, be an indirect relationship, according to a third interviewee: 
attendance has improved, and therefore attainment has improved.

Three treatment school teachers (the remaining two did not comment) thought that students’ achievement 
in English had improved since using SchoolTool. One attributed this to daily attendance by learners. As with 
maths, administrators tended not to see a direct impact of SchoolTool on English results, as SchoolTool has 
not been used for this purpose: if there is a relationship, it may (as suggested by one of the teachers 
interviewed) be due to increased attendance rates.

Participants were asked to assess their students’ educational attainment at the points of the baseline and 
endline research. Educational attainment, at both points, was perceived as being lower than pupil attendance 
(an average of 2.6 for attainment, compared with 2.8 for attendance). As with attendance, staff ratings of 
student attainment increased over the research period, but with a greater increase (15.2%) for comparison 
schools than for treatment schools (6.3%). The research does not, therefore, support the idea that schools’ 
use of SchoolTool drives better levels of educational attainment than using alternative means of recording 
students’ attainment levels.

School Planning 
SchoolTool enables teachers to give additional support to students who require it, which fits with PEAS’ 
priority of giving support to all students rather than just the most talented, as is often the case in Ugandan 
schools.  Feeding the SchoolTool data into school improvement plans is a medium-term process, and this 26

has not yet happened. It is expected, however, that this will happen in the near future.27

Net Impact 
SchoolTool is an effective and accessible method of collecting and presenting data related to attendance and 
attainment levels that in turn allows schools to identify patterns of student and staff behaviour. There was 
no evidence to suggest that the use of SchoolTool has reduced levels of student or teacher absenteeism, 

 John Dean, PEAS UK.26

 Ibid27
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nor that it has increased levels of student attainment. While levels of attendance and attainment improved 
from the baseline to the endline survey, the rate of improvement was greater in comparison schools than 
treatment schools. In both cases, improved attendance may be attributable to the structure of the school 
terms in relation to agricultural cycles and the custom of reducing fees by attending when exams take place 
in Term Three. Interviewees identified improved attendance as an important factor for increased levels of 
attainment. 

Schools that reported that the use of SchoolTool had a positive impact on school improvement plans were 
also those schools highly motivated to identify and respond to causes of absenteeism. Further factors that 
influenced levels of attendance and attainment were observed in both treatment and comparison schools; 
these include emphasising the importance of education, encouraging a sense of accountability to the wider 
school community, following-up absences, and setting targets and/or developing strategies to improve 
student performance. Likewise, SchoolTool has not been shown to have any direct impact on student 
attainment in maths or English. Interventions led by other NGOs may also affect attendance and attainment 
rates; one example cited in the qualitative interviews is STIR’s teacher-led ‘micro-innovations’. 

There is limited evidence that school-led interventions have specifically targeted absenteeism for at risk or 
vulnerable groups. In one case, the school administration changed the structure of fee payments in response 
to SchoolTool data in order to reduce the risk of poverty-related absenteeism. Scope exists to extend these 
interventions, for example, providing sanitary products for girls at risk of recurrent absences due to 
menstruation; an intervention already successfully trialled by NGOs such as Save the Children.

At present, SchoolTool does not have the functionality to collect administrative and financial information; 
however, this feature is currently in development. It is expected that the data generated from this enhanced 
functionality will be incorporated into school processes in due course. The PEAS International team expect 
schools to identify ways in which SchoolTool data can inform ongoing and future school development plans. 
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Key Points 
• There was no evidence to suggest that the use of SchoolTool has reduced levels of student or teacher 

absenteeism, nor that it has increased levels of student attainment.

• Although levels of attendance and attainment improved from the baseline to the endline survey, the rate 
of improvement was greater in comparison schools than treatment schools.

• Among comparison schools, the average perceived rate given for student attendance in comparison to 
other schools increased by 5.9% from the baseline to the endline survey, although the changes in 
treatment schools were minimal (0.2%). 

• There is limited evidence that school-led interventions have specifically targeted absenteeism for at risk 
or vulnerable groups. 
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4.5 Sustainability 
School Capacity and Facilities 
Staff Time 

Treatment school respondents were asked to rate the degree to which they feel that their school has 
sufficient access to computers to use SchoolTool effectively; they were asked to rate the degree of access 
on a scale from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. Responses varied from 2.2 at the baseline to 2.7 at the 
endline (an increase of 21%). Schools have therefore improved considerably their views upon whether they 
have enough time to use SchoolTool since they adopted it; this has positive implications for sustainability.

Internet Access 

Views on internet access were less positive; agreement that schools have sufficient internet access to use 
SchoolTool effectively having decreased from 2.3 to 2.1 (a fall of 8.2%) over the period. Internet connectivity 
was mentioned as a challenge across a number of schools. The PEAS team highlight that continuous internet 
connectivity is both infeasible, due to the rural context of most schools, and unnecessary, as schools host 
the system and only require connectivity to connect to the PEAS server. Internet connectivity, or lack of it, 
has clearly been a challenge for some schools; one visit school administrator, for example, said that data was 
not inputted on a daily basis due to internet connectivity. Unstable internet connections have also 
occasionally contributed to data loss.

Internet connectivity is therefore potentially a challenge for the sustainability of SchoolTool. One suggestion 
made by respondents was for PEAS to seek schools’ recommendations on the appropriate internet 
provider to use according to local connectivity, as schools tend to have a clearer picture of what will work 
best in their areas.
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Access to Computers 

Respondents were also asked to rate the degree to which they feel that their school has sufficient access to 
computers to use SchoolTool effectively; again, respondents were asked to rate the degree of access on a 
scale from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. Agreement increased by a small margin (6.3%) between the 
baseline and endline periods, from 2.3 to 2.4. 

Qualitative responses indicate that access to computers is likely to be the biggest potential challenge facing 
ongoing SchoolTool sustainability. Limited access to computers/laptops was mentioned as an issue by a 
number of schools in terms of being able to input data; too few computers also has knock on effects for 
staff who are unable to use computers for other purposes when they are being used to upload SchoolTool 
data.

Training 

In order to measure the perceived institutional readings for the SchoolTool system, respondents from 
treatment schools were asked to rate whether or not they felt they had received sufficient training to use 
SchoolTool on a scale from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. Respondents marginally increased their 
rating over the time period, from 2.3 at the baseline research to 2.4 at the endline research.

Training was highlighted elsewhere in the research (when respondents were asked about the support they 
had received from PEAS) as being something that schools particularly value. Better sustainability may be 
supported, according to a number of interviewees, with a more blanket approach to staff training, where all 
staff (not just a selection) are trained on the SchoolTool system. This would need to be balanced against the 
existing computing skills of staff.

Support from PEAS 

Over time, the support requirement for schools diminishes considerably, with PEAS staff reporting that 
older schools (i.e. with the system for more than two terms) tend to manage themselves and only require 
support for technical issues or challenges. In addition, schools such as Pioneer are now conducting their 
own internal capacity building: the headteacher takes the lead in building capacity of rest of the members, as 
he understands the system ‘very well’.28

 Abraham Omaren, PEAS Uganda.28
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(0: strongly disagree; 4: strongly agree)

Baseline

Endline

1 2 3 4

2.4

2.3

Staff in my School have Sufficient Training to Use SchoolTool (0: strongly 
disagree; 4: strongly agree)

Baseline

Endline

1 2 3 4

2.4

2.3
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All treatment school administrators have found the support provided by PEAS to be either useful or very 
useful. All follow-up comments were also positive: schools appreciate PEAS’ support; they always come to 
help with any challenges related to SchoolTool; they maintain regular contact to ensure that everything is 
operating well; and they have provided training to teachers who are themselves now providing training to 
other members of staff in how to use the tool. 

