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Evaluation Final Report Template 
 

Introduction 
 
The London Schools Excellence Fund (LSEF) is based on the hypothesis that investing in teaching, subject knowledge and subject-specific 
teaching methods and pedagogy will lead to improved outcomes for pupils in terms of attainment, subject participation and aspiration. The GLA 
is supporting London schools to continue to be the best in the country, with the best teachers and securing the best results for young 
Londoners. The evaluation will gather information on the impact of the Fund on teachers, students and the wider system. 
 
This report is designed for you to demonstrate the impact of your project on teachers, pupils and the wider school system and reflect on 
lessons learnt. It allows you to highlight the strengths and weaknesses of your project methodology and could be used to secure future funding 
to sustain the project from other sources. All final reports will feed into the programme wide meta-evaluation of the LSEF being undertaken by 
SQW. Please read in conjunction with Project Oracle’s ‘Guidance to completing the Evaluation Final Report’. 
 

 
Project Oracle: Level 2 
Report Submission Deadline:  Round 1 and Round 2 - 30 September 2015  
Report Submission: Final Report to the GLA / Rocket Science (delete as appropriate)  
 

https://gallery.mailchimp.com/ab3b363ebe06b9e8ddd882534/files/LSEF_Evaluation_Briefing_Mar15.pdf
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Project Name: Capital Physics 
Lead Delivery Organisation: Institute of Physics 
London Schools Excellence Fund Reference: LSEFR1204 
Author of the Self-Evaluation: Trevor Plant 
Total LSEF grant funding for project: £415068 
Total Lifetime cost of the project (inc. match funding): £492552 
Actual Project Start Date: 01/04/14 
Actual Project End Date: 31/12/15 
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1. Executive Summary 
 
This should be a brief summary of what information is included in the report, the evaluation methods and analysis used and a summary of the 
key findings from your project evaluation. (maximum 500 words) 
 
This final report is based on an evaluation of Capital Physics, which has established six networks of schools each consisting of a hub 
(advocate) school and ten spokes (partner schools).  Each Network works with a dedicated coach employed by The Institute of Physics on a 
0.4 fte contract. The coach works with the partner schools leading bespoke CPD in each of the 10 schools aimed at improving the teaching of, 
and consequently attainment in, A-level Physics.  The coach also works with the advocate School to arrange and contribute to a termly Network 
“mini conference” in the Advocate School. 
 
The rationale for this project was based on the need to improve student attainment in A-level physics.  The need arises from the fact that 
teacher turnover and wastage is higher in London than in most other parts of England, and this is particularly the case in Inner London schools 
and amongst secondary physics teachers.   Also uptake of A-level physics is inconsistent across London’s schools. There are 358 state-
maintained secondary schools in London with a sixth form; 149 of these entered no pupils to A-level physics in 2012, and 231 schools entered 
fewer than six pupils.  
 
Evidence was gathered by the following methods: 

● direct questioning and surveys administered by the coaches 

● on-line subject knowledge tests 

● scrutiny of published exam results data 
● an independent evaluation carried out for the IOP by the company Alpha Plus. 

 
The evaluation of the project demonstrated the following findings: 

● There was an increase in grades at AS level physics in 71% of the partner schools. 
● There was an increase of 10% in AS to A2 progression rates in the partner schools. 
● There was increased teacher confidence and understanding of the support needed for accessing A* and A grades in over 70% of 

teachers involved. 
● There was an increase in the subject knowledge of teachers 
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As a result of completing this evaluation we would make the following recommendations for future delivery of such projects 
 

● A hub and spoke model works well, but the work of the coach in providing bespoke CPD in each school, as well as maintaining the 
relationships between various members of the network, is vital.  The involvement of a subject association (in this case the IOP) adds 
experience and credibility to the project. 

● The coach needs to be selected, trained and supported well to ensure the quality of the work carried out in schools. 
● If the university sector is to be involved a carefully structured, coordinated approach needs to be made to the appropriate person. 
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2. Project Description 
 
Much of the detail for this section can be drawn from your Stage 2 funding application. Please note that if you do copy this information from 
your original application, funding agreement, or interim report, be sure to update it as appropriate (e.g. including tense change). 
 
Provide a full project description (approximately one side of A4), in particular: 
 

● Why was the project set up? / What need was it seeking to address? (e.g. because teachers lacked confidence in their subject 
knowledge? Because pupil attainment was lower in this subject area in this borough/cluster/school/than in other 
boroughs/clusters/schools?).  

● What were the circumstances into which it was introduced (e.g. existing networks of schools/ expert partner offering a new approach 
etc.)?   

● What project activities have been put in place? 

● Where has the project been delivered geographically? 

● Who delivered the project? 

● Who were the target beneficiary groups of the project and why? 

 
Capital Physics aims to improve student attainment in A-level physics, and support the establishment of A-level physics courses in more 
schools.  Drawing on the experience of the Institute of Physics, the project facilitates school-to-school CPD networks based on a hub model, 
with ‘advocate schools’ supporting physics teachers in ‘partner schools’.  The evidence of the need for the project is: 
 

● Teacher turnover and wastage is higher in London than in most other parts of England, and this is particularly the case in Inner London 
schools and amongst secondary physics teachers.  

● Uptake of A-level physics is inconsistent across London’s schools. There are 358 state-maintained secondary schools in London with a 
sixth form; 149 of these entered no pupils to A-level physics in 2012, and 231 schools entered fewer than six pupils.  

● The average percentage of pupils eligible for free school meals in all London state-maintained secondary schools is 25.7%. In the 231 
schools with low physics A-level numbers this figure is 29%.  

● Only 22% of those studying A-level physics in London state schools are girls. The drop-out rate between AS-level and A2-level physics 
in London state-maintained secondary schools is 43%, but for girls this figure is 47%. With the proposed reforms to AS-levels and the 
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introduction of two-year, linear A-level courses, which will occur after the end of this project, there is a strong possibility that uptake and 
retention of pupils to A-level physics will become even more challenging for schools.  

 

 
Summary  
 
In collaboration with selected schools with an excellent record in A-level physics (advocate schools) we have developed programmes of 
teacher CPD improving subject knowledge and pedagogy for A-level physics.  We have identified 60 state-funded schools able to benefit from 
the project’s support (partner schools).  These schools were identified, using publicly available examination data, as being schools likely to 
benefit from such targeted CPD.  They were then invited to apply for the position of “partner school” and we obtained a “memorandum of 
Understanding” (MoU) signed by a member of SLT in that school.  CPD has been delivered on-site with content bespoke to each Partner 
School and its context. The project has established sustainable local networks, with advocate schools as the hubs. Each network is also linked 
to an HEI physics or engineering department based in London (or close).  The coach and HEI outreach officer have worked together to provide 
opportunities for staff, and students where appropriate, to benefit from the outreach activities that the HEI can offer.  Beyond the timescale of 
the project, the Institute of Physics (IOP) will move from a management to an advisory role for these networks. 
 
Timeframe 
The timeframe originally envisaged was for the project to run with CPD taking place in the individual schools, the termly meetings in the 
advocate schools and the annual conferences from July 2014 to July 2015, with August and September 2015 as an evaluation and reporting 
period.  Using money from the project’s underspend, this level of activity will continue until December 2015.  From January 2016 until July 2016 
the coaches will continue to work with the networks, but reducing their in-school CPDs to one per term and starting a phased handover of the 
responsibility of coordinating the networks to the advocate schools.  In the academic year 2016/7 this handover will be completed with the IOP 
then acting as advisers to the networks.  The coaches would continue to work for the IOP, but would now act as facilitators and advisors to the 
networks.  The IOP will continue to use its knowledge, experience, resources and contacts to ensure the network functions and communicates 
with other networks and the wider physics-teaching community. 
. 
Delivery 
 
To facilitate the CPD, the IOP has established a team of seven coaches (two sharing the role in one hub), experienced physics teachers with 
outstanding track records and experience of supporting other teachers.  The positions were filled using the Institute’s established recruitment 
programme and all successful applicants had an interview and written test as part of the selection procedure.  Each coach works for the 
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equivalent of two days per week and supports ten Partner Schools. All coaches received full training and induction by the IOP.  The 
methodology is based on the highly successful Stimulating Physics Network which the IOP has run for over 6 years. 
 
Impact 
 
Teachers in Partner Schools are improving their subject and pedagogical knowledge, their confidence and their ability to support the highest 
achieving pupils. Pupil attainment in AS level, and to a lesser extent A level, physics in Partner Schools has improved and AS to A2 
progression has also increased.  Advocate Schools-led sustainable networks of support and CPD for physics teachers are in place.  The six 
networks were established largely on a geographical basis.  The coach then used the termly meeting to bring the teachers from different 
schools together and foster links and partnerships between schools in the network.  The annual conferences and liaison group meetings 
provided a platform for teachers from different networks to meet and share experiences. 
 
