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Section 1: Introduction 
 

This self-evaluation toolkit is designed to be used by organisations who are delivering 

English: The Key to Integration in London projects as part of London Schools Excellence 

Fund (LSEF) Round 3.  

 

Evaluation Aims 

The London Schools Excellence Fund (LSEF) is keen to use this Fund as an opportunity for 

increasing the evidence base of “what works” in improving education in London. In order to 

do this all LSEF funded programmes will need to be evaluated to establish what impact they 

have had. 

 

Our approach to project evaluation has been designed to: 

 

 Capture clear data about the teacher, pupil and school system outcomes that have 

been achieved, in line with the aims of the LSEF, 

 Help projects robustly demonstrate their achievements and value for money, 

 Support the evaluation of the LSEF programme as a whole, in order to demonstrate 

the collective impact of the projects that have been delivered, 

 Enable the GLA to identify and disseminate best practice, 

 Inform the development of future programmes, and 

 Build the body of evidence for ‘what works’ in the education and children and youth 

sectors in London. 

 

Toolkit 

In order to ensure that the evaluation process is as straightforward as possible this toolkit 

provides all the guidance and templates you should need to use to complete your self-

evaluation. It includes the following sections: 

 

Section 2: Evaluation Guidance       p. 4 – 6 

Appendix 1: Theory of Change Template      p. 7 

Appendix 2: Evaluation Plan Template      p. 8 – 16 

Appendix 3: Evaluation Report Template      p. 17 – 21 

Appendix 4: Glossary         p. 22 
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Section 2: Guidance for Evaluation 
 

Evaluation Requirements 

The evaluation requirements for LSEF funded projects consist of five elements. You will be 

expected to complete and submit these throughout the two year funding period and they are 

integrated into the project reporting: 

 

 Theory of Change 

 Evaluation Plan (Framework) 

 On-going Monitoring 

 Interim Outcomes Report  

 Final Outcomes Report 

 

The location of the relevant templates to be used for each element is outlined in the table on 

page 6.   

 

You are welcome to draw on the information already submitted as part of your LSEF 

application in order to complete your evaluation documents where there are areas of 

overlap. 

 

Evaluation Timeframe 

The timeframe for the completion of each evaluation element is outlined below.  

 
Key                Evaluation Planning                 Evaluation of Outcomes                  On-going Monitoring 

 

 
 

Alignment to Project Oracle 

Project Oracle is London’s Children and Youth Evidence Hub (www.project-oracle.com). In 

order to ensure that LSEF funded projects contribute to the wider evidence base of ‘what 

works’ in the youth and children space in London, all projects will be expected to 

complete Level 1 and Level 2 of Project Oracle over the two year funding period of the 

programme.   

 

The five evaluation elements (listed above) are aligned to the requirements of Levels 1 and 2 

of Project Oracle. Therefore, by completing and submitting the five elements to the expected 

standard, organisations will have completed Levels 1 and 2 of Project Oracle.  

 

http://www.project-oracle.com/
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The table on page 6 outlines the alignment between the five evaluation elements and Project 

Oracle Levels 1 and 2. 

 

Submitting Evaluation Documents 

All evaluation documents must ultimately be submitted to the Project Oracle website  

(www.project-oracle.com) for validation; however, they must first be approved by the GLA 

and should be submitted to your project manager at the GLA Delivery Team as part of 

English: The Key to Integration in London project reporting. Once your GLA project manager 

has approved the document(s) they should be submitted to the Project Oracle website.  

 

The Project Oracle website will require you to register your programme on the site 

(www.project-oracle.com/users/sign_up).  As part of the registration process you will be 

required to submit some basic details about your organisation and project.  When asked for 

the ‘Name of the Project’ please ensure you use the following format: LSEF/R3/[project 

name] to ensure it can be easily identified. 

 

Once submitted, evaluation documents will go through the Project Oracle validation process 

which may require some additional development of the submitted documents. This process 

will be managed by the Project Oracle team and any relevant questions should be directed 

to them.  

 

The table on page 6 outlines submission requirements for each of the 5 elements. 

 

GLA Review 

A review will be undertaken of the evaluation documents by the GLA Delivery Team and will 

include a review of:  

 

• Compliance: Have all the relevant parts of the self-evaluation been completed? 

• Timeliness: Was the self-evaluation completed in time? 

• Accuracy of the evidence base: Are the data and information presented from a 

credible source? Is the evidence used to support the analysis and conclusions made 

in this report rigorous and reliable? If applicable, have sources of information been 

adequately referenced? 