Treatment school administrators were also asked whether there were any areas of support from PEAS that 
they had found especially useful. Aspects mentioned included training, support in using the tool, 
infrastructure, management mentoring, financial support when one school was short on cash, access to 
teaching and learning materials, and updates to the system. One administrator commented: ‘They introduced 
the SchoolTool and saved us. They gave us a power supply and also established everything you see around [you], so 
they have really done a lot.’

The support provided by PEAS is welcomed; the sustainability of this support needs to be viewed, however, 
in terms of the relatively high cost of providing it, as outlined in section 4.3 on Value for Money.

Potential for Scale-Up 
A member of the PEAS programme team said that some teachers trained in SchoolTool were becoming 
more confident in capacity building, which would lessen the need for involvement from PEAS as the system 
rolls out.  As more people become skilled, less of the technical team's work will involve maintenance. Low 
cost servers (the team is investigating options which would deal with less bandwidth but offer the same 
functionality) would also lower the costs associated with scale up. 

PEAS has plans for new computer labs or greater provision of laptops, which could make data entry less 
burdensome for schools. One interviewee from the programme team suggested that having a new member 
of staff - a dedicated SchoolTool-specific officer or a regional IT officer - would support management of 
SchoolTool as it rolls out. One interviewee from the programme team said that the training time needed 
will increase dramatically as the programme is scaled up.

Interviews with the PEAS programme team revealed that a number of factors are held to be important for 
selecting new schools for the system. One such key factor is location: if schools are near the local PEAS 
office, or located within a ‘cluster’ of schools with SchoolTool, then support can be delivered more efficiently. 
Another major factor is the school leadership; respondents said it is important to have leaders with the 
right attitude, who are comfortable with technology and computers.

Use of SchoolTool in PEAS’ Absence 
All teachers and administrators, bar one, at the treatment schools would continue to use SchoolTool in the 
absence of PEAS’ involvement. Sustainability, according to respondents, could be supported by improving and 
wiring all the classrooms, more computers, improvements to the system so that it can function without 
power and internet shortages, improvements to power supply, training for all teachers, and continuous 
upgrading and servicing.

It should be noted that while these aspects would all support sustainability from the schools’ perspective, 
they are not necessarily sustainable from PEAS’ perspective due to substantial financial and human resource 
outlay.

System Improvements 
Limitations to the use of SchoolTool for treatment school respondents include a lack of computer literacy 
among teachers, although it was recognised that the construction of a computer laboratory will help with 
this. As mentioned above, internet connectivity and lack of sufficient computers were both mentioned by a 
number of respondents; power outages were also mentioned frequently as a challenge for schools.

Suggested improvements to the SchoolTool systems include:

• Greater provision of laptops.
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• Training for more teachers (with one teacher suggesting a cascade model of training, whereby teachers 
trained by PEAS then train others; it was apparent that at least one school has already implemented this 
system, and it could potentially be replicated elsewhere with encouragement from PEAS).

• More input from SchoolTool designers into the profile section, including provision for passport size 
photos in the system.

• Being able to input marks, as well as exams, into the system.

• Grading to include all classes.

• Inclusion of financial management data.

One treatment school teacher suggested a need for hiring a ‘special person’ to enter the data: ‘not us because 
it becomes a lot of work’. In contrast to those who had praised the data security and storage capabilities of 
SchoolTool, one school administrator said that a challenge to sustainability was that data from SchoolTool 
kept disappearing; this was caused by a bug in the local system that has since been resolved. 

Of the potential areas for improvement, greater provision of laptops and training for more teachers were 
the most frequently mentioned.

Conclusions on Sustainability 
Schools are generally well prepared for the school information system. They have the capacity to support it, 
but the facilities to support it could be improved: in particular, sufficient computers, a constant power supply 
and a good internet connection. Frequent power outages limit extent to which PEAS Uganda can effectively 
tackle these issues. SchoolTool can be scaled up across the PEAS network for a lower cost per school than 
has been possible to date. Given limited evidence of direct impact from this evaluation, however, PEAS must 
consider carefully whether this represents value for money in face of competing resource priorities. 
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Key Points 
• Schools have improved their views upon whether they have enough time to use SchoolTool since they 

adopted it; this has positive implications for sustainability.

• Schools had marginally improved their views upon whether or not they felt they had received sufficient 
training to use SchoolTool, as well as whether their school has sufficient access to computers to use 
SchoolTool effectively. Qualitative responses indicate, however, that access to computers is likely to be 
the biggest potential challenge facing ongoing SchoolTool sustainability.

• Views on internet access were less positive, however, as the level of agreement to the view that schools 
have sufficient internet access to use SchoolTool decreased from the baseline to the endline survey. 

• All teachers and administrators, bar one, at the treatment schools would continue to use SchoolTool in 
the absence of PEAS’ involvement. 

• Limitations to the use of SchoolTool for treatment school respondents include a lack of computer 
literacy among teachers, power outages, internet connectivity and lack of sufficient computers. 

Sustainability of Non-SchoolTool Systems 

Comparison schools were also asked whether there were any improvements or changes they would 
suggest for the way their school currently monitors absenteeism. Some commented that the system 
was effective and did not require changes. Other comments included needing to do follow up of absent 
students, such as notifying parents; and involving other stakeholders (PTA, Board of Governors) in 
monitoring attendance. Three respondents identified the need for a better means of capturing data. One 
commented: ‘we need a better method because the records do not show effective reports’; another that ‘if we 
had an electronic system, it would be easier to obtain information and analyse it’. One comparison school staff 
member made a direct request to PEAS: ‘help us to get better ways of monitoring students and teachers 
because I do not think our way is very effective’.
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5. Findings and Conclusions 
5.1 Findings 
This section summarises answers to the key research questions that PEAS has asked of the evaluation.

1. What is the impact of the school information management system (SchoolTool) on teacher and 
student absenteeism and student drop out? 

• While responses from qualitative interviews indicate that SchoolTool has made it easier for 
administrators to identify students and teachers who were frequently absent, quantitative evaluation data 
demonstrates no measurable impact of SchoolTool on teacher/student absenteeism and student drop out 
during the period of this evaluation.

• There is no evidence to suggest that student and teacher attendance rates are increased more by 
SchoolTool compared with more traditional means of record keeping. Perceived student and teacher 
attendance rates increased at both treatment and comparison schools between the baseline and endline 
research periods, but these rates increased by more than twice the rate at the latter compared with the 
former. 

• It is likely that factors beyond SchoolTool have played a role in schools’ improved attendance rates from 
the baseline to the endline survey; for both treatment and comparison schools, improved attendance may 
be attributable to the relationship between school terms and agriculture cycles, as well as families’ 
decisions to save on fees.

• The perception among schools in terms of the effectiveness of SchoolTool in reducing absenteeism has 
fallen since their adoption of the system. Where school staff did not consider SchoolTool to be effective, 
this was, in some cases, related to issues with data loss and internet supply. Lack of impact was also found 
where learners were absent even though they were aware of being monitored; it is possible that this is 
related to a lack of knowledge around effective action to take, given the high proportion of respondents 
who were able to make positive interventions based on the data which SchoolTool provides.