 
2.1 Does your project support transition to the new national curriculum? No  
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3. Theory of Change and Evaluation Methodology 
 
Appendix 1 Capital Physics Theory of Change Diagram 
Appendix 2 Capital Physics Evaluation Plan 
 
Throughout the report it would be useful if you make reference to these documents. Where appropriate we would also encourage you to include 
any assumptions you have made from previous research. 
 
3.1 Please list all outcomes from your evaluation framework in Table 1. If you have made any changes to your intended outcomes after your 
Theory of Change was validated please include revised outcomes and the reason for change. 
 

 
Table 1- Outcomes 
 

Description 
Original Target Outcomes 

Revised Target 
Outcomes  

Reason for 
change 

Annual programme of 
6 coach-led CPD 
sessions completed in 
each of the 60 Partner 
Schools 

70% of A-level physics 
teachers in the Partner 
School attend 6 coach-led 
CPD sessions within a 12 
month period. 

Unchanged  

Teachers have 
improved subject 
knowledge required for 
teaching A-level 
physics. 

Improved scores in the IOP’s 
online diagnostic tests of 
subject knowledge. Unchanged  
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Teachers have 
improved confidence 
in deploying effective 
and engaging 
pedagogical strategies 
in A-level physics 
lessons. 

Improved scores in teacher 

confidence surveys 

 

Unchanged 

 

Teachers have a 
better understanding 
of how their pupils can 
access and achieve A-
A* grades in A-level 
physics. 

Reports of teacher 
understanding of how their 
pupils can access and 
achieve A-A* grades in A-
level physics. 

Unchanged 

 

In Partner Schools 

with pre-existing 

courses in A-level 

physics: 
Pupil attainment in A-

level physics will 

improve. 

Average points score in A-
level physics improves, 
relative to each school’s 
results prior to the project; 
the proportion of pupils 
achieving A-A* grades 
increases 

Unchanged 

 

In Partner Schools 

without courses in A-

level physics: 
A-level physics 

courses will be 

successfully 

established. 

A number of pupils will 
choose to study A-level 
physics and sufficient 
numbers will study into the 
second year of the course to 
make its continuation viable. 

No such schools 
recruited. 
 

Too short a 
timescale to 
effect this 
change. 

Establishment of 
ongoing culture of 
physics CPD in each 
Partner School. 

Continuing engagement of 
physics teachers in Partner 
Schools with local networks 
and wider physics teacher 
community. 

Unchanged 

 



London Schools Excellence Fund: Self-Evaluation Toolkit – FINAL Revised March 2015 
  

11 

 

Continuation of CPD 
activity within local 
networks of schools 
based around hub 
Advocate Schools. 

Programme of school-to-
school support and activities 
continues beyond the end of 
the project for at least 12 
months, led by each 
Advocate School. 

Unchanged 

 

 
3.2 Did you make any changes to your project’s activities after your Theory of Change was validated? Yes 
 
If Yes, what were these changes (e.g. took on additional activities?) We did not work with any schools with no AS/A level physics 
students. 
 
3.3 Did you change your curriculum subject/s focus or key stage? No 
 
If Yes, please explain what changes you made, why, and provide some commentary on how they affected delivery. 
 
3.4 Did you evaluate your project in the way you had originally planned to, as reflected in your validated evaluation plan?  
 
Consider changes to evaluation tools/methods, sample sizes, and anticipated outcomes. If applicable, please explain what changes you made 
and why, and provide some commentary on how they affected your evaluation.  
 
Feedback forms gathered at the end of CPD sessions proved unreliable as a guide to which teachers actually attended. Other methods, 
including direct coaches’ reporting of numbers and answers to various questions on the Alpha plus survey, were used instead to calculate 
teacher-hours of CPD and how many teachers had attended 6 or more events.  The question in the Alpha plus survey asked separately about 
attendance at partner school-based and advocate school-based CPD events, so we cannot extract from this total attendances (see 
appendix 3 for the data). 
 
The teachers’ survey results are presented as anonymised data (appendix 4). Getting before and after data from the same teacher, for both our 
teacher surveys and the subject knowledge test results, proved more difficult than anticipated.  The sample sizes for the 2nd, 3rd and 4th rows 
are therefore smaller than anticipated at the beginning of the project. 

 



London Schools Excellence Fund: Self-Evaluation Toolkit – FINAL Revised March 2015 
  

12 

 

 
4. Evaluation Methodological Limitations 
 
4.1 What are the main methodological limitations, if any, of your evaluation?  
 
This can include data limitations or difficulty in identifying a comparison group. In order to get a realistic idea of the strength of your evaluation, 
and identify possible improvements, it is essential that you reflect on the strengths and weaknesses of your evaluation. 
You should address limitations of the evaluation only, not the project itself - Every evaluation has limitations, so please be honest. This 
could include limitations relating to: 

● The kinds of data you could/ could not collect (and the response rate for surveys) 
● The size of the sample/ group you are evaluating 

● The extent to which you felt able to assess the impact of activity on beneficiaries (what changes in attitudes/behaviours/attainment were 
caused by the intervention and what has been caused by other factors)  

● Also include mitigating actions for methodological limitations where possible – e.g. alternative approaches or solutions and also how 
these limitations will affect the evaluation of the project (particularly pupil and teachers outcomes). 

 
Pupil ethnicity data is extrapolated from returns from 38 (63%) of our partner schools.  Teacher data was gathered directly from the schools by 
the coaches. 
 
Teacher surveys and test results have provided much of the data for the teacher outcomes.  A limitation has been the difficulty of getting before 
and after data from the same teacher.  For the surveys, 88 teachers completed at least one, but we only had two surveys from 23 teachers.  
Similarly for the subject knowledge test; this was taken at least once by 89 teachers, but we only have before and after data from the same 
teacher for 29 of these.  The surveys rely on self-assessments only. 
 
Published, and publicly available, examination results were used for 2014 A and AS grade data, which is therefore reliable.  For summer 2015 
results our external evaluators, Alpha Plus, gathered the data directly from schools.  This was sometimes supplemented with data gathered by 
IOP staff, again directly from the schools.  2015 data may not therefore be 100% accurate in that it may contain errors and is subject to change 
by appeals processes.  Calculations are based on data from 49 (82%) of our partner schools. 
 
The progression “snapshot” (discussed in section 8.2) is based on 27 (45%) of our partner schools.  This is the only conclusion relating to 
pupils in schools based on fewer than half the sample. 
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Since there is no control group, and no account has been taken of prior academic achievement between school years, no direct causality 
between the Capital Physics project and the improvements seen in some of our measures has been proved.  Nonetheless, all indicators have 
proved neutral or positive.  On this basis it would be reasonable to conclude Capital Physics may be having a positive impact and it is worth 
continuing the project to find out more. 
 

 
4.2 Are you planning to continue with the project, once this round of funding finishes? Yes 
 
If yes, will you (and how will you) evaluate impact going forward?   
 
In the autumn 2015 term, the attendance registers will be obtained from coaches; feedback at CPD events will be monitored in the same way 
as previously.  If the project continues beyond December 2015 for a further two terms, 2016 examination results and progression data will be 
analysed as the 2015 data was.  There will also be a further survey of teachers on confidence and A* and A grade support, and will incorporate 
questions on how they will build on the 2 years of CPD and network activity both within their school and across the network.  
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5. Project Costs and Funding  
 
5.1 Please fill in Table 2 and Table 3 below: 
 
Table 2 - Project Income 
 

 
Original1 
Budget 

Additional 
Funding 

Revised 
Budget 

[Original + any 
Additional Funding] 

Actual 
Spend 

Variance 
[Revised budget – 

Actual] 

Total LSEF Funding 458630 -43562 415068 312597 102471 

Other Public Funding      

Other Private Funding 
(matched funding from 
IoP) 

73244  73244 73244  

In-kind support (e.g. by 
schools) 

  4240 4240 0 

Total Project Funding   492552 390081 102471 

 
List details in-kind support below and estimate value. 
Venue and facilities for the first annual conference were supplied by Queen Mary University of London free of charge.  Estimated value 
(based on cost for 2nd annual conference) was £4240. 
 

  

                                                 
1
 Please refer to the budget in your grant agreement 
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Table 3 - Project Expenditure  
 

 
Original 
Budget 

Additional 
Funding 

Revised 
Budget 

[Original + any 
Additional Funding] 

Actual 
Spend 

Variance 
Revised budget – 

Actual] 

Direct Staff Costs 
(salaries/on costs) 

315000 + 
2700 IOP 
matched 

  210435  

Direct delivery costs e.g. 
consultants/HE (specify) 

0   0  

Management and 
Administration Costs 

37030 
+ 38804 

IOP 
matched 

  74660  

Training Costs  
3000 + 

3700 IOP 
matched 

  5485  

Participant Costs (e.g. 
Expenses for travelling to 
venues, etc.) 

