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1. Executive Summary 
 
In Year One, Lambeth Connecting Knowledge set out to give a group of teachers (already 
designated lead professionals in mathematics) experience in lesson study for professional 
development in maths. In Year Two these Cohort 1 (C1) teachers successfully led groups of 
teachers to conduct lesson study in their schools. Also, an additional group of teachers 
(Cohort 2 - C2). took this training to become leaders of lesson study.   Cohort 3 (C3) 
teachers benefited from professional support and the facilitation for lesson study by the C1 
teachers.  
 
Project design: cascade model 

 
 
Teachers engaged in lesson study, in which small groups of teachers collaborated to plan 
maths lessons, observe pupil learning in detail, feedback and refine strategies with target 
pupils. A rigorous methodology for assessing professional development programmes, 
combining Guskey’s1 stages of impact and UCL Institute of Education’s impact framework 
design was used to evaluate the effectiveness of the programme. Teachers focused their 
lessons on making concrete, planned impact with pupils around agreed aspects of the 
mathematics curriculum, in particular ‘number’ skills and problem solving.  
 
Compelling evidence has shown that teachers enjoyed the process of lesson study; that they 
engaged in high quality professional development; that senior leader support and high 
quality facilitation and collaboration led to the development of key pedagogical content 
knowledge and skills. Finally, quantitative and qualitative data has shown significant gains in 
pupils’ learning and achievement in mathematics. See section 12 for recommendations for 
future lesson study projects. 

                                                 
1 See Guskey, T. (2000) Evaluating Professional Development Corwin Press and Guskey, T.  (2005) What are 
the critical levels of professional development evaluation? (interview) 
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NB The project transferred from the Lambeth Teaching Schools Alliance to Rosendale Primary School.  

2. Project Description 
 
Lambeth Connecting Knowledge supported improved attainment in primary mathematics 
through: 

 
 Better teacher subject knowledge 
 Lesson study (a model used in some of the most successful international education 

systems) 
 High quality CPD 
 The importance of effective impact evaluation 

 
What is the Connecting Knowledge Project? 
 
Led by Rosendale Primary School, the project was developed by Lambeth Teaching Schools 
Alliance, in partnership with UCL Institute of Education.  The project tested whether our 
model of lesson study could improve teacher subject knowledge and have impact on 
pupil attainment. Research suggested lesson study could have a powerful impact on 
learners. 
 
The project involved: 
 
Connecting Knowledge professionals; Cohorts 1 and 2 (C1, C2). These were high quality, 
experienced Lambeth teachers who been benefited from professional development in the 
four programme elements: 
 

1. They worked collaboratively with nominated teachers from schools across the 
borough to improve their practice 

2. They worked to improve their subject knowledge 
3. They learned about effective impact evaluation 
4. They focused on developing strategies for improved outcomes for learners.  

 
Having finished a cycle of lesson study collaboration across schools, externally facilitated, 
Cohort 1 additionally attended a session on how to lead lesson study with a group of Cohort 
3 teachers (C3) from another school.  C3 were selected on the basis that they would benefit 
from taking part in lesson study, although it was felt that many if not all, of this group, would 
also take a lead role, as champions of lesson study in their own schools. 
 
C2 were selected for the programme in Year Two, with the intention that they would support 
a further cohort of teachers beyond the lifetime of the project, and probably in their own 
school.  
 
Thus, the project supported: 
 
Cohort 1: Experienced, high quality teachers identified by their schools to participate in 
cross-school lesson study groups in 2013/14 facilitated by an IOE consultant, and to lead 
lesson study in their schools and across the borough of Lambeth in 2014/15. 
 
Cohort 2: Experienced, high quality teachers identified by their schools to participate in 
cross-school lesson study in 2014/15 facilitated by an IOE consultant, and lead lesson study 
in their schools and across the borough into 2015/16. 
 
Cohort 3: Teachers selected by their schools as being well placed to benefit from the 
Connecting Knowledge approach to lesson study. They participate in within-school lesson 
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study groups led by Cohort 1 teachers and will develop the skills to lead lesson study back in 
their own schools at the end of the programme. 
 
Looking ahead, we will run a small lesson study project with a small group of schools in the 
autumn term 2015, based on Connecting Knowledge. We have trained 19 teachers in 14 
schools across the LA to lead lesson study. Further, Rosendale School regularly holds CPD 
days for teachers and leaders from local, national and international schools. 
 
We have bid to the London Schools Excellence Legacy Fund to be a subject knowledge 
hub. 
 
Why is Connecting Knowledge needed? 
 
Across Lambeth Local Authority, attainment in mathematics was falling behind literacy for 
the most vulnerable at the end of key stage 2. This project aimed to address that 
underperformance and improve outcomes for all learners. The lesson study process in this 
project focuses specifically on vulnerable and / or underachieving groups of children. 
 
2.1 Does your project support transition to the new national curriculum? Yes  
 
If Yes, what does it address? 
 
Problem solving in maths 
Spoken language in maths 
Number 
 
2.2 Please list any materials produced and/or web links and state where the materials can 
be found.  
 
http://www.connectingknowledge.org.uk/ 
 
3. Theory of Change and Evaluation Methodology 
 
Theory of Change and Evaluation Framework Attached 
 
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  
 
Table 1- Outcomes 
 
Description 

Original Target Outcomes Revised Target 
Outcomes  

Reason for 
change 

Teacher Outcome 1  
Increased subject knowledge 
and greater awareness of 
subject specific teaching 
methods in KS1 & 2  Maths 

No change  

Teacher Outcome 2 Increased teacher confidence No change  

Teacher Outcome 3 
Delivery of higher quality 
teaching including subject-
focused and teaching methods 

No change  

Pupil outcome 1  
Increased educational 
attainment and progress KS1 & 
2 Maths 

No change  
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Wider system 
outcome 1  

Teachers/ schools involved in 
intervention making greater 
use of networks, other schools 
and colleagues to improve 
subject knowledge and teaching 
practice 

No change  

Wider system 
outcome 2 

Programme activities/ model is 
embedded in LTSA planning 
beyond the intervention group 

No change  

 
3.2 Did you make any changes to your project’s activities after your Theory of Change was 
validated? No 
 
If Yes, what were these changes (e.g. took on additional activities?)  
 
3.3 Did you change your curriculum subject/s focus or key stage? No 
 
3.4 Did you evaluate your project in the way you had originally planned to, as reflected in 
your validated evaluation plan?  
 
The use of possible control groups were considered, such as matching students on variables 
from equivalent groups, however the potential for cross-transfer of learning within the school 
and the difficulty of controlling for teacher factors would have made these unreliable.  
 
Teachers were also selected purposively rather than randomly, and schools assigned to 
'treatment conditions' on the basis of enthusiasm to take part in the initiative. Assigning 
schools to control conditions was not viable for this project. It was felt that a more realistic 
indicator from a relatively small (albeit locally important) sample size of pupils would be a 
measure of whether the impact had exceeded an estimate of achievement without 
intervention (EAWI). In Year Two an aspirational target for each focus student was set from 
early in the project to enable a relative measure of the degree of impact (i.e. not just above 
EAWI).  The gathering of additional qualitative evidence of the impact of particular 
approaches on target students (in focus teacher surveys) also increases the validity of this 
data for Year 2 and leads to a more detailed level of analysis of impact statements set by 
each teacher for their focus students.  
 
Other evaluation tools were developed and improved over the first year, including a focus 
teacher lesson study survey (micro impact), professional learning survey (macro impact) and 
a pre and post-test measure of teacher pedagogical confidence on nine evidence-based 
items. Participants also completed surveys to capture their overall learning and impact on 
focus students. 

 

 4. Evaluation Methodological Limitations 
 

4.1 What are the main methodological limitations, if any, of your evaluation?  
 
Thanks to the piloting of a number of evaluation tools in the first year, we were able to 
mitigate the methodological limitations as follows.  Independent assessments of subject 
content knowledge were discussed, but were either impractical due to time limitations, e.g. 
having an independent observation of teacher’s use of subject knowledge in lessons 
observed or using NCETM subject content assessments. The latter were trialled in year 1 
but these were not useful as a baseline as they covered too broad a scope of Maths content 
knowledge to show up differences and the scale was insufficiently calibrated to allow 
differentiation. Teacher self-evaluations were therefore developed that covered teacher 
confidence, pedagogical content knowledge and an audit of teacher development needs. 
These were completed at the end of the cycle and teachers identified two areas (from 9) that 
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they felt they had made the most progress in. For Year Two, baseline and final measures of 
teacher confidence and pedagogical content knowledge were taken, so these are more 
reliable measures of changes over time. 
 
Lesson study (LS) evaluations were completed by a small sample of teachers who were the 
focus of the LS cycle each time in order to capture ‘micro-impact’ (i.e. impact observed 
through the LS study cycle). These were able to capture teacher and pupil learning, aided by 
detailed qualitative feedback gathered from post LS discussion sessions. These were refined 
to capture quantitative levels of impact of interventions during the LS cycle (of two lessons) 
for the focus pupils as well as qualitative data. Thus, teachers were able to say to what 
extent the process had impacted on students’ learning, on a four point scale ranging from: 
‘no change’ to ‘profound transformation to student’s learning in this subject’.  
 
The quality of post-LS discussion and teacher learning was assessed in five quality reviews 
undertaken by independent IOE assessors. Year One observations were reviews of 
sessions led by an external expert facilitator, Year Two observations were of sessions led by 
cohort 1 lead teachers. This was to ensure that the quality level of facilitation remained high 
in Year Two and to inform developments beyond the project’s lifetime. 
 
In order to maximise qualitative depth alongside quantitative measures of pupil impact, the 
progress of a small focus group (3-6) students was measured in each teacher’s class. In this 
context, a plausible control group could not be identified. However, an assessment of final 
impact attainment compared to ‘without intervention’ level was recorded by each teacher. 
This pupil data capture was further refined for Year Two of the project to take into account a 
new cohort of students and the abandonment of national curriculum levels. This enabled 
each teacher to use their own measurement scale, which was standardised for comparison, 
to identify whether the impact was greater than a projected estimate of achievement without 
the LS intervention and, in addition for Year Two, whether it was at or above an aspirational 
target figure, which took the LS intervention into account. This allowed for better 
understanding of the level of quantitative impact of the LS intervention on target pupils. 
 
Given this highly targeted approach to impact assessment, no assessment has been made 
of impact on the overall groups of pupils taught by these teachers, partly due to the 
limitations of assessing qualitative impact on such a large group of pupils and partly due to 
the control group limitations, already mentioned. 
 