• The fact that the changes in treatment schools were minimal, and less than the change in comparison 
schools, means that this research cannot confirm the hypothesis that use of SchoolTool increases 
students’ and teachers’ attendance rates in the immediate months after introduction. This does not 
necessarily mean that SchoolTool is not valuable; the research design takes a quantitative case study 
approach, which means that differences in reporting between school types may be due to chance rather 
genuine difference (as the respondent groups are small). There were also plenty of positive comments 
made about the impact of SchoolTool on attendance in the open (more qualitative) questions. 

• The commensurate positive comments made about non-SchoolTool systems, however, combined with the 
lack of quantitative evidence, suggests that PEAS should consider whether SchoolTool makes a genuine 
difference to schools’ abilities to tackle attendance issues, or whether it simply makes it easier for schools 
to find and view data. Perhaps the real difference that PEAS can make is in building schools’ capacity 
further so that they are all able to develop effective solutions to issues highlighted by both SchoolTool and 
more traditional systems.

2. What are the methods through which use of a school information management system changes 
teachers’ and students’ attendance behaviour? 

• Qualitative interviews indicate that SchoolTool has made it easier for administrators to identify students 
and teachers who were frequently absent, and to determine the reasons for these absences. Teachers are 
able to see on the system when there are problems with absenteeism. According to some staff, 
SchoolTool also encourages students not to miss lessons, as they are aware that they are being monitored 
and may therefore be more accountable. 

• The effectiveness of the SchoolTool system is, to a certain extent, related to the degree of action that 
schools take on the basis of the data that it flags. Solutions are not given by SchoolTool; it is simply a 
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monitoring mechanism from which schools must develop their own solutions. Schools therefore have a 
high level of responsibility in ensuring the utility and effectiveness of SchoolTool; it cannot be effective in a 
vacuum.

• For some schools, it was clear that the system had made it easier for them to act on the data, compared 
with previous ways of manual data collection. Methods initiated as a response to the data recorded by the 
system included changing the structure of fee collection or following up with parents and students; for 
teachers, they included continuous monitoring and supervision of the staff by school leaders, follow-ups 
by managers, and monitoring of teachers by the students themselves.

• Some of the factors influencing levels of attendance and attainment were external to the SchoolTool 
system. In both treatment and comparison schools, a range of other factors had influenced attendance and 
attainment; these include emphasising the importance of education, encouraging a sense of accountability 
to the wider school community, following-up absences, and setting targets and/or developing strategies to 
improve student performance.

3. What impact does improved teacher and student attendance (if any) have on student learning 
outcomes, as measured by students’ Maths and English scores? 

• Most of the treatment school staff members who were interviewed attributed any improvements in 
attainment, including that specific to maths and English, to increased levels of motivation related to 
SchoolTool. Quantitative data collected for the evaluation suggest, however, that there is no direct link 
between the use of SchoolTool and improved student attainment in the short term. 

• Although staff ratings of student attainment at their school increased over the research period, it did so 
with a greater increase for comparisons schools than for treatment schools. The research does not, 
therefore, support the idea that schools’ use of SchoolTool drives better levels of educational attainment 
than using alternative means of recording students’ attainment levels.

• It was suggested that there may be an indirect relationship between SchoolTool and attainment if it had 
improved as a result of higher levels of attendance. Others questioned the relationship between 
SchoolTool and student performance, while some noted that the system had not yet been used for this 
specific purpose; lack of training was also noted as a factor that had prevented impact of SchoolTool on 
attainment. 

• The lack of standardised testing in PEAS schools means that independent verification of perceived results 
is not possible. Standardised testing is planned across the PEAS network, which will make this assessment 
possible in future.

Additional research questions, with commentary, are summarised in the table below:

Research Question Commentary

Is the SchoolTool system functional and easy to use?

The system is functional and easy to use.
Barriers impeding its use include limited IT 
facilities and absence of internet connectivity. 
Schools would benefit from a minimum of 
two dedicated laptops per school. It was 
suggested that PEAS seek schools’ 
recommendations on the appropriate 
internet provider to use according to local 
connectivity, as schools tend to have a clearer 
picture of what will work best in their areas.
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Are staff confident in using the SchoolTool system 
and has it led to changes in their behaviour?

Staff appear confident in using the system, 
although it was flagged by some teachers that 
they had not seen reports produced by 
SchoolTool. There is little evidence of 
behaviour change on the part of teachers as a 
direct result of SchoolTool. Teachers in 
treatment schools and comparison schools 
use data in similar ways to address 
absenteeism; the difference is that teachers 
with SchoolTool have better, quicker access 
to the relevant data.

Can staff trained in the use of SchoolTool use the 
system accurately, frequently and consistently?

The research team has been unable to assess 
whether staff trained in the use of SchoolTool 
are able to use the system accurately and 
consistently, as verifications on spot check 
data were not possible. In terms of whether 
staff are able to use the system frequently, 
qualitative evidence from the endline research 
suggests that they are; information is 
uploaded regularly (as often as every day) 
into the system.

Are school leaders confident in producing and 
analysing reports that demonstrate trends in 
attendance and drop out?

Administrators appear confident in producing 
reports and staff, for the most part, in using 
them. The majority of school leaders use 
SchoolTool to monitor students and teachers, 
as well as to act upon data, such as by 
developing school management plans or 
producing reports. Administrators find some 
aspects of the system harder to understand, 
however; this includes financial reports, data 
percentages, the days on which teachers 
attend, how to establish dropout, and how to 
understand attainment data for subjects 
which have different grading statements.

Can teachers use data produced from the school 
information management system to design 
interventions to tackle absenteeism and has the 
system changed their approach to these issues?

Teachers can, on the whole, use data to 
design interventions to tackle absenteeism; 
there does not seem to be a difference, 
however, in the extent to which teachers are 
able to do this based on use of SchoolTool 
versus other forms of record keeping.

Research Question Commentary
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Schools are generally well prepared for the school information system. They have the capacity to support it, 
but the facilities to support it could be improved: in particular, sufficient computers, a constant power supply 
and a good internet connection. SchoolTool can be scaled up across the PEAS network for a lower cost per 
school than has been possible to date. Given limited evidence of direct impact from this evaluation, however, 

Have interventions been successful in reducing student 
absenteeism, including for at risk and vulnerable 
groups (with particular reference to girls)?

There is limited evidence that school-led 
interventions have specifically targeted 
absenteeism for at risk or vulnerable groups. 
In one case, the school administration 
changed the structure of fee payments in 
response to SchoolTool data in order to 
reduce the risk of poverty related 
absenteeism, but scope exists to extend such 
interventions further.

Do schools use data from the school information 
system to develop their school improvement plans?

Feeding the SchoolTool data into school 
improvement plans is a medium-term process, 
and this has not yet happened; possibly due to 
the fact that improvement plans are 
development on an annual basis and may not 
yet have been written for this year. It is 
expected, however, that this will happen in 
the near future.

Can the SchoolTool system be cost effectively scaled 
up across the PEAS network and does it offer good 
value for money?