28500   11005  

Publicity and Marketing 
Costs 

2100 + 
3040 IOP 
matched 

 

  3780  

Teacher Supply / Cover 
Costs 

0   3600  
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Other Participant Costs  

33000 

+ 4240 
in-kind + 
15000 
IOP 

matched 

  34297  

Evaluation Costs 

40000 + 
10000 
IOP 

matched 

  39820  

Others as Required – 
Please detail in full 
Direct grants to schools 
for IOP affiliation and to 
support visits by pupils 

0   6999  

Total Costs 

458630 

+4240 
+73244 

= 536114 
 

-43562 492552 390081 102471 

  
5.2 Please provide a commentary on Project Expenditure  
This section should include: 

● commentary on the spend profile  
● budget changes that have occurred, including the rationale for any changes  

(Maximum 300 words) 
 
As expected the highest proportion of the budget (around 63%) was spent on salaries, most of this on the coaches.  This spend was lower (in 
absolute and relative terms) than originally forecast because (1) coaches began their employment in June, or in some cases September 2014, 
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rather than the beginning of the year as originally planned (2) there were no embedded teachers employed to work part-time for the IOP as 
coaches – this would have been more expensive than direct employment. 
Other savings were made mainly through: 

● The premises for the first Annual Conference was given free by Queen Mary University of London 

● An external evaluation costing around £30000, rather than £40000 budgeted for, was commissioned 

● Coaches’ travel around London was in several cases free, so less than forecast was spent on expenses. 

 
In July/August 2014 the budget with the GLA was restructured so that 

● The grant would be reduced by £43562. 
● All 66 schools would have subscription to the IOP paid for from the Capital Physics grant. 
● Partner schools would be able to claim up to £600 per year to support pupils going on physics-related trips and visits. 
● Advocate schools would be able to claim up to £1500 per year to support the termly meetings through cover for staff etc. 

 
As can be seen from the table, at the end of September 2015 there was £102,471 still in the budget.  This will be used to extend the project 
until December 2015, and it is expected that some will be returned to the GLA. 
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6. Project Outputs 
 
Please use the following table to report against agreed output indicators, these should be the same outputs that were agreed in schedule 3 of 
your Funding Agreement and those that were outlined in your evaluation framework.  
 
Table 4 – Outputs 
 

Description Original Target 
Outputs  

Revised Target 
Outputs 
[Original + any Additional 
Funding/GLA agreed 
reduction] 

Actual Outputs  Variance 
[Revised Target  - 
Actual] 

No. of schools  60  60  

No. of teachers  150  131 -29 

No. of pupils  1260  1588 +328 

 

The target number of schools was achieved; the variation is due to the teacher and pupil numbers being estimated before recruitment began.  
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7. Key Beneficiary Data 
 
Please use this section to provide a breakdown of teacher and pupil sub-groups involved in your project.  
 
Data must be provided at project level. However, if you wish to disaggregate data by school then please add additional rows to the tables 
below. Please also confirm at what point this data was collected. 
 

Please add columns to the tables if necessary but do not remove any. N.B. If your project is benefitting additional groups of teachers 

e.g. teaching assistants please add relevant columns to reflect this. 
 
7.1 Teacher Sub-Groups (teachers directly benefitting counted once during the project) 
 
Please provide your definition for number of benefitting teachers and when this was collected below (maximum 100 words). 
 
Benefitting teachers are defined as the teachers involved in teaching A or AS level physics in the partner schools.  Data collected in the period 
September 2014 to December 2014. 
 
Table 5 – Teachers benefitting from the programme 
 
 No. 

teachers 

% NQTs  
(in their 1st year 
of teaching 
when they 
became 
involved) 

% Teaching 2 – 3 
yrs (in their 2nd and 

3rd years of 
teaching when they 
became involved) 

% Teaching 4 yrs + 

(teaching over 4 years 
when they became 
involved) 

% Primary 
(KS1 & 2) 

% 
Secondary 
(KS3 - 5) 

Project  
Total 

131 9 40 51 0 100 

 
7.1.2 Please provide written commentary on teacher sub-groups e.g. how this compares to the wider school context or benchmark (maximum 
250 words) 
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Nearly half of the teachers supported by Capital Physics are in the category “Early Career Teachers” (ECTs).  Early career teachers are more 
likely to leave the teaching profession generally and physics teachers – as they are often the only physics teacher in a school – are particularly 
vulnerable. It has been estimated that about 50% of physics teachers leave teaching within 5 years. We have found, through other projects 
carried out by the IOP (e.g. the Stimulating Physics Network) that these teachers benefit from the support provided by an external coach, 
someone they can turn to both professional and moral support – and having access to the network of peers that the coach facilitates. The 
impact on early career teachers that we have seen in these projects is twofold – confidence and pedagogical fluency is improved, and 
likelihood to stay in the profession is increased. 

 

 
7.2 Pupil Sub-Groups (these should be pupils who directly benefit from teachers trained) 
 
Please provide your definition for number of benefitting pupils and when this data was collected below (maximum 100 words)  
 
Benefitting pupils are those in AS or A-level physics classes in the 60 Partner Schools.  Pupil data below is based on extrapolation returns from 
38 partner schools (63%).  The results are believed to be typical, so the data would not change if more schools had reported. 
Data collected February/March 2015. 
 

 
Tables 6-8 – Pupil Sub-Groups benefitting from the programme 
 No. 

pupils 

% LAC % FSM % FSM 
last 6 yrs 

% EAL % SEN 

Project 
Total  

1588 0 10 11 25 4 

 
 No. Male 

pupils 

No. Female 
pupils 

% Lower 
attaining 

% Middle 
attaining 

% Higher 
attaining 

Project 
Total  

1223 365    
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10 8 5 9 3 11 3 2 0 1 2 1 9 

Lond Av 6 4 5 5 6 13 2 3 1 2 2 1 6 
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25 1 0 0 10 

Lond Av 28 1 0 0 13 

 

Figures may not add to 100% due to rounding to nearest whole number. 
7.2.1 Please provide a written commentary on your pupil data e.g. a comparison between the targeted groups and school level data, borough 
average and London average (maximum 500 words)  
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Pupil attainment level data was not requested from the participating schools.  The main differences between CP pupil profile and the data from 
the London averages* show that a smaller % from white and black African groups and a larger % from Asian groups were studying A-level 
physics in Capital Physics partner schools than the pupil profile of London as a whole.  This would probably be reflected in most communities in 
the UK and is a feature of the subject. 
* http://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/percentage-pupils-ethnic-group-borough/resource/2ac430ad-9e17-4d0c-95b7-e9d83eaf9ff7# 
 

Useful links: London Data Store, DfE Schools Performance, DfE statistical releases   

 

  

http://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/percentage-pupils-ethnic-group-borough/resource/2ac430ad-9e17-4d0c-95b7-e9d83eaf9ff7
http://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/percentage-pupils-ethnic-group-borough/resource/2ac430ad-9e17-4d0c-95b7-e9d83eaf9ff7
http://data.london.gov.uk/
http://www.education.gov.uk/schools/performance/
http://www.education.gov.uk/schools/performance/
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8. Project Impact 
 
You should reflect on the project’s performance and impact and use qualitative and quantitative data to illustrate this.  
 

● Please complete the tables below before providing a narrative explanation of the impact of your project.  
● Please state how you have measured your outcomes (e.g. surveys) and if you are using scales please include details. 
● Please add graphical analysis (e.g. bar charts) to further demonstrate project impact on each teachers, pupils, wider system outcomes 

etc. If you use graphs, please ensure that all charts are explained and have clear labels for the axes (numeric data or percentages, for 
example) and legends for the data.  

 

 

Please add columns to the tables if necessary but do not remove any. N.B. If your project is collecting data at more than two points and 

may want to add additional data collection points. 
 
8.1 Teacher Outcomes 
 
Date teacher intervention started: September 2014 
 
In this section data has been used to calculate averages, but statistical significance etc. has not been tested. 
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Table 9 – Teacher Outcomes: teachers benefitting from the project 
 
The 1st Return will either be your baseline data collected before the start of your project, or may be historical trend data for the intervention 
group. Please specify what the data relates to.  
 