• Objectivity: Are the findings and conclusions objective/impartial – e.g. sufficiently 

supported and justified by the evidence and analysis presented in this report? 

file:///C:/Users/Emily%20Littlewood/Downloads/www.project-oracle.com
file:///C:/Users/Emily%20Littlewood/Downloads/www.project-oracle.com/users/sign_up
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Summary of Required Evaluation Elements 

  

 
Evaluation 

Element 

 

Benefit 
Timeframe for 

completion 

Submission of 

documents 

Project 

Oracle 

Level 

Template 

Location 

1 

 

Theory of 

Change 

 

Provides a clear indication of whether the 

activities and outputs can be reasonably expected 

to deliver the outcomes predicted. (Outcomes and 

outputs are defined on page 7). 

Before 

programme 

begins 

 To GLA for approval  
 

Approved versions 

to the Project Oracle 

website. See 

Appendix 1 and 2 for 

the relevant links  

Level 1 

Appendix 1 

2 
Evaluation 

Framework 

Demonstrates whether the methodology is well 

thought through and appropriate, and ensures 

that outcomes reports will provide a full 

assessment of project performance. 

Before 

programme 

begins 

Appendix 2 

3 
On-going 

Monitoring 

Ensures the correct type and amount of data is 

collected so that outcomes can be demonstrated. 

For duration of 

programme 
None required* 

Level 2 

None 

required 

4 

Interim 

Outcomes 

Report 

Demonstrates whether the programme is 

producing the expected outcomes in order to 

inform project activity and wider programme 

strategy in the future. 

End of first year 

of project 
To GLA for approval  
 

Approved versions 

to the Project Oracle 

website. See 

Appendix 3 for the 

relevant link 

Appendix 3 

5 

Final 

Outcomes 

Report 

Demonstrates whether the programme is 

producing the expected outcomes in order to 

inform programme strategy in the future, and 

inform effective funding decisions by the schools 

and other funders. 

End of second 

year of project  

(or end of project 

if shorter) 

 

 

*Although data collected throughout the programme does not need to be submitted projects do need to submit some evidence of their data 

collection or data collection plans as alongside their Theory of Change and Evaluation Plans (as part of the first funding milestone). This could 

include some baseline data or a template of the data collection method that will be used. 

mailto:educationprogramme@london.gov.uk
mailto:educationprogramme@london.gov.uk
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Appendix 1: Theory of Change Template  
Project Oracle: Level 1   

Deadline: 29 November 2013   

Submission: Through the online form on the Project Oracle website  

 

Please feel free to draw on any information already included in your LSEF application form.  

 

1. What is the long-term goal that you are working towards?  

 -  Can you concisely articulate your project’s long-term goal in one or two sentences?    

 -  Why is this goal important - what issue is the project addressing?    

 -  Make sure that this relates to your outcomes – i.e. it is plausible that your outcomes could 

contribute to achieving the goal.    

 -  Remember to state what you’re aiming to achieve, not what the activities are.  2. What are 

the measurable outcomes, which you can affect, that contribute to the   long-term goal?    

  

 2. What are the measurable outcomes, which you can affect, that contribute to the long-
term goal?    
 -  Remember the distinction between outcomes (what you aim to achieve), and outputs (for   

example the number of young people who will take part).    

 -  Make sure outcomes are specific and measurable.    

 -  If you feel your project has many outcomes, please select what you consider to be the 

  most important ones. Generally there should be no more than 4 or 5 outcomes.    

 -  For each outcome you should describe how the outcome is related to the activities and the 

long-term goal.    

  

 3. What are the activities that contribute to the outcomes?    

 You should include:  

 -  A concise outline of each activity    

 -  The context in which the activity is delivered (in schools, after-school club, etc.)    

 -  A description of the target population (age, gender, ethnicity, etc.)   

 If your project contains many activities, please select the most important ones that 

contribute  the most to your outcomes and long term goal.    

  

 4. Which activities contribute to each outcome?    

The online system will ask you to select which activities contribute to each outcome.    

 

5. What assumptions have you made in determining your outcomes?    

What have you taken for granted in your model? An example assumption is ‘participants are 

willing to engage’ – if you do not have willing participants, you cannot succeed!    

 

6. What is your evaluation plan?    

You should provide a brief overview of how you plan to gather evidence, including:    

- What types of tools will you use? For example, questionnaires completed by participants  

or interviews with their parents.  

 -  Are these tools ones you will design yourself, or are they widely used? If so, please provide 

details.    

 -  Over what period will you collect this data and when do you expect to have results? Who will 
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be responsible for collecting and analysing this data?    

  

 7. Supporting evidence    

 Please attach supporting evidence which could include:  

 -  Theory of Change / Logic model diagram    

 -  Evaluation plan / framework    

 -  Project background documents    

  

 NB: you should upload your Theory of Change, Evaluation Framework AND baseline 

data in this section.  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Appendix 2: Evaluation Framework Template 

 

Project Oracle: Level 2 

Deadline: 9 April 2014 

Submission: To your GLA project Manager. Once approved submit to www.project-orcale.com 

by attaching your Evaluation Framework document underneath the Standard 1 online form  

 

What is an Evaluation Framework? 