Scale up is likely to be possible at a lower 
cost for PEAS than the per school cost thus 
far, as there have been considerable sunk 
costs in terms of time and infrastructure 
investment. Other aspects that would lower 
the costs associated with scale up include the 
adoption of low cost servers, as well as 
diminishing support requirements for existing 
schools in the network. Other requirements, 
however, such as the training time needed, are 
likely to increase.
It is clear that treatment schools feel that the 
benefits of the SchoolTool system are worth 
the costs, although the same is also true for 
comparison schools in relation to maintaining 
attendance records. There is therefore 
nothing to suggest that the system is 
preferable in terms of value to schools’ 
previous ways of record keeping.

Are there other low cost solutions available in 
Uganda in the school information management 
systems area?

The alternative systems identified have all 
previously been evaluated by PEAS and its 
partners. The desk review conducted as part 
of the SchoolTool evaluation has not 
identified any newly released alternatives that 
meet the original criteria. 

Research Question Commentary
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PEAS must consider carefully whether this represents value for money in face of competing resource 
priorities.

5.2 Recommendations 
• Further training could be provided to schools on how to use the analytical insights gained from 

SchoolTool; this would help schools use the data proactively in order to improve levels of student 
attainment and parental engagement. 

• Additional training in the use of specific tools and reports would benefit teachers and administrators 
currently confused by them. These include: financial reports; data percentages; the days on which 
teachers attend; how to establish dropout; and how to understand attainment data for subjects with 
different grading statements.

• Additional improvements suggested for the SchoolTool system include: greater input from SchoolTool 
designers into the profile section; the ability to input marks as well as exams into the system; the ability 
to include all classes in grading; and the inclusion of financial management data.

• Gathering data on actual absenteeism and attainment would provide a greater insight into the net 
impact on these on these areas; these are currently based on perceptions.

• In order to overcome one of the key challenges in accessing SchoolTool, the use of a more reliable 
energy source is recommended, such as solar power, as already used by PEAS. However, this also 
presents challenges where solar systems may not receive sufficient sunlight to power the system, as is 
often the case in a context like Uganda which experiences two heavy rainy seasons per year.

• As internet access poses a significant challenge to the effective use of SchoolTool, PEAS should seek the 
recommendations of schools regarding appropriate internet providers; schools will have a clearer 
understanding of which providers are most effective in their area. More effective internet connectivity 
will reduce the loss of data. Further, allowing SchoolTool to function, even if briefly, without internet or 
power would also increase its efficiency.

• Ongoing customisation of the tool, based on school feedback, ensures that it remains fit for purpose 
and adapts to changing school and staff needs. Previous examples of this include the use of colour 
coding to indicate trends and issues in results, providing an overview of student performance for school 
leaders. 

• Ongoing evaluations will ensure that the impact of SchoolTool will not be compromised by any changes, 
including those implemented to increase cost efficiency.

• The support provided by PEAS to schools in using the SchoolTool has been deemed excellent. It should, 
therefore, continue at the level at which it is currently being provided, at an average of three hours per 
week per school in the first two terms of adopting the tool, and in addition to the initial training. 

• All teachers and relevant staff, rather than the current two to seven people in each school, should be 
trained in the use of SchoolTool in order to increase the likelihood of successful system operation and 
effective use of data. Training is highly valued by teachers, but would have to be adapted according to 
teachers’ existing computer skills, with more training provided for those with lower levels of skills. This 
may be provided by schools’ own staff, if a ‘train the trainer’ model were to be developed by PEAS and 
would be particularly useful and cost effective in rolling out the use of the tool further.

• Current plans to introduce low cost servers and laptops for schools would reduce the cost of the tool 
and the burden of data entry on schools.
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Appendix A: School Attendance and Attainment 
The following section outlines factors which affect teacher and student attendance, and student attainment 
based on evidence from the school surveys.

School Attendance 
Factors Affecting Student Attendance 

▶ School Fees: School fees were mentioned frequently as an issue which drives student absence. 
Attendance is sometimes lower around the time that students are asked to pay their school fees; 
students who are sent home to collect school fees can be delayed in returning to school, sometimes by 
months. The issue of school fees is compounded for some students who have to pay their own fees, 
where parents either will not or cannot pay for them.

▶ Labour: Students are often engaged outside the school in activities such as agricultural work and brick 
making during the rainy season, and in housework. Market days were mentioned frequently by 
interviewees as days on which students are considerably less likely to attend school.

▶ Poverty: Some are unable to attend because of poverty. One interviewee, for example, cited students 
renting rooms in towns nearby the school, who have to return to their home villages when they run out 
of food. In some cases, students do not have the right equipment (books, etc) to be able to attend 
school. 

▶ Distance & Weather: Some students live a considerable distance from the school, which can affect 
attendance during the rainy season when flooding can make the roads impassable.

▶ Health & Wellbeing: Sickness was mentioned as a reason for students not attending school. For girls, 
menstruation can be a real issue, due to lack of appropriate sanitary protection; this often stops girls 
attending school on a monthly basis.

▶ Family: Family reasons for students’ lack of attendance include parental divorce, domestic problems, and 
(for students that have children of their own) their own parenting responsibilities.

Where student attendance was perceived as being high, reasons included the following:

▶ Student Structure: Having a high proportion of boarders reduces absence at a school level, as they are 
less likely than day pupils to be absent. 

▶ Stakeholder Commitment: Teacher and administration commitment contributes to high levels of 
student attendance, as does a positive commitment from parents and the local community towards 
education. Where the parent teacher association (PTA) in a school is stronger, attendance tends to be 
higher.  The positive effect of PTAs can be seen in situations in which the PTAs have strong relationships 29

with parents and use these relationships to encourage parents to send their children to school.

▶ Fee Structures: Some interviewees mentioned the benefits of having an affordable fee structure, or a 
lower fee structure than other local schools. One mentioned a positive impact on attendance from 
having a ‘grace period’ in which students who have not paid fees are not sent home. School fees can have 
a positive impact on attendance if rates are considered reasonable and parents are given adequate time 
in which to pay.

▶ Teacher Attendance & Quality: Student attendance is higher in schools in which teachers themselves 
have high levels of attendance, according to some interviewees. Students are also motivated to attend 
schools in which teaching standards are high.

▶ Follow-Up Actions: Various follow-up actions when data has flagged attendance issues contribute to 
high attendance levels. According to one visit school administrator, student attendance has been 
improved by the school calling parents to alert them about upcoming school fees; this has increased fees 

 Interview with PEAS Uganda team. 29
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being paid in time, which in turn means that more students are in a position to attend school. The range 
of these actions is discussed in more detail later in this report.

▶ Use of SchoolTool: SchoolTool was mentioned as a factor which can influence students’ level of 
attendance.

Factors Affecting Teacher Attendance 

▶ Sickness, Emergencies & Caring Responsibilities. 
▶ Distance & Weather: As with students, teachers who live a considerable distance from the school are 

sometimes affected by weather and transport issues. This can sometimes be linked to finances in cases 
where teachers have not been paid and need to cover transportation costs.

▶ Salary Payments: Teacher attendance is affected by salary payments; part-time teachers often work 
across more than one school, and have to collect salaries at different times. One school administrator, 
for example, explained that teachers would sometimes be absent on Fridays or Mondays in order to 
collect their salaries. Other teachers are affected when their salary payments are delayed.

▶ External Responsibilities: Some teachers have responsibilities outside the school, for example, 
invigilation of national examinations in other schools.

Reasons for high levels of teacher attendance at some schools were attributed to the following: 
▶ Teacher Characteristics: Attendance levels tend to be high where there are strong levels of teacher 

motivation, dedication and professionalism.  