Target 
Outcome  

Research 
method/ 
data 
collection  

Sample  
characteristic
s  

Metric used  1st Return 
and date of 
collection 

2nd Return 
and date of 
collection 

70% of A-
level physics 
teachers in 
the Partner 
School attend 
6 coach-led 
CPD 
sessions 
within a 12 
month period. 

Alpha + 
survey  

41 
respondents 
to this 
question (See 
appendix 3)  

Respondents were 
asked how many 
sessions they had 
attended 

 

n/a 

30% (27/41) 
attended 6 or 
more coach-
led partner 
school-based 
CPD sessions 
within a 12 
month period.  
65% attended 
at least 4. 
Collected July 
2015. 
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Target 
Outcome  

Research 
method/ 
data 
collection  

Sample  
characteristic
s  

Metric used  1st Return 
and date of 
collection 

2nd Return 
and date of 
collection 

Improved 
scores in the 
IOP’s online 
diagnostic 
tests of 
subject 
knowledge. 

Teachers 
took a 
subject 
knowledg
e test 
near the 
beginning 
and at the 
end of the 
year 

89 teachers 
took the test 
near the 
beginning and 
54 at the end 
of the year 

(1) Number of 
teachers scoring 
below 80% 
threshold on first 
sitting who 
subsequently 
achieved 80% 

(2) Average score 

(2) The 
average 
score on 
the 1st 
attempt 
was 76%.  
Date 
collected 
Dec 2014 

(1) 67% of 
teachers 
scoring below 
the threshold 
on first sitting 
subsequently 
achieved it. 
(2) Average 
score on 2nd 
attempt was 
83%.  Date 
collected Sept 
2015 
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Target 
Outcome  

Research 
method/ 
data 
collection  

Sample  
characteristic
s  

Metric used  1st Return 
and date of 
collection 

2nd Return 
and date of 
collection 

Improved 
scores in 
teacher 
confidence 
surveys 

Teacher 
Survey at 
the 
beginning 
and end 
of the 
project. 

66 teachers 
completed the 
survey near 
the beginning 
and 54 at the 
end of the 
year.  Of 
these 23 
could be 
matched to 
provide a 
comparison 

4 questions with a 
5 point scale with 5 
being the highest. 

Average 
score on 
1st survey 
was 3.3.  
Date 
collected 
Dec 2014 

Average 
score on 2nd 
survey was 
3.9. 70% 
(16/23) of 
teachers in 
the matched 
sample had 
improved their 
confidence 
score, with an 
average 
improvement 
of 0.5.  Date 
collected Sept 
2015 
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Target 
Outcome  

Research 
method/ 
data 
collection  

Sample  
characteristic
s  

Metric used  1st Return 
and date of 
collection 

2nd Return 
and date of 
collection 

Reports of 
teacher 
understandin
g of how their 
pupils can 
access and 
achieve A-A* 
grades in A-
level physics. 

Teacher 
Survey at 
the 
beginning 
and end 
of the 
project. 

66 teachers 
completed the 
survey near 
the beginning 
and 54 at the 
end of the 
year.  Of 
these 23 were 
from the 
same 
teachers so 
could provide 
a comparison 

4 questions with a 
5 point scale with 5 
being the highest. 

Average 
score on 
1st survey 
was 3.5.  
Date 
collected 
Dec 2014 

Average 
score on 2nd 
survey was 
4.0. 
74% (17/23) 
of teachers in 
the before 
and after data 
sample had 
improved their 
understanding 
score with an 
average 
improvement 
of 0.5.  Date 
collected Sept 
2015 

 

 

 
8.1.1 Please provide information (for both the intervention group and comparison group where you have one) on: 
 

● Sample size, sampling method, and whether the  sample was representative or not  
● Commentary on teacher impact (please also refer to table 5 re impact on different groups of teachers) 
● Qualitative data to support quantitative evidence.  
● Projects can also provide additional appendices where appropriate. 

(Minimum 500 words) 
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The sample size and sampling methods are stated in the table.  The sample is believed to be representative in that 

● All teachers were invited to respond to the Alpha + survey 

● Data from teacher surveys and tests was returned by all coaches representing all the networks. 

 
The original plan was to use the evaluation forms completed after CPD events to track the number of attendances at CPD events.  However, 
these were not always completed as teachers sometimes left before they could be finished, or they were simply forgotten.  The evaluation by 
Alpha + was therefore used to gauge how many teachers had attended 6 coach-led CPDs (see graph in appendix 3).  Although 30% attended 
6 in-school coach-led sessions in partner schools (fewer than hoped), there was a lot of activity, as the graph (appendix 3) shows.  
Unfortunately it is not possible to calculate from this graph the number of partner school + advocate school events attended by teachers.   
The project generated nearly 2000 teacher-hours of CPD in the academic year, compared to a Key Performance Indicator of 1000.  This data is 
gathered directly from the coaches’ reporting. 
 
The participation in the initial subject knowledge test for teachers was high (63% compared to a KPI of 50%).  The increase in the average 
score needs to be treated with caution as only 29/89 (33%) of the results are for before and after data from the same teachers.  The number 
achieving the threshold after initially falling short also needs to be read with care as it is only 6 teachers out of 9 (67%; the KPI was 70%). 
 
The survey data (full data is given in appendix 4 and the actual questions in appendix 5) was given to teachers either in person or electronically 
by the coach.at the beginning and towards the end of the original phase of the project.  These were either completed on paper before a CPD 
session or returned electronically to the coach.  The data shows that most teachers felt more confident in their teaching in the survey taken at 
the end of the academic year.  70% of the before and after surveys showed an increase in this score with the remaining 30% showing identical 
average scores (see appendix 4).  The Key Performance Indicator for this was 70%.  There is more evidence of increased confidence from the 
Alpha + evaluation “respondents said they felt more enthusiastic and engaged in teaching physics following the activities and support 
associated with the programme. In both surveys four respondents described how their involvement in the programme had encouraged them to 
reflect on and evaluate their own teaching which they felt had led them to improve their teaching.” 
 
The survey data (appendix 4) also showed that most teachers felt more able to support students in accessing A* and A grades.  74% of the 
before and after data from the same teacher surveys showed an increase in this score while 22% showed identical average scores (see 
appendix 4) and only 1 respondent (4%) showed a decrease.  The Key Performance Indicator for this was 70%.  There is more evidence of 
increased teacher ability to support the high achievers from the Alpha + evaluation “respondents were asked how the programme has affected 
their understanding of how students can access and achieve grades A-A*. Respondents described a range of enhancements in this area but 
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the most frequently cited impact of the programme here was in improving teachers’ understanding of teaching to achieve higher grades and 
improving practical skills which in turn can be important in aiming for the highest grades.”  Also “Three respondents had been supported in 
introducing stretch and challenge activities as part of their Capital Physics involvement and a further three said that the general provision of 
new ideas and approaches to teaching physics had been helpful in working towards higher achievement.” 
 
A few quotes from teachers in our promotional video follow: 
 

 “The most valuable thing about the Capital Physics Project is that I get what I want out of it is tailored to me.” 

 “The coach element, I found incredibly useful.” 

 “Without something like this, I wouldn’t have picked up some of the techniques we’ve got, and I certainly wouldn’t have been able to 
teach some of the courses last year as well as I did.” 

 “I am the only physics teacher in the school, so there is no opportunity to speak to other physics teachers to get advice or to learn new 
techniques.” 

 “Before I became involved with the Capital Physics programme, I did not know other physics teachers unless they had been working at 
the same school as me. It’s been brilliant being part of a physics community in the local area.” 

 “My A-level students have been engaging a lot more: an example being that their written and verbal skills have improved.” 

 “… and I now have some more skills to enable me to get the best out of them.” 

 “I feel more confident in getting some of them to the higher grades if that is indeed their target.” 

 “I’m very confident that there will be a positive impact on this year’s A-level physics grades or both AS and A2.” 

 “Last year they were, like, low Cs and this year, since [CP coach] has been helping me, they have been improved to Bs and As.” 

 “From my point-of-view, the most valuable thing about Capital Physics has been that my subject knowledge has increased in terms of 
practical skills and in terms of some of the content that I found difficult.” 

 “I’ve noticed a very positive knock-on effect in that I am able to offer the students more practicals, and so they are more engaged during 
my lessons.” 
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8.2 Pupil Outcomes 
 
Date pupil intervention started: September 2014 
 
Table 11 – Pupil Outcomes for pupils benefitting from the project  
 
The 1st Return will either be your baseline data collected before the start of your project, or may be historical trend data for the intervention 
group. Please specify what the data relates to.  
 