One consideration for the future, however, would be to use a control group to compare 
changes to pedagogical content on the pre and post teacher self-evaluation survey. 
However, this would need to be carefully matched to a number of teacher and school 
variables and standardised in its administration, to supply a reliable comparison. 
 
4.2 Are you planning to continue with the project, once this round of funding finishes? Yes 
 
Sustainability of the project was built into planning throughout the process. The primary 
consideration was to build capacity among teachers to lead LS cycles within and beyond 
their school setting. These lead teachers also act as champions for lesson study, including 
appearing at the LSEF London Lesson Study Conference. Communication with school 
leaders and a public lesson study day at Lambeth on 29th June 2015 also helped to promote 
and further embed this as a shift in the professional development practices across schools in 
the project. 
 
A small project working with lead practitioners from five project schools will continue into 
2015/16 to ensure we maximise the number of trained lead professionals that have had a 
chance to be supported in leading lesson study. This creates a greater trained resource 
within and across schools in Lambeth LA. 
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5. Project Costs and Funding  
 
Table 2 - Project Income 
 

 
Original 
Budget 

Additional 
Funding 

Revised 
Budget 

[Original + any 
Additional Funding] 

Actual 
Spend 

Variance 
[Revised budget – 

Actual] 

Total LSEF Funding £212,000   £220,219 -£8219 
Other Public Funding      
Other Private Funding      
In-kind support (e.g. by 
schools) £11,500   £11,500  

Total Project Funding £223,500   £223,500  
 
List details in-kind support below and estimate value.  
 
£11,500 matched funding from the Lambeth Teaching School Alliance 
 
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)      

Direct delivery costs e.g. 
consultants/HE (specify) £90,000   £90,000 0 

Management and 
Administration Costs £46,500 0 0 £81,710    -£35,210 

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

£83,000      £57,472 £25,528 

Publicity and Marketing 
Costs £4,000   

 
£2,267 

 
£1,733 

Teacher Supply / Cover 
Costs      

Other Participant Costs       
Evaluation Costs      
Others as Required – 
Please detail in full      

Total Costs £223,500   £231,449 -£7,949 
  
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  

 
Over two years, our expenditure has come out 3.5% over budget. Within individual budget 
areas there is an overspend in management and administration, partially balanced by an 
underspend in participant costs. In reality, this relates to costs for Rosendale (host school) 
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teacher participation, along with teacher recruitment and participation being included in 
administration and management.  
 
Further, the overspend in administration and monitoring accurately reflects the true 
administrative burden of the project. The small overspend represents a successful outcome 
considering Rosendale School was not involved in the original budget setting.     
 

6. Project Outputs 
 
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  
40 20 Cohort 1 – 8  

Cohort 2 – 6 
Cohort 3 - 6 

 

No. of teachers  
80 40 Cohort 1 – 9 

Cohort 2 – 10 
Cohort 3 – 19 

-2 

No. of pupils  7200* 2520** 2520 (30 per 
teacher) 

-60 

Enter additional 
output name add 
extra lines as 
necessary  

    

 
*As per our interim report, this figure appears to be a miscalculation in the stage one 
application that was rectified in stage 2. We took over the project from the Lambeth 
Teaching School Alliance. See note at bottom of page 3.  
  
**Cohort one teachers would have had a second tranche of pupils that benefited in 2014/15 
(8 teachers x 30 pupils = 240 pupils), and in 2015/16 a further tranche of pupils will be 
impacted upon (38 x 30 = 1140). So the estimated number of pupils that are impacted by the 
project is 2,520.   
 

7. Key Beneficiary Data 
 
 
7.1 Teacher Sub-Groups (teachers directly benefitting counted once during the  
project) 
 
Year One  
 
Teacher Sub-Groups (Teachers directly benefitting counted once during the project)  
 
 No. 

teachers 
% NQTs % Teaching 

3 yrs + 
% Primary 
(KS1 & 2) 

% 
Secondary 
(KS3 - 5) 

Project  43   91% KS1/2 
9% EYFS 

NA 

 
We did not collect data on experience of teachers in year 1. 
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Year Two: 
 
 
Schools No. of 

teachers 
% NQTs % Teaching 

3 yrs + 
% Primary 
(KS1 & 2) 

% 
Secondary 
(KS3 - 5) 

20 38 10% 71% 100% 0% 
Total number of. 
teachers 

38 

 
 
7.1.2 Please provide written commentary on teacher sub-groups e.g. how this compares to 
the wider school context or benchmark  
 
Schools were asked to nominate teachers who would be suitable for leading or participating 
in lesson study, so the group reflects the requirements of individual schools. Teacher 
experience and readiness for leading or participation in lesson study was considered by 
school leaders in partner schools. In some cases schools chose all teachers from a 
particular year group eg Rosendale – EYFS.  
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7.2 Pupil Sub-Groups (pupils who directly benefit from teachers trained) 
 
Year One pupil data: 
 
Each teacher chose their own small target group of children based on assessment of needs 
in mathematics. This was standardised for Year Two at 3-6 children, varies in this sample. 
Data is sample (some missing responses) of 73 pupils from 8 Cohort 1 teachers.  
 
 

Pupil details % of 
cohort 

LAC 0.0% 

FSM 19.4% 

FSM last six yrs 33.3% 

EAL 33.3% 

%Male 42.5% 

SEN Statement or School Action Plus 13.8% 
Started current Key Stage below / at / above 
expectations  

Above expected level 12.7% 

At expected level 47.3% 

Below expected level 34.5% 
 
 

Pupil Ethnicity  % of 
cohort 

White British 42.4% 

White Other 5.1% 

Mixed White/Asian 3.4% 

Bangladeshi 1.7% 

Indian 1.7% 

Asian Other 3.4% 

Mixed Other 8.5% 

Black Caribbean 1.7% 

Mixed White/Black Caribbean 1.7% 

Caribbean 6.8% 

African 18.6% 

Any Other Group 5.1% 

Total =  1 
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Year Group % of cohort 

1 8.2% 

2 0.0% 

3 0.0% 

4 24.7% 

5 32.9% 

6 34.2% 

Total= 100% 
 
Year Two pupil data: 
 

Pupil Details % of 
cohort 

LAC 0% 

FSM 43.8% 

FSM last six yrs 49% 

EAL 28% 

%Male 19% 

SEN Statement or School Action Plus 12% 
Started current Key Stage below / at / above 
expectations  

Above expected level 8.5% 

At expected level 28% 

Below expected level 63.5% 
 
 

  Pupil Ethnicity % of 
cohort 

White British 17% 

White Other 5% 

Pakistani 1% 

Black Other 9% 

Bangladeshi 1% 

Asian 7% 

Asian Bangladeshi 1% 

Mixed Other 9% 

Black Caribbean 22% 

Mixed White/Black Caribbean 10% 

Black African 
8% 

 

Any Other Group 7% 
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Year Group % of cohort 

Reception 18% 

1 0% 

2 9.8% 

3 29% 

4 17% 

5 12% 

6 11% 

Total= 100% 
 
Please provide your definition for number of benefitting pupils and when this data was 
collected below  
 
In Year One, the eight C1 teachers chose up to six pupils as their focus children for their 
impact frameworks. The data in section 6 relates to every pupil taught by teachers that have 
been involved in our lesson study programme. 
 
In Year Two, 98 pupils directly benefited from the research based on 29 C2 and C3 teachers 
selecting between 3 and 6 focus pupils each. However, it is expected that the other pupils 
that they teach also benefited indirectly from improved teaching by these same cohorts of 
teachers.  
 
7.2.1 Please provide a written commentary on your pupil data  
 
In both Year One and Two of the project the proportion of children with SEND reflected the 
proportion on children in Lambeth (12%). This is significantly above the national average of 
7.7% (DfE Pupil Charactaristics 2013/14). 
 
Children with EAL* were underrepresented in the project (33% in Year One and 26% in Year 
Two compared with 50% in Lambeth LA). 
 
Disadvantaged learners were prominent, particularly in Year Two, with 49% of children 
eligible for the pupil premium. The figure for Lambeth LA is 45.7%, significantly higher than 
the national figure of 26.8%. 
 
Taking this into account, unsurprisingly, children that are lower attainers are overrepresented 
in the project, reflecting both teacher concerns and numbers of disadvantaged pupils 
involved.        
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8. Project Impact 
 
8.1 Teacher Outcomes 
 
Date teacher intervention started: September 2013  
 
Table 9 – Teacher Outcomes: teachers benefitting from the project  
Target 
Outcome  

Research 
method/ 
data 
collection  

Sample  
characteristics  

Metric used  1st Return 
and date of 
collection 

2nd Return and 
date of collection 

Impact on 
practice as 
measured in 
impact frames 

Written 
analysis 
and self-
evaluation 
using 
‘impact 
frame’ tool 

23 teachers 
carried out 
impact 
assessments 

Teachers record baseline 
and impact descriptions of 
teaching practice 

Sept 2013/14 June 2014/15 

Increase in 
teacher 
pedagogical 
self-efficacy 

Teacher 
self-
evaluation 
surveys 

23 teachers did 
self-evaluations 

Nine item scale of 1-7 for 
each (7 highest) 

Sept 2014 
NB piloted In 
June 2014 

June 2015 

Positive 
reactions to 
lesson study 
process and 
high quality 
professional 
learning 
experiences 

Overall 
lesson 
study 
survey 

23 teachers 
completed online 
survey 

3 open ended questions 
on teacher learning and 8 
Likert Scale responses (4 
point scale Strongly 
Agree-Strongly Disagree) 
on reactions to LS process 

 June 2013/14 

Development 
of C1 teacher 
skills in 
leading 
Lesson Study   

Focus 
group 
discussions 
on leading 
Lesson 
Study 

6 C1 teachers 
interviewed in 
group 

Open responses in group 
interview on lessons 
learned about leading LS 

 June 2014 

Continuation 
of LS at 
school 
beyond the 
project period 

End of year 
discussions 
on the way 
forward 

17 C2 and C3 
teachers took 
part in 
discussion, from 
7 schools 

Teachers in their own 
school groups discussed 
how they anticipated LS 
continuing in their schools 

 June 2014 

 
 
8.2 Pupil Outcomes 
 
Date pupil intervention started: Sept 2013 and Sept 2014 (Years One and Two) 
 
Table 11 – Pupil Outcomes for pupils benefitting from the project  
Target 
Outcome  

Research 
method/ 
data 
collection 

Sample 
characteristics 

Metric used 1st Return 
and date of 
collection 

2nd Return and 
date of collection 

Positive 
impact on 
pupil learning 
behaviours 

Impact 
framework 

98 pupils (3-6 
focus pupils per 
teacher) 

Teachers record baseline 
and impact descriptions of 
pupil learning behaviours 

Sept 2013/14 June 2014/15 

Evidence of 
specific 
improvements 
to pupil 
learning due 
to LS 
intervention 

Focus 
teacher 
survey 

98 pupils (3-6 
focus pupils per 
teacher) 

Teachers record changes 
to pupil learning 
throughout the LS cycle. 
Qualitative and 
quantitative four point 
scale 
 

Sept 2013/14 June 2014/15 
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Focus pupils 
achieve 
accelerated 
learning  

Pupil data Statements 
made on 98 
focus pupils 

Aspirational target set for 
their 3-6 focus pupils, 
above the estimate of 
achievement without 
intervention. 