▶ Training & Supervision: Provision of training workshops and continuous professional development can 
contribute to teacher morale and commitment, and thereby to higher attendance levels. Clear 
supervision of teachers by schools’ administrations can also drive teacher accountability. Other 
accountability mechanisms can include target setting. Positive performance management systems can also 
increase motivation levels (for example, regular appraisals).

▶ Board & Lodging: High teacher attendance is encouraged when schools provide teachers with onsite 
accommodation and meals. 

▶ Remuneration: Good levels of remuneration can help to underpin attendance levels, together with 
prompt payment of salary. 

▶ Follow-Up Actions: A range of follow-up actions are possible when poor teacher attendance is 
identified, which in turn can contribute to rising levels of teacher attendance (for example, giving 
warnings to teachers in cases of absenteeism). 

▶ Use of SchoolTool: As with student attendance, SchoolTool was mentioned as a factor which can 
influence teachers’ attendance levels. 

Attainment 
Negative Influences 

▶ Low Attendance: Low attendance rates can contribute to lower performance; students are not in 
class and therefore not learning. One interviewee suggested that school fees specifically (when students 
are sent home due to lack of payment) are a reason for low attendance and therefore for low 
performance. 

▶ Previous Schooling: Poor educational backgrounds (at primary level) were blamed in some cases for 
low attainment at secondary level. One interviewee went further to blame non-selective admissions.

▶ Student Demographics: Poor English performance is an issue for some students from rural or poor 
backgrounds, as they may have limited exposure to English prior to attending school. Poverty can also 
affect educational attainment. 

▶ School Resources: A lack of basic facilities, textbooks and instructional materials has had a negative 
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impact on student performance in some cases. 
▶ Student Aptitude and Attitude: Lack of concentration, varying degrees of understanding and negative 

attitudes towards maths can also affect learning outcomes for students. Some learners, apparently, can 
also show a lack of concern about their marks.

▶ Parental Engagement: Results are affected by a lack of participation by parents: ‘Parents have failed to 
visit schools and leave everything to the teachers which limits… performance due to the high number of 
learners’  or because they do not provide resources for students.30

Positive Influences 

▶ School Resources: Just as a lack of basic facilities, textbooks and instructional materials can have a 
negative effect on student attainment, the presence of these resources can facilitate it. Well-equipped 
libraries with newspapers and text books were highlighted as being particularly useful, as were learning 
laboratories.

▶ Language Skills: Many students in PEAS schools have not previously been taught in English, which 
presents them with huge challenges when English is used as the medium of instruction. Positive effects 
on attainment have been noted where schools encourage the use of English outside of lessons, for 
example, through organised debates or the provision of additional reading materials in English.

▶ Assessment: Some interviewees highlighted a need for continuous (or at least regular) assessment of 
students, with appropriate follow-ups to drive higher attainment. 

▶ Career Guidance: Guidance can help students to overcome negative attitudes to subjects, such as 
maths, by highlighting its importance to future goals and ambitions. Reductions in negative attitudes can 
help to support higher levels of attainment through increased engagement.

▶ Full-Time Employment: According to staff at one of the treatment schools, maths and English 
achievements were positively affected by having full-time teachers in particular subjects.

▶ Class Size: One school director highlighted ‘manageable’ class sizes of between 60 and 70 students as 
having had a positive impact on learning outcomes.

▶ Monitoring & Teacher Development: Improving student results can be supported by consistent 
monitoring and supervision, both internally and by PEAS, as well as continuing professional development 
(CPD) for teachers. The competency of teachers is an important influence on student attainment, so 
supporting competency development through CPD is likely to be particularly important for PEAS 
schools.

▶ Community Activities: Attainment can also be supported by community activities which sensitise 
parents (and the wider community) to the importance of education. 

▶ Teaching & Learning Methods: Respondents mentioned various teaching and learning methods that 
they believed positively affected Maths and English results: encouraging classroom debates and group 
discussions in English, reading newspapers in school, literacy lessons and clubs in various subjects chaired 
by different teachers and students, encouraging group work by students, and instilling a team approach to 
teaching (marking, setting and delivering classes as a team). Levels of attainment are high when students 
are motivated and willing to learn, so inculcating a love of learning is likely to be key for those schools 
trying to increase attainment rates.

▶ Differentiation: Differentiating lessons according to the needs of individual students is key to supporting 
student attainment. This differentiation includes remedial lessons for those who require them.

 School management/administration, Pioneer.30

!35



SchoolTool Evaluation  
Endline Report  

!  

Appendix B: Spot Check Data 
Baseline Data 

* Full spot checks were not conducted for Samling Kichwamba and Apeulai and have therefore not been 
included. 

Endline Data 

School 
Name

Class 
Checked

Teacher Lesson
Date/Time 
of Check

Class 
Attendance

Girls 
Attendance

Mukongoro

Senior 1B No Teacher
July 2 2015

2:10pm 51 33

Senior 4 
Examination

Abokun 
Valentine

July 2 2015
4:25pm 74 37

Senior 1A
Emusugut 
George

July 2 2015
4:20pm 72 47

Nyero Senior 3A
Imoot 
James Mathematics

July 2 2015
11:45am 68 37

Ngora

Senior 2B
Otim 

Godfrey
July 3 2015
11:25am 70 40

Senior 2R
Achuro 
Deborah

July 3 2015
11:15am 20 13

Senior 3R
Oule Simon 

Peter
July 3 2015
11:00am 35 25

Akoromit

Senior 3C
Olebe 
Alfred

July 2 2015
11:43am 52 24

Senior 2
Omudu 
Charles Chemistry

July 2 2015
8:35am 62 28

Bwesumbu

Senior 2A
Komu 

Richard
June 30 2015

9:20am 68 30

Senior 2W
Bahangordi 

Ronald
Physics & 

Mathematics
June 30 2015

11:45am 38 14

Toroma Senior 2B
Ariko 
Simon 
Peter

July 3 2015
10am

41 20

School 
Name

Class 
Checked

Teacher Lesson
Date/Time 
of Check

Class 
Attendance

Girls 
Attendance

Nyero
Senior 1C 

Examination N/A N/A
Nov 16 2015

3:57pm 90 45
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* Spot checks were not conducted for Mukongoro, Akoromit, Toroma and Apeulai. Some schools were 
conducting examinations at the time of the data collection phase, while at another school, staff were 
undergoing appraisals. There were no lessons being conducted at Apeulai according to what the 
researchers could observe.  