Target Outcome  Research method/ 
data collection 

Sample 
characteristics   

Metric used 1st Return 
and date of 
collection 

2nd Return and date of 
collection 

Average points score 
in A-level physics 
improves, relative to 
each school’s results 
prior to the project; 
the proportion of 
pupils achieving A-A* 
grades increases 

2014 results – 
published exam 
data. 
2015 results – 
gathered by Alpha 
Plus  

49 of the 60 
partner 
schools had 
supplied data 
to Alpha Plus 
in time for the 
final draft of 
their report  

The change in average 
UCAS points score for 
each school and the 
proportion of A* and A 
grades. 

n/a 71% of partner schools had 
increased their points score at 
AS level. 
55% had increased their points 
score at A level.  
The proportions of pupils 
achieving A* or A showed no 
overall change as it improved, 
stayed the same and 
worsened in 33% of the 
schools each.  Sept 2015 

A number of pupils 
will choose to study 
A-level physics and 
sufficient numbers 
will study into the 
second year of the 
course to make its 
continuation viable. 

2014 AS passes –
published exam 
data.  2014 A2 starts 
data gathered by 
coaches.  2015 AS 
passes and A2 
starts gathered by 
Alpha Plus 

27 schools 
provided 
usable data. 

The number of A2 
starts in September as 
a proportion of the AS 
passes the previous 
academic year.  
Comparison between 
2014 and 2015 data. 

65% 
average. 
Data 
collected 
December 
2014 

75% average. 
Data collected September 
2015 
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8.2.1 Please provide information (for both the intervention group and comparison group where you have one) on: 
 

● Sample size, sampling method, and whether the  sample was representative or not Commentary on pupil impact (please also refer to 
table 6-8 re impact on different groups of pupils) 

● Qualitative data to support quantitative evidence.  
● Projects can also provide additional appendices where appropriate. 

(minimum 500 words) 
 
The sample size and sampling methods are stated in the table.  The sample is believed to be representative in that most of the partner schools’ 
results are included in the A and AS grade data, and all schools were invited to give their data to the Alpha + survey on retention.  
 
The improvement in AS grades in 71% of partner schools is the most notable feature, and possibly it is to be expected that in one academic 
year there would be more effect on AS than on A level.  The KPI was to increase UCAS point score in 70% of partner schools.  That this was 
not achieved at A level is disappointing, but perhaps points to the need for a longer bedding-in process to achieve this.  It is still the case that 
more schools (55%) saw an improvement rather than a decline.  It may seem odd that there was no improvement in the top grades while the 
“impact on teachers” data suggests they feel the programme has supported them in this field and they feel more confident and able to support 
the highest-achieving pupils.  Again, it is possible that top-grade improvement may take a little time to bear fruit. 
 
AS to A2 retention is conventionally measured as A2 entries as a proportion of AS entries one year earlier.  However, we needed to measure in 
September 2015 if we had had any impact on last year’s AS students and their likelihood of progressing to A2.  The measure we have used 
gives a “snapshot” of progression; examining A2 starts in September as a proportion of AS passes the previous August.  We could easily 
gather the data for 2014 from publicly available results and through our coaches.  The Alpha+ survey asked schools for the 2015 data, 
compared the schools and analysed the data for us, and reported “Based on survey data and additional data collected from schools and the 
DfE national database, across the 27 schools reporting expected progression from AS to A2 (and whose data could be compared), the average 
proportion of students who attained an AS grade and started the A2 in September 2015 was 75%. The same calculation for progression from 
AS to A2 in September 2014 in the same schools, showed a lower proportion, with 65% progressing to A2.”  Although the data is from fewer 
than half our partner schools (45%), it is an indication that we have, through the teachers, had an effect  on pupils’ decision on whether to 
continue with the subject or not.  
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8.3 Wider System Outcomes  
 
Table 13 – Wider System Outcomes 
 

Target Outcome  Research 
method/ data 
collection 

Sample 
characteristics   

Metric  1st Return 
and date of 
collection 

2nd Return and date of collection 

Continuing 
engagement of 
physics teachers in 
Partner Schools with 
local networks and 
wider physics 
teacher community. 

(1) Alpha + 
survey. 
(2) Postings on 
the physics 
teachers’ 
online forum 
“talkphysics” 
were 
monitored. 

(1) At least one 
teacher from 38 of 
the 60 partner 
schools (63%) 
responded to the 
survey. 
(2) 41 teachers’ 
postings on 
talkphysics were 
tracked. 

(1) Alpha + 
question on 
likelihood of 
continuing 
engagement with 
the partner 
schools.   
(2) Talkphysics 
postings before 
and after entering  
the CP programme 

n/a (1) Alpha + quote “Just over two-thirds 
said they would continue to engage with 
the network of physics teachers they have 
got to know through the programme after 
it finishes”.  
(2) No significant difference was found in 
talkphysics postings (24 before CP and 
25 after). 
Sept 2015 
 

Programme of 
school-to-school 
support and 
activities continues 
beyond the end of 
the project for at 
least 12 months, led 
by each Advocate 
School. 

Alpha + 
survey. 
 

At least one teacher 
from 38 of the 60 
partner schools 
(63%) responded to 
the survey. 
 

Alpha + question 
on likelihood of 
continuing to 
engage in CPD 
relating to their 
physics teaching 

n/a Alpha + quote “All but one respondent to 
the survey stated that they were likely to 
continue to engage in CPD relating to 
their physics teaching once the 
programme ends.” 
Sept 2015 

 

 
8.3.1 Please provide information on (minimum 500 words): 
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● Sample size, sampling method, and whether the sample was representative or not  
● Commentary on wider system impact qualitative data to support quantitative evidence.  
● Projects can also provide additional appendices where appropriate. 

 
The Alpha + survey’s questions on the likelihood of continuing with CPD and network activity found that teachers are expressing a willingness 
to continue with CPD and network activity.  However the real test of these outcomes can only be after assessed if the networks continue after 
the project finishes 
 
“Talkphysics” (http://www.talkphysics.org/) is the IOP’s online conferencing forum for teachers of physics at all levels.  Teachers’ postings on 
talkphysics did not show the expected increase in “engagement of physics teachers in Partner Schools with local networks and wider physics 
teacher community”.  This may say more about the nature of talkphysics than the teachers, as there were several negative comments made 
during the year about the site, and it is currently undergoing a review and a probable re-design. 
 

 
8.4 Impact Timelines 
 
Please provide information on impact timelines: 
 

● At what point during/after teacher CPD activity did you expect to see impact on teachers? Did this happen as expected?  
● At what point during/after teacher CPD activity did you expect to see impact on pupils? Did this happen as expected?  
● At what point did you expect to see wider school outcomes? Did this happen as expected? 

● Reflect on any continuing impact anticipated. 

 
The impact on teachers was expected to start almost immediately and then develop.  That this happened is backed up by the Alpha + survey.  
“There was an interesting shift in focus evident among the responses given between the autumn 2014 and summer 2015 surveys: in the earlier 
survey respondents were most likely to state that they were hoping to improve their teaching of A level physics as well as increasing take-up 
and attainment, whereas those who answered this question in the summer 2015 survey were more likely to have their sights set on the new A 
level physics specifications and were hoping to receive support and share ideas on the delivery of the new specifications (particularly for the 
practical elements).” 
 

http://www.talkphysics.org/


London Schools Excellence Fund: Self-Evaluation Toolkit – FINAL Revised March 2015 
  

35 

 

Impacts on pupils were expected to take place through the year.  The data on AS and A level grades and the top grades at A-level suggest this 
is likely to be a 2 year process.  There has been more impact on AS and less on full A level grades and the top grades at A level. 
 
Teachers have enjoyed and taken a full part in the networks of schools we have created.  The challenge will be to maintain these networks and 
eventually for them to be more autonomous, with the Institute having a purely advisory role in their functioning.  
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9. Reflection on overall project impact (maximum 1,500 words) 
 
In this section we would like you to reflect on:  

● The overall impact of your project  
● The extent to which your theory of change proved accurate 

● How your project has contributed to the overall aims of LSEF 

● Whether your findings support the hypothesis of the LSEF   
● What your findings say about the meta-evaluation theme that is most relevant to you  

 
Please illustrate using the key points from the previous detailed analysis. 
 
All the evidence should be brought together here (achievement of outputs and outcomes, and the assessment of project impact) to produce 
well informed findings, which can be used to inform policy development in a specific area as well as the meta-evaluation of the LSEF.  
 
The London Schools Excellence Fund (LSEF) is based on the hypothesis that investing in teaching, subject knowledge and subject-specific 
teaching methods and pedagogy will lead to improved outcomes for pupils in terms of attainment, subject participation and aspiration. 
  