Sept 2013/14 June 2014/15 

 
 
8.3 Wider System Outcomes  
 
Table 13 – Wider System Outcomes   

Target Outcome  
Research method/ 
data collection 

Metric  1st Return and date of collection 

Teachers/ schools 
involved in 
intervention making 
greater use of 
networks, other schools 
and colleagues to 
improve subject 
knowledge and 
teaching practice  
 
Programme activities/ 
model is embedded in 
LTSA planning beyond 
the intervention group 

Nos of participating 
schools and 
teachers 
 
Attendance rates at 
sessions  
 
Attendance at 
public events eg 
Lambeth HT 
Conference and 
public lesson study 
day at Rosendale 

 % attendance of 
delegates at 
professional 
development 
sessions 
 
Nos attending public 
events 

Attendance consistently 25+ delegates 
with 85% of Connecting Knowledge 
Schools represented. 
 
Lambeth HT Conference: 75 School 
leaders, 100% of Connecting Knowledge 
Schools represented.  
 
 
Public lesson study event: 30 School 
leaders, 65% of Connecting Knowledge 
Schools represented. 
 

 

Additional Commentary: 
 
8.4 The evaluation methodology used Guskey’s levels to assess the logical chain of impact 
on pupil outcomes, i.e. participants’ reactions - participants’ learning - organisational 
support and change – participants’ use of new knowledge and skills - finally pupil 
outcomes. The following sections refer to the evidence collected in relation to each of these 
categories in turn.  
 
Key terms: 
 
Cohort 1 (C1): Experienced, high quality teachers identified by their schools to participate in 
cross-school lesson study groups in 2013/14 facilitated by an IOE consultant, and to lead 
lesson study in their schools and across the borough of Lambeth in 2014/15. 
 
Cohort 2 (C2): Experienced, high quality teachers identified by their schools to participate in 
cross-school lesson study in 2014/15 facilitated by an IOE consultant, and lead lesson study 
in their schools and across the borough into 2015/16. 
 
Cohort 3 (C3): Teachers selected by their schools as being well placed to benefit from the 
Connecting Knowledge approach to lesson study. They participate in within-school lesson 
study groups led by Cohort 1 teachers and will develop the skills to lead lesson study back in 
their own schools at the end of the programme. 
 
Where the following results mention Year One and Year Two, this refers to years one and 
two of the Lambeth Connecting Knowledge project. Where Y1, Y2, Y3 etc. are referred to, 
this means the year group of the pupils. 
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Lesson study: This will be referred to as LS 
 
Lesson study cycle: LS cycles in Year One consisted of a planning meeting, the lesson and 
debriefing. In Year Two, an LS cycle consisted of a planning meeting, lesson one and 
debriefing, followed by planning for lesson two, the lesson and debriefing.  
 
N= refers to the number of teachers that responded, unless otherwise indicated. 
 
8.4.1 Participants’ reactions: 
 
Surveys in Year One and Year two were completed by all participants in June at the end of 
the lesson study programme. These were designed to gather the feelings and perceptions 
towards lesson study by the participating teachers. 
 
Year One: “The Lesson Study Process…” (n=9)  
 

 
 
Key comments about the lesson study process in Year One indicated: 
 

1) A strong feeling about the advantages of non-judgemental professional collaboration 
2) The advantages of focusing on a small subset of children to analyse their learning in 

detail 
3) The need to align the impact framework (each teacher’s specific aims and specific 

focus children, the lesson study cycle and the evaluation processes) 
4) It would make sense to have a second lesson to work on the issues discussed in 

lesson one and to be able to improve with further feedback 
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Some minor changes were made to the wording of this survey for Year Two, in particular the 
items about whether the lesson study process was ‘challenging’ was removed as it was felt 
this had both negative and positive interpretations. See Year Two summary chart below:  
 
Year Two: “The lesson study process...” (n=25)  
 

 
 
 
Reactions were very positive to the LS process, with particularly strong agreement about the 
focus on teaching and learning and supportive and collaborative nature of LS. Comments 
from Year One about aligning the impact focus to the LS and having a second lesson – 
having been added as features of Year Two - were absent from this survey, confirming these 
improvements in the views of the participating teachers. 
 
8.4.2 Participants’ learning 
 
Comments from the overall LS survey picked up the aspects of teachers’ learning 
experiences that they found particularly useful in their development over the year. These 
were gathered at June conferences at the end of each project year. The main categories of 
responses and an example for each is given below. These are combined from both years of 
the project. Professional learning was judged to be powerful due to: 
 

 The sharp focus on children’s learning and away from ‘judging teaching’: 
 
It was very useful to focus on the children's learning when observing lessons rather than the 
teacher/teaching and to be able to observe how children approach challenges and problem 
solving.  
 

 Encouraging innovation and risk taking: 
 
Risk taking was definitely encouraged and it was a safe environment to do so as the lesson 
was collaboratively planned with all members in the cohort sharing the responsibility.  

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

was supportive

was enjoyable

supported risk taking in teaching and learning

was collaborative

focused on improving teaching and learning

focused on the needs of particular students
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 Quality time for professional collaborative learning: 

 
It was brilliant to have the luxury of a whole morning to plan one lesson and in such detail. It 
was great to visit other schools and observe and plan for lessons in different year groups. 
 

 The ability of the LS process to promote wider learning beyond the specific aims of 
the LS cycle: 

 
Being involved in this project has helped me to identify the wider parts of my practice which I 
can improve and how this enables me to have a greater impact upon my pupils' learning 
 
A small minority of respondents felt that LS did not promote risk taking and this was felt to be 
most likely about the need to build up trust in LS groups.  
 
8.4.3 Organisational support and change  
 
The features of organisational culture, structure and leadership that were considered 
important for LS to lead to improvements in teaching and learning were evaluated. This 
feedback was gathered in the following ways: i) discussion between project team members 
including feedback from teacher participants in Year One ii) independent quality 
assessments of the LS process iii) a focus group interview with C1 lead practitioners and iv) 
feedback from C2 and C3 participants in Year Two final conference on the likely future for 
LS in their schools.  
 

i) Project feedback in Year One 
 
End of year meetings with all participants and also among the project team indicated some 
key lessons for organisational support and change. These were implemented in Year Two in 
order to improve the programme:  
 
An information sheet went out to headteachers to help them to better understand the 
underlying principles of LS and to ensure that their engagement with the project did not 
interfere with the climate of openness and trust, and that they did not seek  to subvert or use 
the LS process as a kind of ‘performance management’ or appraisal task. The importance of 
protecting teacher time was stressed to headteachers to enable the LS cycles to lead to 
maximum learning.  
 
Some changes were made to the LS planning and feedback sheets to enable the impact 
framework to match up more closely with the lesson plan and better meet the needs of target 
students. Guidance also changed so that LS cycles consisted of two lessons by each 
teacher in Year Two. 
 
C1 teachers cascaded their knowledge and acted as lead teachers for Year Two, in order for 
LS to become a sustainable form of CPD and to engender a shift in the professional learning 
culture of the engaged schools.  
 

ii) Observations 
 
Five independent assessments were made of research lessons and the post lesson 
discussion, two in Year One and three in Year Two. These were designed to ensure the 
quality of the LS process facilitated by an external expert was high in Year One and that this 
quality remained high in Year Two when facilitated by C1 teachers. Observers rated their 
observations in terms of: 
a) The overall quality of the post-lesson discussion;  
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b) Fidelity to principles of lesson study (collaboration, focus on learning, clear evidence, non-
judgemental etc);  
c) Focus on impact (particularly on learning of target students) - including how relevant 
lesson was to impact framework; 
d) Focus on impact (particularly on learning of target students) - including how relevant 
lesson was to impact framework.  
These were rated on a scale of 1-7, with 7 being the strongest. These resulted in the 
following scores: 
 
Independent assessments of lesson study process 
 

Judgement area Year One: Mean score (1-7)  Year two: Mean score (1-7)  

a) Overall quality of discussion 
 

6.5 5.7 

b) Fidelity to principles of lesson 
study 

6.5 6.3 

c) Focus on impact 5.0 5.7 

 
Observer comments: 
 
Comments by UCL Institute of Education observers about the Year One research lesson 
discussions included noting good practices such as: avoiding speaking about the lesson until 
all teachers convene formally in the briefing session; avoiding evaluative statements in 
discussion and sticking to evidence and description of student learning; the facilitator picking 
out emerging themes to prompt further depth of discussion. The lower score for focus on 
impact was addressed in Year Two by explicitly linking research lessons to the needs of 
long-term focus students. The average score on this category was higher in Year Two. 
 
In Year Two, some differences were noted, partly due to the fact that the teachers knew 
each other and the pupils better, so did not need as much preamble. The discussion was 
also less strictly facilitated, so not all teachers were given an equal turn to speak although 
overall the quality of the post lesson discussion was still very good. In one school, the 
observer teachers did not stay for the whole session which raised concerns that the school 
may not be strongly committed to the process.  
 

iii) Leading lesson study 
 
C1 lead practitioners were interviewed as a group by a researcher from UCL Institute of 
Education at a June 2015 evaluation event held at Rosendale School.  
 
The overall experience was regarded as highly valuable in order to share expertise across 
schools; challenging sometimes to work with colleagues in another school but also very 
rewarding to work collaboratively. One C1 teacher mentioned that her group had not initially 
volunteered to take part and were sceptical, however quickly saw the benefits after taking  
part. Key skills needed were managing own and others’ time, in order to keep to task and to 
fit in the necessary cycles of planning, observation and discussion; and communication, 
especially keeping people on task, and knowing when to take a back seat in discussions. LS 
leaders also needed to have some ideas for the lesson prior to the planning meeting, in case 
the group struggled to come up with their own. Key aspects identified by LS leaders to 
ensure the process was effective: 
 

 Cover arrangements for teachers were essential, these must be protected. The 
planning takes all morning and all need to be present. This involves commitment by 
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the SLT/headteacher usually to allow for this. This can be tricky when one is in say, 
Y5 and the other a Y2 teacher. Planning these dates is important. If there needs to 
be a change, all need to agree a new one.  