Ngora

Senior 1
Okello 
Daniel 
Akiiki

Entreprene
urship

Nov 17 2015
3:40pm

67 39

Senior 3R, 3B 
and 3G

Nelson 
Osako

Physics 
Practical

Nov 17 2015
3:30pm 130 73

Bwesumbu

Senior 2W Ngobya 
Ezekiel

Christian 
Religious 
Education

Nov 11 2015
12:30pm

29 13

Senior 2E
Kakusi 
Brunna History

Nov 11 2015
12:52pm 40 27

Samling 
Kichwamba

Senior 1B
Kalemera 

Hannington Geography
Nov 10 2015

(pm) 64 40

Senior 3
Kalemera 

Hannington Geography
Nov 10 2015

4:05pm 45 24

N/A
Onencan 
Cosma Chemistry

Nov 10 2015 
4:00pm 54 36

School 
Name

Class 
Checked

Teacher Lesson
Date/Time 
of Check

Class 
Attendance

Girls 
Attendance
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Appendix C: Data Tables 
SchoolTool Adaptability: Detailed Tables 

Usefulness of SchoolTool Data and Reports/Usefulness of Current System: Detailed Tables 

Adaptability Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Overall 3.0 3.3

By School

Pioneer 2.7

Sarah Ntiiro 3.0

Mukongoro 3.0 3.5

Nyero 3.4 3.3

Ngora 3.3 4.0

Akoromit 2.6 3.0

By School Type

Visit Schools 2.9

Treatment Schools 3.1 3.4

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders 3.1 3.3

Classroom Teachers 3.0

Usefulness Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Overall 3.6 3.5

By School

Pioneer 3.4

Sarah Ntiiro 3.6

Mukongoro 3.8 3.4

Nyero 3.8 3.4

Ngora 4.0 3.5
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Usefulness of Maintaining Student and Teacher Attendance Records: Detailed Tables 

Akoromit 3.8 3.6

Bwesumbu 3.5 3.5

Samling Kichwamba 3.1 3.6

Apeulai 3.6 3.4

Toroma 3.5 3.2

By School Type

Visit Schools 3.5

Treatment Schools 3.8 3.5

Comparison Schools 3.4 3.4

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders 3.6 3.7

Classroom Teachers 3.6 3.4

Usefulness Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Usefulness Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Overall 3.8 3.8

By School

Pioneer 3.9

Sarah Ntiiro 3.9

Mukongoro 3.8 3.6

Nyero 3.9 4.0

Ngora 3.8 3.8

Akoromit 3.5 3.9

Bwesumbu 4.0 3.9

Samling Kichwamba 4.0 3.9

Apeulai 3.8 3.6
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Attendance Records: Detailed Tables 

Toroma 3.6 3.4

By School Type

Visit Schools 3.9

Treatment Schools 3.7 3.8

Comparison Schools 3.8 3.7

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders 3.9 4.0

Classroom Teachers 3.8 3.7

Usefulness Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Median Frequency Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Overall Every lesson Every lesson

By School

Pioneer At least once a day

Sarah Ntiiro At least once a day

Mukongoro Between every lesson 
and once a day

At least once a day

Nyero Every lesson Every lesson

Ngora Every lesson At least once a day

Akoromit At least once a day Every lesson

Bwesumbu At least once a day At least once a day

Samling Kichwamba Every lesson At least once a day

Apeulai Every lesson Every lesson

Toroma Every lesson Every lesson

By School Type

Visit Schools At least once a day

!40



SchoolTool Evaluation  
Endline Report  

!  

SchoolTool Adaptability/Usefulness of PEAS Support: Detailed Tables 

Treatment Schools
Every lesson Between every 

lesson and once a 
day

Comparison Schools Every lesson Every lesson

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders At least once a day At least once a day

Classroom Teachers Every lesson Every lesson

Median Frequency Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

PEAS Suport Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Overall 3.6 3.5

By School

Pioneer 4.0

Sarah Ntiiro 3.3

Mukongoro 3.4 4.0

Nyero 3.6 3.0

Ngora 3.9 3.5

Akoromit 3.4 4.0

By School Type

Visit Schools 3.7

Treatment Schools 3.6 3.6

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders 3.8 3.5

Classroom Teachers 3.5
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Degree to which Teachers Understand SchoolTool Reports: Detailed Tables 

Understanding 
Score (/4)

Baseline

Overall 2.8

By School

Mukongoro 2.9

Nyero 3.1

Ngora 2.9

Akoromit 2.2

By School Type

Treatment Schools 2.8

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders 2.9

Classroom Teachers 2.8
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Usage of SchoolTool: Detailed Tables  31

Awareness and Use of Alternative SIMS: Detailed Tables 

SchoolTool Usage (% of Yes)

Monitoring 
Students and 

Teachers

To Act Upon 
Data

Other

Overall 91.7% 91.7% 8.3%

By School

Sarah Ntiiro 100.0% 66.7% 0.0%

Mukongoro 50.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Nyero 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Ngora 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Akoromit 100.0% 100.0% 50.0%

By School Type

Visit School 100.0% 66.7% 0.0%

Treatment Schools 89.0% 100.0% 11.0%

Alternative SIMS (% of Yes)

Baseline Endline

Overall 53.0% 36.8%

By School

Pioneer 42.3%

Sarah Ntiiro 37.5%

Mukongoro 50.0% 37.5%

Nyero 62.5% 57.1%

Ngora 62.5% 12.5%

Akoromit 12.5% 12.5%

Bwesumbu 66.7% 50.0%

 This indicator relate to a new question on SchoolTool usages in the endline survey. As such, all data in the table 31

relate to this period only. 
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School Value in use of SchoolTool/Maintaining Attendance Records: Detailed Tables 

Samling Kichwamba 100.0% 62.5%

Apeulai 50.0% 40.0%

Toroma 37.5% 25.0%

By School Type

Visit Schools 39.9%

Treatment Schools 46.9% 29.0%

Comparison Schools 63.3% 44.8%

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders 46.0% 30.0%

Classroom Teachers 58.0% 39.6%

Alternative SIMS (% of Yes)

Baseline Endline

School Value (% of Yes)

Baseline Endline

Overall 84.0% 97.6%

By School

Pioneer 100.0%

Sarah Ntiiro 66.7%

Mukongoro 100.0% 100.0%

Nyero 100.0% 100.0%

Ngora 71.4% 100.0%

Akoromit 87.5% 100.0%

Bwesumbu 100.0% 100.0%

Samling Kichwamba 100.0% 100.0%

Apeulai 100.0% 100.0%

Toroma 100.0% 100.0%

By School Type
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Pupil Attendance Rate: Detailed Tables 

Visit Schools 83.3%

Treatment Schools 90.0% 100.0%

Comparison Schools 100.0% 100.0%

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders 96.0% 92.5%

Classroom Teachers 94.6% 100.0%

School Value (% of Yes)

Baseline Endline

Attendance Rate

Baseline Endline

Overall 84.8% 88.4%

By School

Pioneer 87.3%

Sarah Ntiiro 82.8%

Mukongoro 86.8% 85.1%

Nyero 93.7% 94.9%

Ngora 85.6% 87.9%

Akoromit 81.9% 95.8%

Bwesumbu 86.7% 84.3%

Samling Kichwamba 79.4% 88.9%

Apeulai 79.6% 87.1%

Toroma 83.6% 87.8%

By School Type

Visit Schools 85.0%

Treatment Schools 87.0% 91.1%

Comparison Schools 81.8% 87.0%

By Job Role
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Pupil Attendance Score: Detailed Tables 

School Administrators/Leaders 87.3% 92.1%

Classroom Teachers 83.1% 86.8%

Attendance Rate

Baseline Endline

Attendance Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Overall 2.8 2.9

By School

Pioneer 2.8

Sarah Ntiiro 2.4

Mukongoro 2.6 2.4

Nyero 3.4 3.4

Ngora 2.5 2.6

Akoromit 3.3 3.3

Bwesumbu 2.8 3.0

Samling Kichwamba 2.8 2.9

Apeulai 2.6 3.2

Toroma 2.8 2.9

By School Type

Visit Schools 2.6

Treatment Schools 2.9 2.9

Comparison Schools 2.8 3.0

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders 2.9 2.8

Classroom Teachers 2.8 2.9

!46



SchoolTool Evaluation  
Endline Report  

!  