The aims of the Fund:  
I. Cultivate teaching excellence through investment in teaching and teachers so that attention is re-focused on knowledge-led teaching 
and curriculum. 
II. Support self-sustaining school-to-school and peer-led activity, plus the creation of new resources and support for teachers, to raise 
achievement in priority subjects in primary and secondary schools (English, mathematics, biology, chemistry, computer science, physics, 
history, geography, languages). 
III. Support the development of activity which has already been tested and has some evaluation (either internal or external), where further 
support is needed to develop the activity, take it to scale and undertake additional evaluation.  
IV. In the longer term, create cultural change and raise expectations in the London school system, so that London is acknowledged as a 
centre of teaching excellence and its state schools are among the best in the world. 
 
Impact.  Capital Physics has impacted on teachers’  

https://gallery.mailchimp.com/ab3b363ebe06b9e8ddd882534/files/LSEF_Evaluation_Briefing_Mar15.pdf
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● Subject knowledge as evidenced by the subject knowledge test results 

● Confidence as shown by the teachers’ surveys 

● Pedagogy. This is demonstrated in a number of ways.  The feedback forms completed after CPD sessions asks for the “Likelihood of 
the session(s) having a positive impact on your classroom practice”.  For the Capital Physics project as a whole this has been 97% 
positive (KPI 85%) demonstrating a real effect on classroom practice.  In addition, a few quotes form the Alpha plus evaluation show 
this “(when asked what) changes they had made or were planning to make to their teaching practice following participation in Capital 
Physics activities, the most frequently cited change in both surveys was better use of practical work or activities during classes”;  “the 
most frequently cited of these was the provision of new ideas and approaches to teaching physics followed by the benefits afforded by 
the links with other schools such as sharing good practice”. 

● Willingness to participate in a wider cross-school network of teachers and engage with subject-based CPD. The quote above 
provides evidence that Capital Physics has had a large impact on teachers’ willingness to participate in networks. That they now want to 
engage with CPD is shown by this quote “All but one respondent to the 2015 survey stated that they were likely to continue to engage in 
CPD relating to their physics teaching once the programme ends”. 

 
Capital Physics has impacted on pupils’  

● AS level performance in physics as evidenced by 71% of partner schools gaining higher average UCAS points per pupil 
● AS to A2 progression where the data suggests there has been a 10% improvement in the partner schools. 

 
Theory of change.  Apart from the section on schools with no A-level physics, which did not participate in the project, the theory of change 
worked well.  The project carried out all of the proposed actions.  The assumptions were valid – with the exception of the Annual Conferences 
which were not as well attended as we’d hoped for.  The outcomes, as this report has shown, have been achieved, and there is every indication 
that the longer-term goals will also be achieved. 
 
LSEF aims.  Capital Physics has contributed to the aims of LSEF by: 

● Investing in teaching and teachers, with attention focused on knowledge-led teaching and the curriculum.  
● Supported self-sustaining school-to-school and peer-led activity to raise achievement in secondary schools physics. 
● Supported the development of activity which had already been tested and had some evaluation to a new key stage, i.e. A level.   

In the longer term, Capital Physics has, we believe, created cultural change and raised expectations in the London schools involved. 
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LSEF hypothesis The Capital Physics project findings supports the LSEF hypothesis that investing in teaching, subject knowledge and 
subject-specific teaching methods and pedagogy will lead to improved outcomes for pupils in terms of attainment, subject participation and 
aspiration.  
 
Meta-evaluation themes.   

● The Capital Physics project has shown a model of effective hubs.  Our hubs have been effective because the schools share a common purpose 
(improving the teaching of A-level physics); they meet regularly to exchange ideas and practice (once a term) and they have the services of an IOP-
employed coach and IOP-backed methods and resources. 

● The subject association (IOP) has managed the coaches and all aspects of the project.  It has lent its experience of supporting teachers, its 
understanding of good teaching practice and its resources. 

● The coaches and teachers working together to improve the teaching in the classroom and increased confidence amongst teachers has been 
successful in improving outcomes for teachers and pupils. 

 

 
Quotes from teachers about Capital Physics and its potential continuation  

● “It would mean a great deal to me if I could see the Capital Physics Project continuing. It would enable me and other A-level teachers all across 
London to gain the kind of advice and training and INSET that isn’t offered by any other provider.” 

● “It would be tremendous if they could continue the project because I’ve personally found it incredibly valuable having who can come in to visit you 
at school and help you with such a broad range of problems that you’re going to face in modern teaching, and also, staying in touch with all the new 
people I’ve met through my hub school.” 

●  “Yes, I would definitely like to see Capital Physics continue, and I would like to continue on the programme. Being the only physics teacher at my 
school, it has supported me so much in terms of pupil development and engagement in physics.” 

 
And an excellent summary of what it has meant in one school: 
● You [the coach] have made an enormous difference to us and our students. It has been an absolute pleasure to work with you. As a direct result of 
your involvement with []School: 

1. AS and A Level Physics results were better than Biology, Chemistry and Maths as judged by their ALPS grade (in some cases significantly 
so).  Still more work to do, but your meticulously evidence-based approach has set us on the right path. 

2. We now have a good, collaborative relationship between teachers and technician (crucial for the new specs)  
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3. We have joined Stimulating Physics; also crucial as none of the GCSE Physics teachers are actually physicists! 
4. We have joined [the] Ogden Trust Partnership which has inspired two of our young teachers to start a weekly Science club for Y7 and 

engineering club for Y8. (I have heard the excitement of the students as they go along to these and it's fabulous) 
We cannot thank you enough and we will miss your visits. 
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10.   Value for Money  
A value for money assessment considers whether the project has brought about benefits at a reasonable cost. Section 5 brings together the 
information on cost of delivery which will be used in this section.  

10.1 Apportionment of the costs across the activity  
Please provide an estimate of the percentage of project activity and budget that was allocated to each of the broad activity areas below. Please 
include the time and costs associated with planning and evaluating those activity areas in your estimates.  
 

 
Broad type of activity  Estimated % project 

activity 

£ Estimated cost, including 
in kind 

Producing/Disseminating  
Materials/Resources 

  

Teacher CPD (face to 
face/online etc) 

60 £200,000 

Events/Networks for 
Teachers 

22 £43,000 

Teacher 1:1 support  16 £66,837 

Events/Networks for Pupils 2 £7,000 

Others as Required – Please 
detail in full 

  

TOTAL 100% £ 316837 

 
Please provide some commentary reflecting on the balance of activity and costs incurred: Would more or less of some aspects have been 
better?  
 
1:1 support was necessary in the few schools where there was only 1 teacher of A-level physics in that school, or where other teachers, for a 
variety of reasons, were not able to attend the CPD.  This kind of support is less cost-effective, but if savings were made by (for example) 
combining teachers from different schools, then the bespoke nature of the support becomes lost.  The network events are more cost effective 
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since efforts are pooled and there are more teachers present.  However, the feedback showed it was the bespoke support that was most 
valued with the network events place second.  So, it appears the money was well-spent on the bespoke support. 
 
10.2 Commentary of value for money 
Please provide some commentary reflecting on the project’s overall cost based on the extent to which aims/objectives and targets were met. If 
possible, draw on insight into similar programmes to comment on whether the programme delivers better or worse value for money than 
alternatives.  
 
The project met most of its aims and objectives.  The costs, though high, were lower than forecast and the project will run for an extra three 
months with no additional funding needed.  It can therefore be said it gave good value for money. 
 
10.3 Value for money calculations 
Note: This section is only required for projects with control or comparison groups 
 
In order to demonstrate the cost effectiveness of the project we would like those projects who had control or comparison groups to provide 
some value for money calculations.  Further guidance will be issued to support projects with this.   
 
11. Reflection on project delivery 
 
This section is designed to allow for a discussion of wider issues relating to the project. (maximum 1,500 words)  
 
Please include reflection on the following: 
 
11.1 Key Enablers and Barriers to Achievement 

● Were there internal and/or external factors which appear to have had an effect on project success, and how were these responded to (if 
applicable)? 

● What factors need to be in place in order to improve teacher subject knowledge?  

 
The Capital Physics (and other IOP projects) experience has demonstrated that teachers will respond well to external support (in this case a 
coach) who is respected and experienced, but crucially separate from any inspection or management structure.  The coach must be able to 
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facilitate a relationship with teacher(s) where it is acceptable for the teacher to admit to shortcomings with no fear of any consequences.  
Teachers learn well from each other and when working together to a common goal.  A focus on classroom practice helps motivate and provide 
impetus for the learning.  The commitment of SLT, sought by requesting a signature on the Memorandum of Understanding, was reported by 
several teachers to have been a contributing factor to the success of the CPD. 
 
There are quotes form the Alpha + survey that demonstrate that the delivery of the project was well-received by teachers.   