 Time needs to be given for all the paperwork in the planning and evaluation too.  
 The impact framework is useful as a reflection but needs to be revisited in the middle 

of the process, otherwise the impact aims can be lost in the lesson.  
 Sharing common themes for lessons among the teachers meant the group could 

have a common research theme which they explored and developed over time.  
 Starting with the most competent teacher as lead teacher helped to build group 

confidence 
 
Special concerns were raised that the key principles of lesson study needed to be re-visited 
for new teachers (especially where staff turnover was high) and the commitment of senior 
staff was seen to be essential. The danger of slipping towards an informal ‘peer observation’ 
were widely shared among lesson study leaders.  
 
iv) Predictions for the way forward 
 
C2 and C3 teachers discussed and recorded whether and how they thought the LS activity 
would continue in the following year and beyond, in what form and who this might involve.  
 
Seven schools took part in this at the June evaluation event. All but one said they would 
continue. In one case the teachers said that there was insufficient support from the 
headteacher for this to work due to the perception that the process required too much time 
out of class. In the other six schools they thought it was very likely.  In one case it meant a 
change in focus from an existing peer observation process that was already in place and 
another commented on the strong support of the headteacher. The form of this varied across 
schools; one school felt it was important to involve one external teacher and three internal 
teachers in LS; one identified the advantages of having teachers within one year group, as 
this helped to share knowledge of the pupils; another said they would use a ‘slimmed down’ 
process, planning the sessions early in the year and involving less lesson planning time.  
 
In two of the schools, the process was going to be led/championed by participants in the 
programme (one from cohort 1 and one from cohort 2). In terms of the focus of the LS 
cycles, three schools said they would continue with mathematics, one on phonics, one to 
pick an area from the school development plan and one to leave it to teachers. Most schools 
were going to roll out the programme to involve a small number of additional teachers, 
although one school was hoping to include 12 new teachers. One school mentioned the 
advantages of using LS for experienced teachers, who might not have access to the same 
CPD opportunities as less experienced colleagues. 
 
 
8.4.4 Participants’ (teachers) use of knowledge and skills 
 
Changes to teacher use of knowledge and skills was determined through two sources i) 
teacher self-evaluations pre and post-programme and ii) impact statements, written at the 
start of the year as targets and assessed at the end of year in terms of the extent to which 
they were achieved in relation to the focus pupils.  
 

i) Teacher self-evaluations 
 
All participating teachers (C1, C2 and C3) completed a pre and post-programme self-
assessment of their confidence in terms of nine evidence based areas of pedagogy. Year 
One data was taken but is likely to be misleading due to the way the survey was conducted, 
i.e. pre and post-test were taken at end of academic year, i.e. participants estimated 
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distance travelled on each item.  Therefore, this was treated as a pilot. In Year Two, 
participants completed the baseline in September 2014 and the post-test was taken in mid-
June 2015 which gives a more reliable measure. Below is a summary of the results. 
 
Pre and post-test teacher self-evaluations on nine evidence based aspects of 
pedagogy in Year Two (for C2 and C3 teachers) 
 

Pedagogical area Baseline 
Mean (1-

7) 
June 
2014 

End 
Mean (1-
7) Sept 

2015 

Paired t-test p values for  
baseline vs final 

confidence ratings  
(shaded values indicate 

significance, 2 tailed p<0.05) 

Effect sizes  
(Cohen’s D, large = 

>.8,  
Medium = >.5 
Small = <.5) 

1) Consideration to pupil voice. 3.6 5.2 0.0001 
 

Large 

2) Understanding of the pedagogical process 4.7 5.6 0.0246 
 

Medium 

3) Clear thinking about longer term learning 
outcomes as well as short-term goals 

5.1 6.0 0.0095 
 

Large 

4) Building on pupils’ prior learning and 
experience 

4.7 5.9 0.0001 
 

Large 

5) Scaffolding pupil learning 4.8 5.6 0.0389 Medium 

6) Using a range of techniques, including 
whole-class and structured group work, guided 
learning and individual activity 

5.2 5.8 0.1759 
 

Small 

7) Developing higher order thinking and meta-
cognition 

5.1 5.8 0.0019 Large 

8) Embedding assessment for learning 4.7 5.4 0.0021 Large 

9) Inclusivity 4.9 5.9 0.0022 Large 

  
Only item six (i.e. using a range of techniques) failed to show a significant improvement. 
Medium effect sizes were shown for items 2 and 5, i.e. understanding of the pedagogical 
process and scaffolding learning. This might suggest that these are difficult and ongoing 
aspects of teaching that teachers only began to improve during LS while the larger effect 
sizes were more achievable aspects in relation to their target pupils.  
 
Large effect sizes were shown on aspects that might be considered to be quite transferable 
aspects of pedagogy and learning, for example longer term planning, assessment and 
inclusivity. Consideration of pupil voice and building on pupils’ prior experience had the 
largest effect sizes.   
 

ii) Impact framework assessments of pedagogical Impact: 
 
At the start of each academic year, participants were asked to anticipate the impact of the 
lesson study project with the following prompts: What will my teaching practice be like? What 
will the pupils’ classroom experience and learning be like? They were asked to describe 
desired changes in their practice and desired changes in pupils’ experience and learning.  At 
the end of the year, they were asked to look again at these descriptive statements using soft 
evidence data of what is seen, heard, felt, said, done etc., and to colour code their 
commentary: green for achieved, amber for partially achieved, or red for not achieved. Below 
are the outcomes that were coded achieved or partially achieved for the teaching practice 
statements. These were coded based on the same nine categories, used for the teacher 



London Schools Excellence Fund: Self-Evaluation Toolkit – Final Report 

 

22 
 

self-evaluation, above (based on Husbands and Pearce (2012)) plus one additional 
category, ‘other teacher competences’. A quantitative summary of statements within each 
category is given below: 
 
Area of Commentary from Impact 
Frameworks 

Achieved or Partially 
Achieved Percentage 

Inclusivity 16 25% 
Scaffolding 15 23% 
Higher Order Thinking 10 15% 
Assessment for Learning 10 15% 
Prior Learning 6 9% 
Range of Techniques 5 8% 
Other Teacher Competences 3 5% 
Understanding Process 0 0% 
Pupil Voice 0 0% 
Long Term Outcomes 0 0% 

Total 65 100% 
(N=23) 
 
Greatest areas of impact were perceived as coming in terms of inclusivity and scaffolding:  
 
Inclusivity:  
 
References were made in 9 of the 23 impact frameworks received. Some of these comments 
indicated a teacher focus on a particular group of pupils, whilst other comments suggested 
that teachers were aiming to spread their attention more evenly across the class: 
 

 Across a lesson, I [now]…spend 1 out 4 lessons across the week working with my 
target group. 

 I…[now] feel that I can spend quality time with more children in my class due to not 
being restricted by my target group. 

 
Scaffolding: 
 
References were made to improvements in scaffolding pupils’ learning, in 12 of the 23 
impact frameworks received, illustrating how teachers concentrated on breaking down the 
leaning into manageable steps for pupils, or providing specific resources to support learning: 
 

 Planning…also shows that steps have been taken to develop the children’s 
confidence through simple, short problem-solving activities in which the difficulty has 
built up over time e.g. simple pyramid puzzles where children encouraged to apply a 
rule which can be made harder using different numbers, operations, by reducing the 
amount of information they have to work with or by changing the rule to be applied. 

 
Compared to pre and post self-evaluations of changes to pedagogy, these two areas were 
also assessed as having large or medium effect sizes (medium in the case of scaffolding). 
However, while ‘thinking about long term outcomes’ and ‘pupil voice’ had large effect sizes in 
terms of teacher self-evaluations, these were not areas that came from the impact 
statements. This may reflect that teachers felt they had learned these aspects as ‘by-
products’ of their involvement in LS rather than seeing direct impact in their classes or with 
these pupils.  
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8.4.5 Pupil Outcomes 
 
Pupil outcomes were measured in the following ways: i) assessment of ‘micro-
impact’ taken from focus teacher surveys where teachers commented on evidence of 
individual changes to pupils’ learning during a LS cycle; ii) quantitatively (macro-
impact) in terms of whether focus pupils met or exceeded a target set at the start of 
each academic year iii) qualitatively (macro-impact) in terms of areas identified on 
impact frameworks for pupil learning over the year. 
 

i) Micro-impact on pupils’ learning during LS cycles: 
 
This was an additional measurement taken in Year Two, recording learning outcomes 
observed during a two lesson LS cycle. Focus teachers completed these surveys shortly 
after the final post-lesson discussion of the cycle, using their notes from the lesson and with 
reference to their impact targets set earlier in the year. Each teacher had to select between 3 
and 6 target pupils for the year of the project. The LS cycle was planned with the overall 
targets in mind for these pupils and observers made recordings of evidence to back up their 
observations of changes to these pupils’ learning during the two lessons. The impact of the 
LS interventions for each target pupils’ learning was assessed on a four point scale as 
follows:  
 
Percentage 
at this level 

Extent of change 

24% No change (or worse than expected) 
41% Improvement to a specific aspect of learning in this subject 
33% Improvement which should impact on students' achievement in this subject 
2% Profound transformation to this student's learning in this subject 
 
The qualitative observations to explain the above changes in learning included: 
Key themes in qualitative responses 

% No. of 
responses 

Themes 

26% 27 Increase in understanding/usage of knowledge 
25% 25 absent/no clear change in any aspect 
17% 17 Increase in engagement/participation 
15% 15 Increase in communications (pupils vs pupils and pupils vs 

teachers) 
13% 13 Positive impact on confidence 
11% 11 Improvement in quality/quantity of work completed 
8% 8 Increase in resilience 
8% 8 Demonstrating evidence of good use of learning aids 

(manipulatives, iPads, etc) 
4% 4 Positive impact on independence of pupils 
4% 4 Other 
2% 2 Positive impact on concentration level 
*There were some instances where the response and the comment did not align- e.g. teacher's multiple choice 
response suggested there was no change but their comment suggested there was an improvement 
** Individual responses have been counted under multiple themes where relevant 
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ii) Overall quantitative outcomes 
 
Pupil data is included below. Due to the late intervention start date in Year One, i.e. started 
February 2014 and ended in June 2014, and inconsistencies in the selection of focus pupils, 
statistical calculations were considered unreliable for Year One. Year Two participants were 
able to start late September/early October 2014 and continue into early June 2015. Targets 
were set in relation to an expected projection without intervention.  
 