An Evaluation Framework should outline the methodology you propose to use to complete your 

evaluation and should answer the following questions:  

 

2 What change are you hoping to achieve? (OUTCOMES) 

3 What measurable activities will you need to do / products will you need to produce in 

order to achieve that? (OUTPUTS) 

4 How will you know that you have successfully achieved your OUTCOMES? 

(INDICATORS) 

5 How will you measure the current situation before the programme starts? (BASELINE 

DATA COLLECTION) 

6 What information will you need to collect to assess whether OUTPUTS and OUTCOMES 

have been achieved and to what extent? And how will you collect it? i.e. if you are doing 

a questionnaire you need to specify whether it will be completed by everybody or by a 

sample, how the sample will be selected (if applicable), when it will be conducted and 

what it will measure. (IMPACT DATA COLLECTION) 

7 You will also need to demonstrate how your evaluation method will reflect “attribution” of the 

outcomes, i.e. how will you know they are the result of your programme rather than the result 

of external factors? 

 

NB. Please make sure that each output, outcome, indicator and data collection activity is 

SPECIFIC, and wherever possible please include the TIMEFRAME within which the activity will 

be completed.  

 

The LSEF Evaluation Framework 

The LSEF framework has been designed to ensure that evaluations of LSEF funded 

programmes do three things: 

 

1. Demonstrate the impact of the programme in line with the LSEF aims and objectives 

2. Ensure robust evaluations by providing a clear list of what must be evaluated as a 

minimum 

3. Ensure a degree of consistency between how different programmes are evaluated so that 

impact and findings from across the whole fund can be established by the meta-evaluator 

However, we recognise that different programmes will need to measure different outcomes in 

different ways.  Therefore, although the framework provides a long list of outcomes, 

programmes will not be expected to evaluate all of them. Each programme will be provided with 

a tailored Evaluation Framework advising them which outcomes they should evaluate dependent 

on the programme aims and methodology.    

 

 

http://www.project-orcale.com/
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General Evaluation Framework Requirements 

 The following are required of all LSEF funded programmes: 

 

1. Baseline data: must be collected for every outcome to show the “distance travelled” over the 

lifetime of the programme. 

2. Impact on teachers, pupils and the wider school system: the LSEF evaluation framework 

(below) is divided into these three sections and all programmes will be required to 

evaluate at least one outcome from each of these sections. 

3. Impact evaluated yearly: All outcomes must be evaluated yearly (minimum), rather than 

only at the end of the two year programme or at the end of a key stage.  

4. Teacher sub-groups: All teacher baseline data must include identification of the following 

sub-groups: NQTs, 3 years +, primary / secondary. All outcomes data must be collected 

and stored in such a way that it can be broken down by these sub-groups. 

5. Pupil sub-groups: All pupil baseline data must include identification of the following sub-

groups: Looked After Children (LAC) continuously for 6 months+, Free School Meals 

(FSM), FSM at any time during last 6 years, English as an Additional Language (EAL), 

gender, ethnicity, statement of Special Educational Needs (SEN) or supported at School 

Action Plus, started respective Key Stage below expected level (Low Prior Attainment), 

at expected level, above expected level.  All outcomes data must be collected and stored 

in such a way that it can be broken down by these sub-groups. 

 

Completing your Evaluation Framework 

The LSEF Evaluation Framework is shown below on pages 10 – 15.  You may wish to use this 

as a template for your own Evaluation Framework however you will need to make sure you edit 

and update it so that it is fully tailored to your own project and evaluation plans. 

 

Your own framework  will need to draw on the outcomes outlined in your Theory of Change and 

then identify relevant indicators and data collection methods. The framework on pages 10 – 15 

should give you an idea of the kind of indicators and data collection you may wish to use and 

shows the level of detail that is expected from your Evaluation Framework. However, you will 

need to include additional details specific to your programme alongside the agreed outcomes 

such as when in the project cycle data will be collected and outcomes measured and how 

evaluation activities will be carried out: i.e. tests administered etc. You may also like to include 

additional outcomes to capture the full impact of your programme
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 Outcomes Indicators Baseline data collection
i
 Impact data collection

ii
 

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  

 Teachers have 

increased skills to 

support non-EU 

national EAL pupils in 

subject-specific 

knowledge 

 

 Increased teacher scores in 

subject knowledge/ teaching 

method tests
iii
 

Assessments to be taken by all 

teachers involved in the 

intervention 

 Scores collected for individual 

teachers from pre intervention 

subject knowledge/ teaching 

method tests 

 Scores collected for individual 

teachers from subject knowledge/ 

teaching method tests for the 

January 2015 interim report  and for 

the June 2015 final report  

 Teachers have 

increased skills to 

develop literacy skills 

for non-EU national 

EAL pupils at Key 

Stage 2  

 