SchoolTool Potential to Reduce Absenteeism: Detailed Tables 

Teacher Attendance Rate: Detailed Tables 

Effectiveness Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Overall 3.4 3.0

By School

Pioneer 3.5

Sarah Ntiiro 3.1

Mukongoro 3.4 2.6

Nyero 3.6 2.8

Ngora 3.4 2.9

Akoromit 3.3 3.6

By School Type

Visit Schools 3.3

Treatment Schools 3.4 3.0

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders 3.6 3.3

Classroom Teachers 3.3 2.9

Attendance Rate

Baseline Endline

Overall 92.0% 93.7%

By School

Pioneer 90.0%

Sarah Ntiiro 94.3%

Mukongoro 91.8% 87.4%

Nyero 96.5% 95.1%

Ngora 93.2% 96.8%
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Teacher Attendance Score: Detailed Tables 

Akoromit 85.4% 94.9%

Bwesumbu 96.2% 92.3%

Samling Kichwamba 89.6% 94.8%

Apeulai 94.3% 95.8%

Toroma 91.3% 92.9%

By School Type

Visit Schools 92.1%

Treatment Schools 91.7% 93.5%

Comparison Schools 92.6% 93.7%

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders 92.2% 94.2%

Classroom Teachers 91.8% 93.5%

Attendance Rate

Baseline Endline

Attendance Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Overall 3.3 3.5

By School

Pioneer 3.0

Sarah Ntiiro 3.1

Mukongoro 3.1 3.3

Nyero 3.6 3.4

Ngora 3.3 3.4

Akoromit 3.0 3.6

Bwesumbu 3.7 3.4

Samling Kichwamba 3.3 3.9

Apeulai 3.5 3.8
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Student Performance in Maths & English/Educational Standards Achieved: Detailed Tables  32

Toroma 3.4 3.5

By School Type

Visit Schools 3.1

Treatment Schools 3.3 3.4

Comparison Schools 3.4 3.6

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders 3.3 3.3

Classroom Teachers 3.3 3.5

Attendance Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Attainment Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Overall 2.5 2.7

By School

Pioneer 2.7

Sarah Ntiiro 2.4

Mukongoro 2.5 2.6

Nyero 3.0 2.7

Ngora 2.6 2.9

Akoromit 2.9 3.3

Bwesumbu 2.5 3.0

Samling Kichwamba 1.9 2.3

Apeulai 2.3 2.7

Toroma 2.1 2.2

 This indicator is not comparing like for like: in the baseline survey, schools (with the exception of Pioneer) were 32

asked to rate students’ performance in Maths and English compared to other schools. In the endline survey, treatment 
schools and the visit school were asked to characterise the educational standards achieved by pupils at the school; 
comparison schools were asked to rate the student performance in Maths and English separately. In order to get a 
comparative score for comparison schools, the average score to the questions on English and Maths performance was 
included. 
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Training Scores: Detailed Tables 

Time Scores: Detailed Tables 

By School Type

Visit Schools 2.5

Treatment Schools 2.7 2.9

Comparison Schools 2.2 2.5

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders 2.5 2.6

Classroom Teachers 2.4 2.7

Attainment Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Training Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Overall 2.3 2.3

By School

Pioneer 1.7

Sarah Ntiiro 1.7

Mukongoro 2.3 3.0

Nyero 2.5 2.7

Ngora 2.3 2.0

Akoromit 2.3 2.0

By School Type

Visit Schools 1.7

Treatment Schools 2.3 2.4

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders 2.7 2.3

Classroom Teachers 2.0
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Internet Access Scores: Detailed Tables 

Time Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Overall 2.1 2.6

By School

Pioneer 1.3

Sarah Ntiiro 2.3

Mukongoro 3.3 2.5

Nyero 2.3 2.7

Ngora 1.5 3.0

Akoromit 1.9 2.5

By School Type

Visit Schools 1.8

Treatment Schools 2.2 2.7

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders 2.5 2.6

Classroom Teachers 1.9

Internet Access Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Overall 2.4 2.1

By School

Pioneer 3.3

Sarah Ntiiro 2.0

Mukongoro 1.5 1.0

Nyero 3.3 3.0

Ngora 2.5 2.0

Akoromit 1.9 2.0

By School Type
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Computer Access Scores: Detailed Tables 

Visit Schools 2.7

Treatment Schools 2.3 2.1

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders 2.5 2.1

Classroom Teachers 2.3

Internet Access Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Computer Access Score (/4)

Baseline Endline

Overall 2.1 2.7

By School

Pioneer 0.3

Sarah Ntiiro 3.3

Mukongoro 2.3 3.0

Nyero 2.8 2.0

Ngora 2.5 2.5

Akoromit 1.5 2.5

By School Type

Visit Schools 1.8

Treatment Schools 2.3 2.4

By Job Role

School Administrators/Leaders 2.3 2.7

Classroom Teachers 2.0
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Appendix D: Approach 
Overall Evaluation Approach 
The following definitions have been used in the research:

• Visit schools: schools which have had SchoolTool for at least a year.

• Treatment schools: schools which have recently adopted SchoolTool.

• Comparison schools: schools in the PEAS network which have not currently got a SIMS.

The research compares four treatment schools with four comparison schools, with a baseline and endline 
data collection period in June 2015 and November 2015 respectively. Two visit schools have also been 
selected in order to look at the longer term impacts of SchoolTool; one school was visited in the June field 
research, and the other will be visited in the November field research. The field visits comprise stakeholder 
interviews with around eight representatives from each of the schools: these tend to comprise three school 
administrators (the director, headteacher and head of studies) and five classroom teachers. The evaluation 
has also incorporated a desk review, document review and interviews with programme stakeholders. The 
desk review will be incorporated into the endline report, but has not been included in the baseline 
assessment.

The evaluation has been designed according to the OECD DAC’s REISS dimensions: relevance, effectiveness, 
efficiency, impact and sustainability. PEAS’s evaluation questions were structured into the following 
framework (asterisks indicate questions added by the Research Base): 

Evaluation Dimension Research Questions Method

Relevance 
(Continued relevance of 
programme in potentially 
changing policies and/or 
programme priorities.)

• Does the SchoolTool system suit the needs of those 
using it?*

• Is the system appropriate for the regional context?*

• Are the features of SchoolTool fit for stakeholder 
needs?*

Interviews

Effectiveness 
(Functionality, ease of use, 
and the extent to which 
programme objectives have 
been met or are likely to 
be met.)

• Is the SchoolTool system functional and easy to use?

• Can staff trained in the use of the school information 
management system (SchoolTool) use the system: i. 
Accurately ii. Frequently iii. Consistently? 

• Are school leaders confident in producing and 
analysing reports that demonstrate trends in 
attendance and drop out? 

• Are staff confident in using the SchoolTool system 
and has it led to changes in their behaviour? 

• Can teachers use data produced from the school 
information management system to design 
interventions to tackle absenteeism and has the 
system changed their approach to these issues? 

Interviews

Efficiency 
(Cost-benefit analysis.)

• Does the SchoolTool system offer good value for 
money?

• Are there other low cost solutions available in 
Uganda in the school information management 
systems area? 