Year Two overall attainment: 
 
47 out of 83 pupil results (excluding spoilt results in the table) showed improvement that met 
the aspirational target set for accelerated learning of the focus pupils. None achieved lower 
than the projected level without intervention. This result is highly statistically significant 
(p<0.0005, two tailed, Z= -3.3549, x=0, n=47). 
 

iii) Qualitative pupil outcomes: 
 
At the start of each academic year, participants were asked to anticipate the impact of the 
lesson study project with the following prompts: What will the pupils’ classroom experience 
and learning be like? They were asked to describe desired changes in pupils’ experience 
and learning, and to review this at the end of the intervention using soft evidence data of 
what is seen, heard, felt, said, done etc., colour coding their commentary: green for 
achieved, amber for partially achieved, or red for not achieved. 
 
Below are the headline statistical findings and categories of statements below 
 
Teacher assessments of qualitative impact on pupils. Comparison of Year One and 
Two.  
 
Degree of success: Year one: 

Frequency 
% of total 
statements 

Year two: 
Frequency 

% of total 
statements 

Achieved 76 57% 141 52% 
Partially achieved 51 38% 115 42% 
Not achieved 7 5% 17 6% 
 
Overall, Year One and Year Two assessments of impact showed a consistent pattern of 
achievement, as self-assessed by the teachers of their focus pupils. 
 
A brief qualitative analysis of impact statements showed the following pattern of 
achievement: 
 
Achieved: 

 Specific numeracy strategies 
 Confidence, resilience and perseverance 
 Evidence of solving higher-level problems 
 Ability to articulate the learning process or collaborate 

 
Partially achieved: 

 Independent use of resources 
 Articulating mathematical strategies or language 
 Resilience and perseverance 
 Independent or active learning 
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Not achieved: 
 Use of mathematical vocabulary 
 Specific deficiencies in mathematical skills, e.g. target children from Reception class 

being unable to recognize the numerals 1-20 from memory 
 
Year Two: 
 
In Year Two, there were some refinements of the guidance given to participating teachers 
about how to draw up their impact statements. Most importantly, this included referring 
wherever possible to specific impact on their focus pupil/s, as opposed to impact on the 
whole class. More detailed analysis of the statements was also carried out in Year Two. The 
following breakdown of impact on pupils and to practice was discerned through qualitative 
analysis of impact frameworks using NVivo2 (N = 23). Impact was further subdivided into 
aspects of pedagogy and of pupil outcomes.  
 
Changes in pupils’ experience and learning were analysed using categories drawn from the 
national curriculum (along with two mathematics outcomes not detailed within the 
programme of study referred to here as the ‘hidden curriculum’) together with more general 
learning behaviours. 
 
Where teachers judged pupil outcomes to have been achieved or partially achieved, the 
numbers of references, within each finer area of analysis, made by participants in their 
commentary within the impact frameworks, are shown in the table below. 
 
 Achieved or Partially Achieved Percentage 
Number 60 30% 
Measurement 0 0% 
Geometry 0 0% 
Statistics 0 0% 
Problem-Solving (in Maths) 41 21% 
Spoken Language (in Maths) 25 13% 
Collaboration 23 12% 
Confidence 24 12% 
Engagement 3 2% 
Perseverance 14 7% 
Resilience 10 5% 
Total 200 100% 
(N=23) 
 
Descriptions and examples of number and problem-solving categories are given below: 
 
Number:  
 
The high proportion of impact in relation to use of ‘number’ accords with the agreed focus for 
teachers on this area of the curriculum at the start of the project and the reason why impact 
for ‘measurement’, geometry and statistics was not seen in the statements. Examples of 
statements relating to number: 
 

 By the end of the year …. the target group ….[are] able to confidently add and 
subtract three digit numbers using place value knowledge. They …[are] able to select 

                                                 
2 Qualitative analysis software 



London Schools Excellence Fund: Self-Evaluation Toolkit – Final Report 

 

26 
 

the most efficient resource to help them. This … [is] evident in lesson observations 
and in 4 out of 4 books at the end of each week. 

 For example, when solving a division problem, involving a two-digit and a three-digit 
number, they ….choose the chunking method of calculating or they… select a 
method of ‘working backwards’ to arrive at an answer rather than using trial and 
improvement. 

 
Problem-solving:  
 
References were made to improvements in problem-solving in mathematics in 13 of the 23 
impact frameworks received. These comments often also made reference to pupils justifying 
the methods they have chosen to solve a problem: 
 

 Lesson observations show that during investigations, focus group children are able to 
explain both the problem they’re investigating and the steps they plan to take to 
complete it. 

 
 In discussion with adults and peers, they …describe the steps that they took to solve 

the problem, commenting on the effectiveness and efficiency of the strategies and 
methods used.  
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9. Reflection on overall project impact  
 

 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  

 
Lambeth Connecting Knowledge project has provided compelling evidence of positive 
impact on pupils’ attainment in mathematics. This was assessed using the evidence-based 
methodology for assessing professional development programmes, combining Guskey’s 
stages of impact and UCL Institute of Education’s impact framework design. A wide range of 
evaluation tools at different stages of the project, was used to confirm this.  
 
In Year One, Lambeth Connecting Knowledge set out to give a group of teachers (already 
designated lead professionals in mathematics) experience in lesson study for professional 
development. In Year Two these C1 teachers successfully led groups of teachers to conduct 
Lesson Study in their schools. C3 teachers benefited from the professional support and 
facilitation for lesson study by the C1 teachers. Also, an additional group of teachers (C2) 
benefited from professional development to become leaders of lesson study.  
 
All teachers responded very well to the experience. Teachers enjoyed the collaborative 
aspects of lesson study and the support and challenge they received from colleagues. 
Importantly, lesson study was seen as quite different from other lesson observations. 
Specifically, the focus on improving teaching and learning and on the needs of particular 
students was a common feature of teachers’ feedback on the particular benefits of lesson 
study as an approach to professional development. 
 
Well facilitated lesson study sessions led to insightful observations of pupils’ learning that 
sometimes challenged teachers’ own pre-conceptions about particular pupils they taught. 
The extra pair of eyes in the class and detailed post-lesson discussions meant that high 
quality lessons were planned and subsequently improved in relation to their effect on pupils’ 
learning. The supportive lesson study groups helped to encourage risk taking and innovation 
in the majority of participants.  
 
Improvements in the lesson study process from Year One feedback ensured that 
headteachers were better informed about LS principles and that teachers were more 
focused on planning lessons that would have a direct impact on their focus pupils. 
Implementing a two lesson LS cycle also meant that focus teachers could benefit from a 
developmental cycle with the feedback and encouragement of their colleagues.  
 
Independent assessments of LS processes revealed a high quality of engagement with the 
core philosophy of LS (focusing on pupil learning). Interviews with C1 LS facilitators 
suggested that senior leader support was essential in ensuring that high quality LS cycles 
are maintained beyond the scope of the project. Discussions about the future of LS in the 
participating schools showed variation; the majority aiming to continue learning from LS. 
Across the participating Lambeth schools the trend was to maintain and in some cases 
extend LS engagement. The ability and will of senior leaders to protect teachers’ time for LS 
was seen again as the key ingredient. 
 
Highly significant shifts were shown in teachers’ pedagogical skills. Teacher self-evaluations 
on nine aspects of pedagogy showed significant shifts in eight of them. Large effect sizes 
were seen for skills in: considering pupil voice; thinking about longer term learning goals; 
building on pupils’ prior learning; developing higher order skills, embedding assessment for 

https://gallery.mailchimp.com/ab3b363ebe06b9e8ddd882534/files/LSEF_Evaluation_Briefing_Mar15.pdf
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learning and inclusivity. These results suggest that the lesson study process has helped 
teachers to reflect on a wide range of subject pedagogy that is likely to have benefitted 
pupils they teach outside of their target group and also those they will teach mathematics to 
in the future. In relation to their target pupils, teachers reported a range of gains, in particular 
how to attend to the needs of these pupils and how to break down learning into manageable 
steps.  
 
Attainment of focus pupils increased significantly in both years of the project. Teachers set 
aspirational targets for these pupils, not just to bring their rate of progress up to the average, 
but to accelerate this and attempt to bring often struggling students up to the level of their 
classmates. Teacher assessments of achievement showed that these attainment targets 
were met in a large number of focus pupils and these reached very high levels of statistical 
significance. Qualitative analyses showed numerous examples of pupils developing number 
skills and mastering problem solving strategies. Pupils were also more able to articulate their 
learning process while solving mathematical problems. In addition, many teachers remarked 
on the increase in focus pupils’ confidence, collaboration in learning tasks, resilience and 
perseverance.  
 
The project corroborates the LSEF’s theory 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 Lambeth lesson study 
project involves investment of time for collaborative research and in expertise (in the form of 
‘expert’ IOE consultants), leading to improvements in pedagogical content knowledge for 
maths, which enable improved learning experiences and outcomes for pupils. 
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10.   Value for Money  

10.1 Apportionment of the costs across the activity  
 
Broad type of activity  Estimated % project 

activity 
£ Estimated cost, including 
in kind 

Producing/Disseminating  
Materials/Resources 

15% £34,717 

Teacher CPD (face to 
face/online etc) 

40% £92,579 

Events/Networks for 
Teachers 

15% £34,717 

Teacher 1:1 support  10% £23,145 
Events/Networks for Pupils   
Others as Required –  
Evaluation  
Other Administration 

 
10%                                          
10% 

 
£23,145 
£23,145 

TOTAL 100% £231,449 
 
Please provide some commentary reflecting on the balance of activity and costs incurred: 
Would more or less of some aspects have been better?  
 
The balance was broadly correct, but in some cases we underestimated the time away from 
the classroom that was required. This should have been made clearer to participants from 
the start.  
 
10.2 Commentary on value for money 
 
The approach offers good value for money. The school-HEI partnership was a strong one 
with clearly defined roles. Again, the greatest challenge was securing teacher time away 
from the classroom. On reflection, we were too conservative in our estimation of how much 
teacher time was required. This in turn added to the administrative burden a little. However, 
the built in sustainability due to the focus being on improving teacher quality means project 
value for money increases over time.  
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11. Reflection on project delivery 
 
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 evaluation philosophy focused on impact at pupil level with a logical chain of inference, 
starting with teachers working on their professional learning and leading to them practising 
the new skills to the benefit of pupils. Encouraging senior leaders to support and understand 
the principles of lesson study was seen as vital and aided by a guidance sheet developed 
alongside lesson study leaders. Lesson study cycles were timetabled formally and this 
created sufficient space and quality interaction for much to be learned about the pupils and 
also for wider pedagogical knowledge to be gained. 