● “Respondents praised the quality and range of support available through the programme. While many of the comments were of a 

generally positive nature and did not specify which particular aspects of the programme had met their needs and expectations, a 
relatively high number of respondents in both surveys singled out the support they have received from their coach for praise, and in the 
2015 survey, five people commented that they particularly appreciated the way in which the support received can be tailored to meet the 
needs of individuals and/or the school. Many of the positive comments focused on the support received in teaching the practical aspects 
of physics and in the 2015 survey, there was also praise for the assistance received in preparing for the introduction of the new physics 
A level.” 

● “The majority of those who responded indicated that their expectations had been met or exceeded. In their comments several 
respondents praised the support received from their coach and/or the CPD activities provided by their advocate school.” 

 
There was a plan to link each network with a university through a physics outreach officer.  The quality and effectiveness of this link varied with 
the enthusiasm of the outreach officer for the project.  This was very clear where in some cases an engaged outreach officer left the post and 
the link suffered, and the reverse, where a new outreach officer began who had enthusiasm for the project and links improved, was also 
witnessed. 

 
11.2 Management and Delivery Processes 

● How effective were the management and delivery processes used? 

● Were there any innovative delivery mechanisms and what was the effect of those? 

● Did the management or delivery mechanisms change during the lifetime of the project and what were the before or after effects? 

 
The management and delivery of CPD worked well.  There were some areas of data collection that could be improved, particularly relating to 
feedback forms and ensuring teachers completed surveys and tests at the beginning and end of the project.  The delivery system did not 
change during the project, but an original aim was to have some of the coaches as embedded part time teachers in the advocate schools.  As 
this never happened, it is impossible to say whether this would have had a positive effect; but it would have been interesting to have had the 
opportunity to discover this. 
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11.3 Future Sustainability and Forward Planning 

● Do you have any plans for the future sustainability of your projects?   
● What factors or elements are essential for the sustainability of your project? 

● How have you/will you share your project knowledge and resources? 

 
Legacy was built into the planning of Capital Physics.  Originally the plan was that in October 2015 the networks would be virtually self-
sustaining, and the IOP would take on a purely advisory role.  Meetings of the Transition Group (comprising delegates from partner schools, 
advocate schools and IOP as well as HE and other bodies informed the IOP that these networks would be unlikely to succeed without more 
input from the IOP, including, if at all possible, continued employment of the coaches.  The project will continue until December 2015 using the 
unspent portion of the GLA grant to finance its activities.  The IOP is actively seeking funding to continue the work for two terms beyond this.  
Longer term, it may be possible to roll the programme into other cities, adapt it for a more rural setting or incorporate the work into other IOP 
programmes. 
 
The key findings of the project will be publicised through various IOP publications and on its website.  A flyer detailing the main facts of the 
project has already been produced. 
 

 

 

 
12. Final Report Conclusion 
 
Please provide key conclusions regarding your findings and any lessons learnt (maximum 1,500 words).  
 
Alongside overarching key conclusions, headings for this section should include: 
 
Key findings for assessment of project impact 

● What outcomes does the evaluation suggest were achieved? 

● What outcomes, if any, does the evaluation suggest were not achieved or partly achieved?  
● What outcomes, if any, is there too little evidence to state whether they were achieved or not?  
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Key lessons learnt for assessment of project delivery 

● What activities/approaches worked well? 

● What activities/approaches worked less well? 

● What difficulties were encountered in delivery and how could they be mitigated in the future?  
● Were there any additional or unintended benefits (e.g. increases in student attendance as a result of an intervention aimed at 

teachers)? 

 
Informing future delivery 

● What should the project have done more of? 

● What should the project have done less of? 

● What recommendations would you have for other projects regarding scaling up and/ or replicating your project? 

 
Key Findings 
The strengths of the project have been  

● The increase in grades at AS level physics in over 70% of our partner schools. 
● Indications that the project had a positive influence on AS to A2 progression rates in our partner schools. 
● Surveys suggest the project has increased teacher confidence and understanding of the support needed for accessing A* and A grades 

in over 70% of teachers involved. 
● Its rapid and complete success in recruiting the 66 schools to participate in the project: 
● The bespoke nature of the support for teachers provide by the coaches 

● The opportunities at the Annual Conference and advocate school events for teachers networking and sharing good practice 

● Most importantly for the project and its legacy – the relationships built between (i) coach and partner schools, (ii) coach and advocate 
schools, (iii) partner schools and advocate schools.   

The weakness of the project is that one academic year (the timescale of the work done by the coaches with the schools) is very short to make 
significant improvements 
 
Key lessons learnt 
The best forms of CPD has been shown to be that which focuses on teachers’ subject knowledge, pedagogy, and confidence; that links directly 
to classroom practice and students’ understanding.  Coaches focussed on effective practical and other challenging but achievable experiences 
for students; adding variety whilst maintaining rigour, and teachers on the whole responded well to these challenges.  The role of subject 
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associations (in this case the IOP) in supporting the hub model is vital.  They provide the framework and the subject expertise that establishes 
the value and credibility of the CPD.   
In a small minority of schools, there are A-level physics teachers who are not engaging with the project.  With a longer project lifetime there 
could be an induction term where the department assesses whether the programme suits their needs and either commits wholeheartedly or 
withdraws. 
 
Informing future delivery 
Hub models are good at promoting a local network, but it is the commitment of the dedicated coach to that network that ensures it works as a 
community. 
The plan to develop links between the networks and local universities needed to be more systematically implemented.  It was not sufficient to 
have simply put the relevant parties in touch; a coordinated approach to the universities should have been made.  The school/university 
partnership could then have developed activities for the pupils to complement the work of the coaches with the teachers. 
The Institute is seeking funding to ensure activity in schools for a second academic year.  It then plans to maintain the Advocate School and 
Partner Schools hubs as networks for teachers to continue to engage in CPD and sharing good practice.   
 
Conclusion 
The Capital Physics Project has demonstrated that networks of schools working with a dedicated teaching coach can improve the teaching and 
learning in the classroom.  This leads to more confident and knowledgeable staff, which in turn leads to improved engagement, progression 
and achievement in pupils.  The guidance of a Subject Association and the involvement of dedicated coaches have been vital to the success of 
the project. 

 

 

 

 

 
Appendices 
1 Capital Physics Theory of Change Diagram 
2 Capital Physics Evaluation Plan  
3 Graph showing “Participation in Capital Physics activities” 
4 Teacher surveys, initial and final results. 
5. Teacher confidence survey.  Questions used.  
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App1 TOC Capital Physics 
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Assumptions Actions 
 

Long-term outputs Outcomes 
 

Teachers have improved 
subject knowledge required 
for teaching A-level physics; 
improved confidence in 
deploying effective and 
engaging pedagogical 
strategies in A-level physics 
lessons; better understanding 
of how their pupils can 
access and achieve A-A* 
grades in A-level physics 
 

In Partner Schools with pre-
existing courses in A-level 
physics: 
Pupil attainment in A-level 
physics will improve. 
 

In Partner Schools without 
courses in A-level physics: 
A-level physics courses will be 
successfully established. 
 

Establishment of ongoing 
culture of physics CPD in each 
Partner School. 

Annual programme of 6 
coach-led CPD sessions for 
A-level Physics teachers 
completed in each of the 60 
Partner Schools 
 

Teachers in the Partner 

Schools put into practice 

the content and pedagogy 

from the CPD sessions 

Annual programme of project 
conferences sessions for A-
level Physics teachers in 
Partner Schools with 
contributions from CP 
coaches, universities and IOP 
network coordinators 
 

Conferences are 
well attended & 
teachers are 
engaged 

Teachers in the Partner 

Schools develop an 

enthusiasm for continued 

physics CPD engagement 

Continuation of CPD activity, 
leading to continued Subject 
Knowledge improvement, 
within local networks of 
schools based around hub 
Advocate Schools. 

Termly programme of 
Advocate School-led CPD for 
A-level Physics teachers in 
the network of Partner & 
Advocate schools completed 
in each of the Advocate 
Schools 
 

IoP continues in an advisory role after the 

project has finished 

Termly programme 
of Advocate School-
led CPD is well 
attended & teachers 
are engaged 

Advocate Schools 
continue to lead 
the network 

Teachers in the Advocate 

and Partner Schools 

develop an enthusiasm for 

continued physics network 

activity  
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APP 2 Capital Physics Evaluation Plan.   
 

Outputs Indicators of Outputs Baseline data collection Impact data collection 
Annual programme of 6 coach-
led CPD sessions completed in 
each of the 60 Partner Schools 
 

70% of A-level physics teachers in 
the Partner School attend 6 coach-
led CPD sessions within a 12 month 
period. 

 n/a Number of individual evaluation forms 
completed by teachers attending CPD 
sessions. 
 