Desk research 
concerning other 
possible systems 

Interviews
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Sampling 
The following table shows the sampling of visit, comparison and treatment schools and treatment schools, 
together with selected characteristics: the year it was founded, the region of Uganda, current enrolment 
levels, the proportion of girls and the proportion of boarders. PEAS advised on the selection of comparison 
schools on the basis of age, level of investment and quality of school: age was the principal criteria and was 
roughly equivalent to the treatment schools. There were only four treatment schools, so all were selected 
for the research.

Impact (Programme 
results or effects in the 
short, medium and long 
term.)

• What are the methods through which use of a school 
information management system changes teachers’ 
and students’ attendance behaviour?

• Do schools use data from the school information 
system to develop their school improvement plans? 

• Are schools using the school information 
management system to strengthen administrative and 
financial processes?

• What is the impact of the school information 
management system (SchoolTool) on teacher and 
student absenteeism and student drop out? 

• Have interventions been successful in reducing 
student absenteeism, including for at risk and 
vulnerable groups (with particular reference to girls)?

• What impact does improved teacher and student 
attendance (if any) have on student learning 
outcomes, as measured by students Maths and English 
scores? 

• Does the implementation of the school information 
management system improve/impact students’ 
academic attainment in: i. Maths and ii. English?

Analysis of 
existing 
attendance/grade 
data, as well as 
baseline and end-
line spot checks

Interviews

Sustainability (The extent 
to which the programme is 
institutionally, financially, 
socially and 
environmentally 
sustainable.

• Are schools well prepared for the school information 
system and do they have the facilities and capacity to 
support it? (personnel/ infrastructure) 

• Can the SchoolTool system be cost effectively scaled 
up across the PEAS network?

Interviews 

Evaluation Dimension Research Questions Method

School Name Designation Founded Region Enrolment* % Girls % Boarders

Pioneer Visit 2011 Central 354 54% 40%

Mukongoro Treatment 2013 Eastern 650 45% 54%

Nyero Treatment 2013 Eastern 700 50% 58%

Ngora Treatment 2013 Eastern 633 50% 50%

Akoromit Treatment 2013 Eastern 617 52% 72%
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*Term 1, 2015.
**The other visit school will be added to the table following the endline research, by which point field research will 
have taken place there.
***Median.

The table above demonstrates that treatment schools and comparison schools are comparable in their year 
of founding and their proportion of female students. Treatment schools are all in the Eastern region, 
whereas comparison schools are split equally between Eastern and Western; and treatment schools have a 
higher proportion of boarders.

Training and Quality Assurance 
The Research Base recruited, trained and worked closely with four early career researchers in the delivery 
of the baseline field research. The researchers received training at PEAS head office in areas including 
research ethics, interview delivery, reporting and quality assurance, and the project itself. The researchers 
were observed for the first day of field research in Pioneer PEAS High School and then had daily check-ins.

Research was managed according to the Market Research Society’s Code of Conduct. We ascribed to 
various principles including informed consent, protecting the interests of participants and maintaining 
confidentiality, and data protection. A full summary of our approach to research ethics is available upon 
request. For quality control, researchers recorded all interviews. 12% of interviews were fully transcribed by 
staff at the Research Base, independently of the the fieldwork team, and transcripts were checked against 
the data uploaded by the fieldwork researchers. 

Survey Methodology 
Survey responses were collected in-person and uploaded to SurveyMonkey by the local researchers. A 
combination of closed-ended and open-ended questions were utilised in order to gather both quantitative 
and qualitative information. In order to allow for direct and clear comparison between respondents and 
schools, respondents were given a number of answer options for closed-ended questions, such as Yes/No 
and rating scaling. Responses to scaling questions were given a score of 0-4 signalling respondents’ level of 
agreement with a series of statements such as: 0 = strongly disagree; 1 = disagree; 2 = neutral; 3 = agree; and 
4 = strongly agree. The calculation for individual school impact was (0xN+1xN+2xN+3xN+4xN)/(total 
respondents), with the resulting score between 0 and 4. The higher the score, the higher the level of 
agreement or impact reported by participants; at the same time, a low score (such as 0.3) means that survey 
respondents noted a low impact.

Bwesumbu Comparison 2012 Western 419 43% 36%

Samling Kichwamba Comparison 2013 Western 428 58% 48%

Apeulai Comparison 2014 Eastern 437 46% 51%

Toroma Comparison 2014 Eastern 418 50% 58%

Averages

Treatment schools 2013 Eastern 650 49% 59%

Comparison schools 2013 Split E/W 426 49% 48%

All schools 2012 Central*** 521 51% 41%

School Name Designation Founded Region Enrolment* % Girls % Boarders
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Challenges and Limitations 
There are various challenges and limitations inherent to the research design and delivery. Due to the lack of 
standardised testing among schools, attainment data can only be compared within as opposed to across 
schools. Statistical tests have not been included in the quantitative analysis for this baseline report as the 
samples collected from schools were too small to offer robust conclusions. The absence of a theory of 
change describing the key assumptions behind anticipated outcomes may also limit the precision of the 
evaluation in cross-checking all relevant aspects of the programme. 

One of the criteria for schools to be selected by PEAS as SchoolTool schools (i.e. treatment schools for the 
purposes of this evaluation) was the presence of a headteacher who is (a) open to change and (b) likely to 
make data-driven decisions. This may distort evaluation findings, as treatment schools may be more likely to 
attain programme objectives as a result of better school leadership. 

Some challenges and limitations are inherent to the characteristics of schools engaged in the study. For 
example, there is a perception among the PEAS team that disparities exist between different geographical 
regions in the country in terms of their keenness for education; schools in the Eastern region (comprising 
all four treatment schools and two comparison schools) are seen as having a higher desire for education 
compared to schools in the Western region (comprising two comparison schools). Regional differences in 
the degree of education enthusiasm or commitment on behalf of either pupils and school staff may have an 
impact on attendance rates and attainment within schools. Moreover, treatment schools tend to have a 
higher proportion of boarders which may bring in higher school fees. This may also have an impact upon 
evaluation findings, as higher school resources might enable a higher capacity in addressing challenges within 
the school. Limitations arising from these  differences in school characteristics are likely to be negated, to a 
certain extent, by establishing a baseline for each school that takes into account the different starting 
position of each school.

A further limitation to this study is the absence of a pure baseline, as some treatment schools had already 
started using the SchoolTool system at the time of data collection (albeit for a very short period). School-
to-school comparisons are also complicated by the fact that a small number of survey questions had to be 
amended following the visit to the pilot school when it became apparent that they were not properly 
understood by all participants.

The indicator for attainment among pupils is not comparing like for like; as a result, any changes in 
attainment scores (see Appendix B: Data Tables) that can be observed between baseline and the endline 
survey may not be a reflection of real differences in student attainment in these schools. In the baseline 
survey, schools (with the exception of Pioneer) were asked to rate students’ performance in Maths and 
English compared to other schools. In the endline survey, treatment schools and the visit school were asked 
to characterise the educational standards achieved by pupils at the school; comparison schools were asked 
to rate the students’ performance in Maths and English separately. In order to get a comparative score for 
comparison schools, the average score to the questions on English and Maths performance was included in 
the analysis. 

Actual attendance and attainment data from schools was not yet available from the central SchoolTool 
server, which meant that it was not possible to compare actual figures with perceived figures and establish 
the net impact in these areas. Caution should therefore be taken when interpreting the impact of the 
system on absenteeism and attainment. 
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