 
The role of the IOE as ‘expert’ other was crucial to the success of the project.  The IOE 
consultants brought expertise around lesson study but worked alongside lead teachers to 
find ways to co-construct a lesson study model that met the schools’ needs.  The process of 
co-construction enabled the development of a model that worked in the local context and 
was flexible enough to meet the needs of individual schools, yet remained true to the core 
principles and practices of lesson study.  Regular engagement with teachers and quality 
assurance of the implementation of the project proposals meant the project could gradually 
refine its design to ensure a best practice model for local circumstances. 
 
The IOE also developed a set of evidence-based, robust impact analysis tools that would 
capture impact at teacher and pupil level.  Again, IOE consultants worked with Cohort 1 
teachers to design and pilot these tools to ensure they were fit for purpose and reliable.  This 
support enabled the project to demonstrate its impact with rigour and precision. 
 
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? 
 
Excellent communications between each stakeholder in the project contributed to its 
success: planning, external facilitation, collaborative discussions between external IOE 
evaluators and school leadership.   Building in evaluation throughout the process was also 
key to its success. 
 
The role of project manager was crucial in terms of keeping the project on track, maintaining 
communication and project momentum.  A project of this scale would be impossible for a 
teacher or senior leader to manage effectively alongside other school responsibilities. 
 
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? 

 
We are running a small lesson study project with a small group of schools in the autumn 
term 2015, based on Connecting Knowledge. We have trained 19 teachers in 14 schools 
across the LA to lead lesson study. Further, Rosendale School regularly holds CPD days for 
teachers and leaders from local, national and international schools. 
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Teachers and leaders from Rosendale School are regular participants in local and national 
events focussed on sharing good practice so forums for sharing the findings from the project 
are extensive. 
 
We will maintain the Connecting Knowledge website resources. 
 
The key to sustainability is developing an understanding amongst school senior leaders 
about realistic time commitments, and organising mutually agreeable dates for participating 
schools. Partner school senior leaders as well as the project team can then work 
collaboratively to meet the expectations of participating teachers.  Memorandums of 
Understanding are of vital importance to this process of agreement and commitment.   
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12. Final Report Conclusion  
 
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?  
 
This project set out to test whether a model of lesson study in mathematics could improve 
teacher subject knowledge and have impact on pupil attainment.  Impact data shows a high 
degree of success.  The project’s two year cycle and the collaborative approach between 
IOE ‘experts’ and lead teachers supported this success as the project was able to tackle 
minor discrepancies and address teachers’ concerns through a continual feedback loop. 
 
Qualitative evidence shows that teachers feel the lesson study model focused on teaching 
and learning, and was enjoyable, supportive and collaborative.   Evidence from a pre and 
post-programme self-assessment tool3 and a descriptive analysis of impact using the 
project’s ‘impact frame’ shows that teachers increased not only their subject (pedagogical 
content) knowledge and awareness of effective teaching methods, but also their own 
confidence to lead lesson study. Both qualitative and quantitative data shows that these 
improvements in teacher confidence and skills have led to the improved attainment of focus 
pupils.  Teachers reported that 94% of desired changes in pupils’ learning (as described in 
teachers’ impact frames) had been achieved.  Pupil data shows that around 56% of target 
pupils met aspirational targets for accelerated improvement with 100% making expected 
progress. 
 
The project also aimed to build capacity across Lambeth schools to sustain and embed the 
lesson study approach.  A total of 43 teachers with potential to lead lesson study are now in 
place.  Six out of seven schools said the lesson study project would continue beyond the 
lifetime of the project.  An extension to the project is already being planned and schools 
have committed to participation. 
 
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)? 
 

The project in Year One set out to give a group of teachers (already designated lead 
professionals in mathematics) experience in lesson study for professional development. 
These teachers responded very well to the experience as shown in surveys and pupils 
benefited from accelerated progress. Qualitative comments indicate that deep professional 
learning about the needs of their students has enabled teachers to target strategies more 

                                                 
3 Based on Husbands, C and Pearce, J (2012) “What makes effective pedagogy? Nine claims from research”. 
National College for Teaching and School Leadership 
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effectively to focus pupils. In particular, teachers appear to have learned how to scaffold 
learning more effectively for their pupils and to focus on how one lesson fits into a longer-
term series of learning steps. Many of these teachers are now ready to lead lesson study 
cycles with colleagues in neighbouring schools.  

 
Teachers enjoyed the lesson study experience, particularly collaborative planning, focus on 
pupil learning, and non-judgemental observations of lessons. This model of lesson study 
achieved such significant impact because the research lessons clearly targeted pupils who 
were previously identified as the object of focus for the year of the study. A smaller sub-set 
of focus pupils enabled qualitative impact to be matched to quantitative impact.  

 
Year Two participants benefitted from improvements to evaluation and lesson study 
procedures that aligned the research lessons, impact frameworks and evaluation tools more 
closely. Lesson study cycles in Year Two involved two research lessons to enable focus 
teachers to refine their pedagogical approaches. Moving to a two lesson cycle was largely 
successful, with participants appreciating the time to improve lesson delivery with feedback 
from colleagues. However, this model is time consuming and some schools may not have 
senior leader support to continue in this way. Further collaboration in Lambeth school 
alliances will help support the continued use of lesson study and provide strategies for 
mitigating the time commitment of lesson study without diminishing its quality. 

 
Training lead teachers to lead lesson study was a very successful strategy. Lead teachers 
were able to improve their leadership skills and recipient teachers benefited from having a 
lead practitioner from outside their school to support their development.  
 
The continual collaboration between the lead school for the project, headteachers of 
participating schools, the IOE consultants and Cohort 1 teachers mean the project could 
adapt as it evolved, tackle any problems it faced and enable maximum impact on teachers 
and pupils.  The role of the IOE ‘experts’ and their collaboration with stakeholders was key to 
the project’s success, as was the role of the project manager in managing the organisational 
aspects and keeping the project on track. 
 
The key to success for sustainability is developing an understanding among school senior 
leaders about the realistic time commitments involved, and setting mutually agreeable dates 
for participants. Partner school senior leaders as well as the project team can then set out 
and maintain the expectations of participating teachers. Key to engaging senior leaders were 
celebrations of outcomes, for example through public research lessons and conferences. For 
example, information provided to headteachers at our June 2015 public lesson study event 
and a presentation at the Lambeth Headteachers’ Conference about the key principles 
underlying this form of professional development.  
 
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? 
 

There is a need to explore models of lesson study that are less time-intensive at school level 
and this is being explored in the continuation project, possibly through an increase in ‘open 
house’ research lessons to which observer teachers can be invited. 
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If introducing a lesson study project of this scale, schools should consider: 
 

 The importance of enabling participants to become ‘leaders’ of lesson study through 
the facilitation of relevant professional learning and support materials (such as a 
lesson study handbook) in order to build capacity for sustained impact; 

 The role of the external ‘expert’ and the need for them to work collaboratively with 
stakeholders to ensure maximum impact; 

 The role of the project manager as someone external to the school who can dedicate 
time to the successful organisation of the project; 

 The need for carefully constructed evaluation tools to measure impact in line with the 
project’s theory of change; 

 The value of having a pilot year in order to deal with any minor difficulties and tighten 
the focus on impact at pupil level. 
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Appendix 1: Statistical calculations for Year Two teacher self-evaluations on nine 
evidence based aspects of pedagogy pre and post-test. 
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Appendix 2: Pupil impact data Year One (n=73) 
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Impact APS data Calculations for Sign Test 

Without 
intervention 

estimate (wie) 

Baseline  
Oct 2013 

Impact July 
2014 

Difference 
between wie 
and impact 

Number of 
pluses 

Number of 
minuses 

121 11 6 11 0     

122 9 5 9 0     

123 9 5 9 0     

124 9 5 9 0     

125 9 5 9 0     

126 11 6 11 0     

1 4   4 0     

2 2   4 2 1   

3 4   4 0     

4 6   4 -2   1 

5 2   2 0     

6 4   4 0     

7 4   4 0     

8 2   4 2 1   

9 2   4 2 1   

10 2   4 2 1   

11 4   4 0     

12 4   4 0     

13 4   6 2 1   

14 4   2 -2   1 

15 4   4 0     

16 6   10 4 1   

17 6   12 6 1   

11 22 20 25 3 1   

12 22 20 23 1 1   

13 22 20 25 3 1   

14 23 21 23 0     

15 22 20 23 1 1   

16 22 21 23 1 1   

17 22 21 23 1 1   

18 21 20 23 2 1   

19 22 21 23 1 1   

110 21 19 21 0     

111 22 20 23 1 1   

112 23 22 23 0     

61 25 21 27 2 1   

62 25 21 25 0     

63 23 19 27 4 1   

64 25 23 27 2 1   

65 27 23 27 0     

66 25 23 27 2 1   

67 23 21 25 2 1   

2 25 23 27 2 1   
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9 25 25 27 2 1   

11 25 23 27 2 1   

12 29 29 31 2 1   

15 25 23 27 2 1   

16 27 25 29 2 1   

20 25 23 27 2 1   

  4   5 1 1   

  4   5 1 1   

  4   5 1 1   

  4   5 1 1   

  4   5 1 1   

  4   5 1 1   

  4   5 1 1   

33 21 17 21 0     

34 19 15 19 0     

39 19 17 21 2 1   

313 19   21 2 1   

315 19 17 19 0     

325 19 17 19 0     

81 33 27 33 0     

82 33 27 33 0     

83 33 33 35 2 1   

84 33 27 33 0     

85 33 27 35 2 1   

86 33 27 35 2 1   

87 33 27 33 0     

88 33 27 33 0     

89 35 33 35 0     

810 35 33 35 0     

811 35 33 35 0     
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Appendix 3: Analysis of impact frameworks 
 
In September 2014, participants were asked to anticipate the impact of the lesson 
study project, with the following prompts: What will my current teaching practice be 
like? What will the pupils’ classroom experience and learning be like? 
 
In June 2015 participants were asked to evaluate the impact of the lesson study 
project, both on their teaching practice and on pupils’ classroom experience and 
learning. They were asked to describe changes in their practice and changes in 
pupils’ experience and learning, using soft evidence data of what is seen, heard, felt, 
said, done etc., and to colour code their commentary: green for achieved, amber for 
partially achieved, or red for not achieved. 
 
Qualitative analysis of impact frameworks was carried out using NVivo (N = 23). 
 
Pedagogy 
Changes in practice described by participants were analysed using nine categories, 
based on Husbands and Pearce (2012), together with an additional category for 
teacher competences identified which did not easily fall into any of the nine 
categories. 