    

    
Teacher Outcomes Indicators of Outcomes Baseline data collection Impact data collection 
Teachers have improved subject 
knowledge required for teaching 
A-level physics. 
 

 

Improved scores in the IOP’s online 
diagnostic tests of subject 
knowledge (MC test with 30 qs).    
 

 

Scores in online diagnostic tests of 
subject knowledge completed by all 
teachers at the beginning of the 
programme. 
Available by December2014 
 

Scores in online diagnostic tests of 
subject knowledge completed by all 
teachers at the end of the programme. 
 

 

Teachers have improved 
confidence in deploying effective 
and engaging pedagogical 
strategies in A-level physics 
lessons. 

Improved scores in teacher 
confidence surveys 
 

Teacher scores in 4 questions 
taken from teacher sense of self-
efficacy survey (incorporated into 
wider Capital Physics teacher 
survey) 
Available by December 2014 

Teacher scores in 4 questions taken 
from teacher sense of self-efficacy 
survey (incorporated into wider Capital 
Physics teacher survey) 
At the end of the programme 

Teachers have a better 
understanding of how their 
pupils can access and achieve 
A-A* grades in A-level physics. 

Reports of teacher understanding of 
how their pupils can access and 
achieve A-A* grades in A-level 
physics. 
 

 

Teacher scores in 3 questions 
about teachers’ ability to support 
pupils to achieve A-A* grades in A-
level physics (incorporated into 
wider Capital Physics teacher 
survey) 
Available by December 2014 

Teacher scores in 3 questions about 
teachers’ ability to support pupils to 
achieve A-A* grades in A-level physics 
(incorporated into wider Capital Physics 
teacher survey) 
At the end of the programme 

Pupil Outcomes  Indicators of Outcomes Baseline data collection Impact data collection 
In Partner Schools with pre- Average points score in A-level A-level physics results: results from A-level physics results: 
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existing courses in A-level 
physics: 
Pupil attainment in A-level 
physics will improve. 
 

physics improves, relative to each 
school’s results prior to the project; 
the proportion of pupils achieving A-
A* grades increases 

August 2013 and August 2014 
collected for each partner school. 
Available by December 2014 
Part of External Evaluator’s brief is 
to collect and analyse this data 
  

Reported by each Partner School in 
August and checked in national data 
releases in the following January. 
Part of External Evaluator’s brief is to 
collect and analyse this data 
 

 
In Partner Schools without 
courses in A-level physics: 
A-level physics courses will be 
successfully established. 
 

A number of pupils will choose to 
study A-level physics and sufficient 
numbers will study into the second 
year of the course to make its 
continuation viable. 

Number of pupils 
starting/continuing A-level physics 
courses in September 2012 and 
September 2013 collected for each 
partner school. 
Available by December2014 
 

 

Number of pupil starting/continuing A-
level physics courses: 
Reported by each Partner School in 
September and checked later against A-
level entries in JCQ/NPD releases. 
 

School System / ‘Culture 
Change’ Outcomes  

Indicators of Outcomes Baseline data collection Impact data collection 

Establishment of ongoing culture 
of physics CPD in each Partner 
School. 

Continuing engagement of physics 
teachers in Partner Schools with 
local networks and wider physics 
teacher community. 

Number of Talkphysics (IoP’s 
online forum) contributions from 
survey. 
 
Available by December 2014 
 

Monitoring of teacher engagement in 
ongoing CPD programmes and wider 
professional community, via IOP physics 
teacher data management systems. 
 
Number of Talkphyics contributions 
monitored and logged.   
Partner schools report annually to IoP 
dates, attendance etc. of CPD sessions.   

Continuation of CPD activity 
within local networks of schools 
based around hub Advocate 
Schools. 

Programme of school-to-school 
support and activities continues 
beyond the end of the project for at 
least 12 months, led by each 
Advocate School. 

n/a Reports from the six Advocate Schools 
to the IOP, operating in an advisory 
capacity to the six local networks. 
 
Advocate schools report termly to IoP 
dates, attendance etc. of CPD sessions.   
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App 3 
From the evaluation carried out by Alpha plus. 
Graph showing the number of bespoke CPD sessions (blue) and termly advocate school-hosted events (green) attended by teachers. 
 

Participation in Capital Physics activities – summer 2015 
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App 4.  Teacher surveys, initial and final. 
 

 
Scale 1 
– 5 
with 5 
highest 

Baseline: 2014 data Impact: 2015 data 
Change. 

Increase  no change   decrease 

Teacher 

Survey question 
on A/A* grade 

support, average 
response  

Survey question on 

self-efficacy, average 
response 

Survey question 
on A/A* grade 

support, average 
response  

Survey question 

on self-efficacy, 
average response 

Survey 
question on 
A/A* grade 
support 

Survey 
question on 
self-efficacy 

1   5.0 4.8   

18   3.0 5.0   

21 2.0 2.0     

41 3.7 4.0     

51   5.0 5.0   

52   4.0 4.5   

53   4.7 4.0   

61 3.2 3.3 3.7 3.3 0.5 0.0 

62 4.8 3.9     

71 3.7 3.8     

81 3.0 2.5     

82 4.0 4.3     
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91   3.7 2.8   

92   4.3 4.3   

101 4.0 2.6 4.3 4.3 0.3 1.6 

102 4.7 2.8     

111 4.0 3.5     

112 3.7 3.8 4.0 4.0 0.3 0.3 

121 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.8 0.0 0.8 

141 2.0 1.0     

151 4.0 3.0     

161   2.7 2.8   

171 3.0 1.0 4.3 3.5 1.3 2.5 

172   3.7 3.8   

181 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 

182 3.0 3.0     

183 3.0 4.0     

191   4.0 3.5   

201 4.0 4.3     

202 4.3 4.3     

203 3.0 3.8     

221 3.0 3.3     

222 4.0 3.3     

231 4.7 3.8 4.7 3.8 0.0 0.0 

232 4.0 3.3     

233 4.3 4.0     



London Schools Excellence Fund: Self-Evaluation Toolkit – FINAL Revised March 2015 
  

55 

 

241 4.0 3.5     

242 4.0 3.8     

251 2.7 3.3     

252 4.7 4.8     

261 4.7 4.8 5.0 5.0 0.3 0.3 

262 3.0 3.5 3.3 3.5 0.3 0.0 

271 4.3 4.0     

272 4.0 3.8     

281 2.0 4.0     

282 4.0 3.0     

301 3.0 3.0     

302 4.0 3.3 4.3 3.3 0.3 0.0 

303 3.0 3.0 3.7 3.0 0.7 0.0 

304 2.0 3.5     

311 4.0 3.0     

321 1.0 4.0     

322 3.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 1.0 2.0 

331 5.0 3.0     

341   4.3 4.8   

352   4.0 4.0   

352   3.3 3.3   

361 3.0 2.0     

371 3.0 3.0 4.0 3.3 1.0 0.3 

372 3.0 3.0     
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381 4.0 3.0     

382 3.0 3.0     

411 3.7 3.3     

412 2.0 2.0     

413 3.3 3.0     

414 3.0 2.8     

421   4.3 4.3   

431   3.7 3.8   

451   3.7 3.8   

461 3.7 4.0 3.3 4.3 -0.3 0.3 

471   4.0 3.5   

472   3.0 3.5   

491   3.7 4.0   

521 4.0 3.5     

522 4.7 3.5 4.7 4.3 0.0 0.8 

531 3.7 3.3 5.0 3.8 1.3 0.5 

532 4.3 4.3 5.0 4.3 0.7 0.0 

533 3.0 3.8 4.3 4.3 1.3 0.5 

541   3.0 4.5   

551 3.3 3.3 4.7 3.5 1.3 0.3 

551 4.0 2.8 4.0 3.3 0.0 0.5 

571 2.0 3.8     

572 2.3 2.0 2.7 3.3 0.3 1.3 

573 2.3 2.8     
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574 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.5 0.0 0.5 

591 3.5 3.5 4.0 3.8 0.5 0.3 

Count 66 66 41 41 23 23 

Averag
e 3.5 3.3 4.0 3.9 0.5 0.5 
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App5 

Please rate your confidence in the following using this scale: 1 = nothing or not at all; 2 = very little; 3= somewhat; 4 = quite a 
bit and 5 = a great deal. 

  1. I know what subject material I need to cover so that my pupils can achieve A-A* grades in Physics   
  2. I know what test strategies I should recommend so that my pupils can achieve A-A* grades in Physics   
  3. I know the concepts my pupils must understand thoroughly so they can achieve A-A* grades in Physics   
  4. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?    
  5. How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies?    
  6. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when students are confused?   
  7. How well can you implement alternative strategies in your classroom?   
   