 Building on Pupils’ Prior Learning 
 Clear Thinking about Longer Term Outcomes 
 Consideration of Pupil Voice 
 Developing Higher Order Thinking 
 Embedding Assessment for Learning 
 Inclusivity 
 Scaffolding Pupil Learning 
 Understanding the Pedagogical Process 
 Using a Range of Techniques 
 Other Teaching Competences 

 
Pupil Outcomes 
Changes in pupils’ experience and learning were analysed using categories drawn 
from the National Curriculum (including two mathematics outcomes not detailed 
within the programme of study referred to here as the ‘hidden curriculum’) together 
with more general learning behaviours. 
 
Mathematics Curriculum 

 Geometry (from Programme of Study) 
 Measurement (from Programme of Study) 
 Number (from Programme of Study) 
 Statistics (from Programme of Study) 
 Problem-solving in mathematics (‘hidden curriculum’) 
 Use of spoken language in mathematics (‘hidden curriculum’) 

 
Learning Behaviours 

 Collaboration 
 Confidence 
 Engagement 
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 Perseverance 
 Resilience 

 
Where teachers judged outcomes to have been achieved or partially achieved, the 
numbers of references, within each broader area of analysis, made by participants in 
their commentary within the Impact Frameworks, are shown in the table and figure 
below. 
 
Area of Commentary from Impact Frameworks Achieved or Partially Achieved Percentage 
Mathematics Programme of Study (Formal Curriculum)  60  24 
Hidden Curriculum (Maths)  57  23 
Learning Behaviours  68  28 
Pedagogy  61  25 

Total 246 100 
(N=23) 
 

 
 
 
 
Pedagogy 
Where teachers judged pedagogical outcomes to have been achieved or partially 
achieved, the numbers of references, within each finer area of analysis, made by 
participants in their commentary within the Impact Frameworks, are shown in the 
table below. 
 
Area of Commentary from Impact Frameworks Achieved or Partially Achieved Percentage 
Inclusivity 16 25% 
Scaffolding 15 23% 
Higher Order Thinking 10 15% 
Assessment for Learning 10 15% 
Prior Learning 6 9% 

Areas Achieved or Partially Achieved

Mathematics Programme of Study (Formal Curriculum)

Hidden Curriculum (Maths)

Learning Behaviours

Pedagogy



London Schools Excellence Fund: Self-Evaluation Toolkit – Final Report 

 

40 
 

Range of Techniques 5 8% 
Other Teacher Competences 3 5% 
Understanding Process 0 0% 
Pupil Voice 0 0% 
Long Term Outcomes 0 0% 

Total 65 100% 
(N=23) 
 
 
 
Inclusivity  
References were made to improvements in Inclusivity, in 9 of the 23 Impact 
Frameworks received. Some of these comments indicated a teacher focus on a 
particular group of pupils, whilst other comments suggested that teachers were 
aiming to spread their attention more evenly across the class, exemplified by the 
following comments: 
 
“Across a lesson, I will spend 1 out 4 lessons across the week working with my 
target group” 
 
“Planning scrutinies and lesson observations will show that I am focusing my 
teaching on this HA group of children through questioning and input during whole 
class teaching.” 
 
“My planning, support timetable and book looks will show that over a two week 
period I will work with each group at least once for 20-30 minutes per lesson” 
 
“I will feel that I can spend quality time with more children in my class due to not 
being restricted by my target group.” 
 
“I will feel confident to leave the target group and that I am sharing my time amongst 
the class, pushing on the higher achievers and supporting the middle achievers. The 
target group will be concentrating on their work and will be busy with the activity.” 
 
 
 
Scaffolding 
References were made to improvements in Scaffolding Pupil’s Learning, in 12 of the 
23 Impact Frameworks received, illustrating how teachers concentrated on breaking 
down the leaning into manageable steps for pupils, or providing specific resources to 
support learning, exemplified by the following comments: 
 
“Planning will also show that steps have been taken to develop the children’s 
confidence through simple, short problem-solving activities in which the difficulty has 
built up over time e.g. simple pyramid puzzles where children encouraged to apply a 
rule which can be made harder using different numbers, operations, by reducing the 
amount of information they have to work with or by changing the rule to be applied.” 
 
“The layout of the classroom and the displays in the classroom will celebrate the 
achievements of the children in problem-solving and provide them with prompts to 
refer to when solving problems.” 
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“Evidence on Evernote wilI show that I am using discussion alongside our 
Metacognition/ReflectED sessions to articulate what resources/strategies helped us 
with our learning e.g. “Today we were finding understanding odd and even difficult so 
we used numicon because it makes the odd and even numbers look very different.” 
Lesson observations will show that I model my reasoning for selecting resources e.g. 
I am showing you how to learn number bonds to 10 using Numicon because with 
Numicon you can see how the 2 numbers fit together to make 10.” 
 
 
 
Pupil Outcomes 
Where teachers judged pupil outcomes to have been achieved or partially achieved, 
the numbers of references, within each finer area of analysis, made by participants in 
their commentary within the Impact Frameworks, are shown in the table below. 
 
 Achieved or Partially Achieved Percentage 
Number 60 30% 
Measurement 0 0% 
Geometry 0 0% 
Statistics 0 0% 
Problem-Solving (in Maths) 41 21% 
Spoken Language (in Maths) 25 13% 
Collaboration 23 12% 
Confidence 24 12% 
Engagement 3 2% 
Perseverance 14 7% 
Resilience 10 5% 

Total 200 100% 
(N=23) 
 
 
 
Number 
References were made to improvements in Number, in 13 of the 23 Impact 
Frameworks received. No references were made to the other three areas of the 
Programme of Study. There were some comments on place value and some 
comments on calculation: 
 
“Lesson observations will show that children have understood previous learning 
around place value by using resources efficiently e.g. when using dienes to make 23 
they will select 2 tens and 3 units or move blocks of 10 on the bead bar. They will be 
able to count on from the first number in the number sentence e.g. when adding 7 
and 5 using numicon they will point to the 7 and say “7….. 8,9,10,11,12” 
 
 
“I want them to be able to have a quick recall of numbers. For example when I say 
30 + 9 they can immediately reply 39. I expect them to be able to mentally recall their 
number bonds to 10 and 20.” 
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 “Lesson observation will show that I always model efficient methods for using 
resources, e.g. counting on from the largest number and selecting resources to 
represent tens and units separately. Lesson observation and discussions with 
children will show that I habitually describe 2 digit numbers as I record them e.g. “so 
the answer is 23, that’s 2 tens and 3 units” (as I scribe.)” 
 
“Pupil interviews will show that children understand taught strategies and key 
vocabulary relating to addition and subtraction and Empty Number Line strategy.” 
 
“By the end of the year I want the target group to be able to confidently add and 
subtract three digit numbers using place value knowledge. They will be able to select 
the most efficient resource to help them. This will be evident in lesson observations 
and in 4 out of 4 books at the end of each week.” 
 
“For example, when solving a division problem, involving a two-digit and a three-digit 
number, they will choose the chunking method of calculating or they will select a 
method of ‘working backwards’ to arrive at an answer rather than using trial and 
improvement.” 
 
 
 
Problem-solving 
References were made to improvements in Problem-solving in Mathematics, in 13 of 
the 23 Impact Frameworks received. These comments often also made reference to 
pupils justifying the methods they have chosen to solve a problem: 
 
“Lesson observations show that during investigations, focus group children are able 
to explain both the problem they’re investigating and the steps they plan to take to 
complete it.” 
 
“In discussion with adults and peers, they will describe the steps that they took to 
solve the problem, commenting on the effectiveness and efficiency of the strategies 
and methods used.” 
 
“Children will see mistakes as an opportunity to learn more. When stuck they will be 
happy to start again using a different approach. Pupil interviews will show that 
children are confidently depicting problems with drawings, diagrams and charts to 
help them explain their answer. High achieving children will no longer write the 
answer and think that is sufficient and say ‘I just knew it,’ they will know that they are 
expected to prove their answer.” 
 
“Book scrutinies will show that all three children make jottings on the word problems 
to identify the operation they need to use. Through direct questioning the children will 
be able to explain why they are highlighting key words using mathematical 
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Appendix 4: Attainment for Year Two pupils Lambeth and z value for sign test 
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  3a 4b 5c   4 No     

2.5a 1b 2c 2b/a   2b Yes 1   

2.5b 1b 2c 2b/a   2a Yes 1   

2.5c 1b 2c 2b/a   2a Yes 1   

2.5d 1b 2c 2b/a   2b Yes 1   

2.5e 1b 2c 2b/a   2a Yes 1   

a 3c 3b 3a   3a Yes 1   

b 2a 3c 3b   3c No     

c 3c 3b 3a   3b No     

d 2a 3c 3b   3c No     

e 2a 3c 3b   3c No     

2.7A 1b 2c 2b   2b Yes 1   

2.7B 1b 2c 2b   2c No     

2.7C 1c 1a 2c   2c Yes 1   

2.7D 1c 1a 2c   2b Yes 1   

2.8c 4w 4s+ 5b   5b+ Yes 1   

2.9a 2w 3w 3w+   3w+ Yes 1   

2.9b 2w 3w 3w+   3w+ Yes 1   
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2.9c 2w 3w 3w+   3w+ Yes 1   
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Yes 1   

3.13e 40-60 
secure 

Emerging Expected    Expecte
d 

Yes     

3.13f 40-60 
secure 

Emerging Expected    Expecte
d 

Yes 1   

3.14a 30-50 
secure 

ELG 
emerging 

ELG 
secure 

  ELG 
secure 

Yes     

3.14b 30-50 
secure 

ELG 
emerging 

ELG 
secure 

  ELG 
secure 

Yes 1   

3.14c 30-50 
secure 

ELG 
emerging 

ELG 
secure 

  ELG 
secure 

Yes 1   

3.14d 30-50 
lower 

40-60 
lower 

40-60 
secure 

  40 - 60 
lower 

No     

3.14e 40-60 
lower 

ELG 
emerging 

ELG 
secure 

  ELG 
emergin
g  

No     

3.15c 30-50 
secure 

ELG 
emerging 

ELG 
expected 

  ELG 
expecte
d 

Yes 1   

3.15e 30-50 
secure 

ELG 
emerging 

ELG 
expected 

  ELG 
expecte
d 

Yes 1   

3.18a 5b 5w+ 5s   5s Yes 1   

3.18b 5b 5w+ 5s   5s Yes 1   

3.18c 5b 5w+ 5s   5s Yes 1   

3.18d 5b 5w+ 5s   5s Yes 1   

3.18e 5b 5w+ 5s   5s Yes 1   

3.18f 5b 5w+ 5s   5s+ Yes 1   

  3c 3a 4c   4c Yes 1   

  3c 3a 4c   4c Yes 1   
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  3b 4c 4b   4c No     

         Total 
pluses 

47 0 

          n=83  

          x=0  

            

        z= 4.56   

         

         

         

         

         

 



Connecting Knowledge' Project: with and between professionals

Theory of Change Diagram Year One

Training Lead Professionals Intervention Other teachers Evaluation

Key

Activities

Assumptions

Outcomes

Long term goal

Subject knowledge & 
teaching methods 

enhancement,  JPD & 
Impact Evaluation 

programme for Lead 
Professionals 

Lead Professionals attend 
at least 5 training sessions 
& undertake interim tasks  

Leading Professionals 
baseline own knowledge 

of subject and programme 
elements  

Increased subject 
knowledge and greater 
awareness of effective 

teaching methods 

Increased teacher 
confidence 

Leading Professionals able 
to employ JPD, Impact 

Evaluation Model  

Leading Professionals 
provide network to wider 

school community  

Lead Professional 
undertakes intervention 
'test bed' activity with 

Year 3 & 4 teachers 
including baselining 
supported teachers 

Teachers adapt their 
practice 

Increased subject 
knowledge and greater 
awareness of effective 

teaching methods 

Increased teacher 
confidence 

Adoption of new 
approaches support 
teachers outside the 
intervention group 

Model embeds into school  
practice  

Improvement Model more 
effective than previous 

ones for these pupils 

Improved pupil 
attainment 

Greater consistency 

Better teaching 
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3Lambeth Teaching Schools’ Alliance 

 Evaluation Framework 

 
 

‘LTSA Connecting Knowledge Project with and between professionals’ 
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 Outcomes Indicators Baseline data collectioni Impact data collectionii 
Evaluation schedule / 
sample size 

Teacher outcomes 
 
Sub Groups 
As part of establishing the baseline, 
the characteristics of the eligible 
cohort should be analysed across 
the following sub groups:  

 NQTs 

 3 years + 

 Primary/ secondary 

 Other (project specific) 
 

These should be expressed as a % 
of the whole group. 
 
Churn 
Throughout the programme 
thorough records of any “churn” of 
teachers leaving or joining the 
intervention group must be kept.  In 
order to do this records must be 
kept of: 

 Unique teacher identifier 

 Engagement date  

 Disengagement date and 
reason  

 Increased 
subject 
knowledge 
and greater 
awareness of 
subject 
specific 
teaching 
methods in 
KS1 & 2  
Maths 
 

 Increased teacher 
scores in subject 
knowledge auditsiii  

NCETM subject 
Knowledge audits to be 
taken by all teachers 
involved in the 
intervention: 
 
Using and Applying 
Mathematical Knowledge 
 
Knowing and Using 
Number facts 
 
Calculating   

 

 Scores collected for 
individual teachers from 
pre intervention subject 
knowledge audits 

 Scores collected for 
individual teachers from 
subject knowledge audits 
after Yr1 and Yr2 of 
intervention 

 10 Leading Professionals  

 30 year 3 and 4 teachers 
 
Baseline Feb ’14 taken before 
Lesson Study intervention 
starts. 
End year 1 July ‘14 
 
Repeat September ‘14,  
July ‘15 

 Additionally target 
population schools  
10 coordinators 
30 teachers 
 

 Increased 
teacher 
confidence  

 Increased teacher 
scores in confidence 
surveys  

NCETM confidence 
audits to be taken by all 
teachers involved in the 
intervention: 
 
Using and Applying 
Mathematical Knowledge 
 
Knowing and Using 
Number facts 
 
Calculating   

 
 

 
Survey to be completed 
by all teachers involved 
in the intervention.  

 Scores collected for 
individual teachers from 
pre intervention 
confidence surveys  
 

 Scores collected for 
individual teachers from 
post intervention confidence 
surveys after Yr1 and Yr2 of 
intervention 
 

 Interviews/ focus group of 
sample of survey 
respondents to moderate 
survey findings  
 

 10 Leading Professionals  

 30 year 3 and 4 teachers 
 
Baseline Feb ‘14 
End year 1 July ‘14 
 
Repeat September ‘14,  
July ‘15 

 Additionally target 
population schools  
10 coordinators 
30 teachers 
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 Outcomes Indicators Baseline data collectioni Impact data collectionii 
Evaluation schedule / 
sample size 

 Delivery of 
higher quality 
teaching 
including 
subject-
focused and 
teaching 
methods 

 

 Improved teaching 
performance in 
observed lessonsiv 
using the osted 
measure 
Observations to be 
conducted for a 
sample of teachers.  
With a small sample 
of those to be 
independently 
moderatediv  by 
Subject expert from 
IOE 

 Standards collected for 
individual teachers from 
pre intervention 
observations (i.e. 
percentages of teachers 
at each level)  in Maths 

 Standards collected for 
individual teachers from 
observations after Yr1 and 
Yr2 of intervention 

 
 
 

 6 year 3 and 4 teachers 
 
Baseline Feb ‘14 
End year 1 July ‘14 
 
Repeat September ‘14,  
July ‘15 

 Additionally target 
population schools  
6 teachers 
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 Outcomes Indicators Baseline data collectioni Impact data collectionii 
Evaluation schedule / 
sample size 

Pupil outcomes 
 
Sub Groups 
The characteristics of the eligible 
cohort should be analysed across 
the following sub groups:  

 LAC continuously for 6 
months+ 

 FSM 

 FSM at any time during last 6 
years* 

 Disadvantaged pupils  

 EAL 

 Gender 

 Ethnicity 

 Statement of SEN or supported 
at School Action Plus 

 Started respective Key Stage 
below expected level, at 
expected level, above expected 
level 

 
All characteristics should be 
captured as part of establishing the 
baseline and data should be 
collected to enable all outcomes to 
be analysed across these sub 
groups. 
 
Churn 
Throughout the programme 
thorough records of any “churn” of 
pupils leaving or joining the 
intervention group must be kept.  In 
order to do this records must be 
kept of: 

 Unique pupil identifier 

 Engagement date  

 Disengagement date and 
reason 

 Increased 
educational 
attainment 
and progress 
KS1 & 2 
Maths  
 

 

 Increased  
attainment (APS 
levels at KS1-2 for 
individual pupils.  

 Increased levels of 
progress (point 
scores and % 
achieving higher 
point scores than 
expected)  
 

 Reduced gap 
between attainment 
of different sub-
groups/disadvantage
d groups of pupils 
(e.g. FSM, LAC, by 
gender etc.)  

 Intervention group: 
assessed APS level on 
entry to the programme 
and for 2 previous years  
 

 

 Intervention group: 
estimated point score 
without intervention (for 
Y1 and Y2 of 
programme) 

 

 Intervention group: in 
house % points gaps 
between relative 
attainment of sub 
groups pre intervention 
and for 3 years previous 
 
 

 Intervention group: actual 
pupil attainment levels after 
Y1 and Y2 of intervention 
 

NOTE: progress will be 
assessed on outstanding 
progress in APS levels e.g. 4 
levels of progress across a year 
 
A sample of pupil assessments 
should be independently 
moderatediv  by Subject expert 
from IOE 

 

 Intervention group: 
difference between actual 
attainment and expected 
attainment (without 
intervention) 
 

 Intervention group: in house 
% points gaps between 
relative performance of sub 
groups after Year 1 and 2 of 
intervention  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 30 year 3 and 4 classes: 
100% of pupils involved in 
the intervention 

Baseline Feb ‘14 
End year 1 July ‘14 
 
Repeat September ‘14,  
July ‘15 

 Additionally target 
population schools  
30 classes 
 
 
 

     



 LSEF Evaluation Framework  
 

5 
 

 Outcomes Indicators Baseline data collectioni Impact data collectionii 
Evaluation schedule / 
sample size 

School system outcomes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Teachers/ 
schools 
involved in 
intervention 
making 
greater use of 
networks, 
other schools 
and 
colleagues to 
improve 
subject 
knowledge 
and teaching 
practice 

 

 Increased 
attendance at 
network meetings, 
conferences etc. 
 

 Increased number of 
teachers who are 
trained to act as 
Lead teachers 

 

 Increased numbers 
of schools opting in 
to participate in 
networks i.e. 
attending regular 
meetings, sessions 
or events 

 

 Numbers and profile of 
teachers attending 
numbers of network 
meetings, conferences, 
taking advanced 
courses etc. over 12 
months previous to the 
intervention 
 

 Number of trained Lead 
teachers pre 
intervention 

 

 Number of schools 
actively involved in 
working together pre 
intervention 

 

 Numbers and profile of 
teachers attending numbers 
of network meetings, 
conferences etc. over Y1 
and Y2 of the intervention 
 

 Number of trained Lead 
teachers after Y1 and Y2 of 
intervention 

 

 Number of schools actively 
involved in working together 
after Y1 and Y2 of 
intervention 

 

 Consistency of 
attendance at intervention 
scheduled meetings 

 Increased numbers of 
Lead teachers able to 
deliver the programme 
elements within their 
specialism  

 July ’14 - increased 
number of schools 
actively involved in 
working together 

 July ’15 – further 
increased number of 
schools actively involved 
in working together 

 Programme 
activities/ 
model is 
embedded in 
LTSA 
planning 
beyond the 
intervention 
group 
 

 Inclusion of 
programme 
activities/ model in 
LTSA development 
plans 

 Development plan pre 
roll-out of intervention 

 

 Commitment/ sign up by 
school to specific criteria 
pre intervention 
 

 Part of department LTSA 
development plan 
 

 Number of teachers 
following development plan/ 
due to roll out changes 

 

 Commitment/sign up by 
school to specific criteria as 
part of project e.g.  release 
of staff for 10 days to work 
with other schools 
 

 Model embedded in LTSA 
action planning and 
programme offered to 
school post-programme to 
ensure sustainability as 
costed model 

 

                                                 
i Baseline data should be captured just before engagement with the programme intervention.  Programmes may therefore simply require one round of baseline data collection at the beginning of 
the programme. However, where the programme implements a staggered engagement of groups, a baseline will need to be conducted for each group just before they engage with the intervention. 
ii Impact data should be analysed after Y1 and Y2 of the intervention as a minimum.   
iii Independent reviewers/ moderators of resources, teacher tests and observations and pupil attainment should be agreed with the GLA. 
iv Observations could be conducted using a peer-to-peer approach or by external evaluators (may be ’subject leads’).  If a peer-to-peer approach was taken it would be preferred if an external 
evaluator moderated a sample and that peer observations were conducted between different schools (i.e. teachers from one school observe a different school) rather than by colleagues from the 
same school.   