 Teachers have 

increased skill to 

develop academic 

English language skills 

of non-EU national 

EAL pupils at Key 

Stage 4 

 Increased teacher scores in 

confidence surveys 

 Teacher performance in observed 

lessons is improved to a specific 

degree 

  Improved teaching performance in 

observed lessons
iv
 

 Observations to be conducted for a 

sample of teachers.  With a small 

sample of those to be 

independently moderated
iv
 

 Scores collected for individual 

teachers from pre-intervention 

confidence surveys  

 

 Standards collected for individual 

teachers from pre intervention 

observations (i.e. percentages of 

teachers at each level) 

 

 Target standards collected for 

individual teachers from pre 

intervention observations (i.e. 

percentages of teachers at each 

level) 

The emphasis of this will  be for 

percentage conversion to 

good/outstanding but all levels 

should be monitored 

Scores collected for individual 

teachers from post intervention 

confidence surveys for the January 

2015 interim report  and for the June 

2015 final report  

 Interviews/ focus group of sample of 

survey respondents to moderate 

survey findings  

 

 Standards collected for individual 

teachers from observations  for the 

January 2015 interim report  and for 

the June 2015 final report 

 Use of better subject-

specific resources 

 Development of better subject 

specific resources 

 

 

 

 Uptake of new resources 

 

 

 Audit/sample scrutiny of existing 

subject specific resources being 

used 

 

 

 Launch date of new resources 

 Independent review of new subject 

specific resources and old audited 

resources
iv
 

 

 Use of new subject specific 

resources in lessons (through lesson 

observations or work scrutiny). 

Usage analysed against 

performance in observed lessons 
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London Schools Excellence Fund: Self-Evaluation Toolkit – FINAL 

 

 
Commercial and In Confidence  13 

 

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 

 Improved english 

speaking skills (Non 

EU EAL pupils at KS 2 

and KS4) 

 

 

 Increased attainment (levels and 

sub levels at KS2 and grades at 

KS4) in english speaking 

 

 

 Increased levels of progress (point 

scores and % achieving higher 

point scores than expected)  

 

 

 

Intervention group(direct 

beneficiaries): assessed level of 
english speaking (levels/grades) on 

entry to the programme and for 3 

years previous where possible 

 Comparison group (all other EAL 

pupils): assessed level of english 

speaking (levels/grades on entry to 

the programme and for 3 previous 

years where possible 

 

 Trend data
v
: assessed level of 

english speaking at end of ages 

addressed by intervention for 

3previous year groups where 

possible 

 

 Intervention group: % points gaps 

between relative attainment of sub-

groups (pre- intervention and  for 3 

previous years where possible)  

 

 Comparison group: % points gaps 

between relative attainment of sub-

groups (pre- intervention and  for 3 

previous years where possible 

 

 Trend data: % points gaps 

between relative attainment of sub 

groups (for the 3 previous year 

groups where possible) 

 

 

 Intervention group: actual pupil 

attainment levels  for the January 

2015 interim report  and for the June 

2015 final report 

Where attainment is based on teacher 

assessments (i.e. not at the end of a KS) 

a sample of pupil assessments should be 

independently moderated
iv
 

 

 Intervention group: difference 

between actual attainment and 

expected attainment (without 

intervention) 

Intervention group: in house % 

points gaps between relative 

performance of sub groups  for the 

January 2015 interim report  and for 

the June 2015 final report 
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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 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Accelerated 

reading age scores (Non EU EAL 

pupils at KS 2 and KS4) 

 Improved progress in reading 

age scores including: 

Reduction in gap between low reading 

ages and chronological age  

 

 Increased levels of progress 

(point scores and % achieving higher point scores 

than expected) 

 Intervention group (direct 

beneficiaries): reading age scores pre 

intervention
vi
 in relation to chronological age and 

for up to 3 years previous where possible 

 

 Comparison group (all other 

EAL pupils): assessed level of actual reading age 

scores (levels/grades on entry to the programme 

and for 3 previous years where possible 

 

 Trend data: reading age 

scores at end of ages addressed by intervention 

for 3previous year groups where possible  

 

 Intervention group: % points 

gaps between relative attainment of sub-groups 

(Gender, FSM etc.) 

 

 Comparison group: % points 

gaps between relative attainment of sub-groups 

(pre- intervention and  for 3 previous years where 

possible 

 

 Trend data: % points gaps 

between relative attainment of sub groups (for the 

3 previous year groups where possible) 

 

 

 Intervention group: reading age 

scores  for the January 2015 interim report  and for 

the June 2015 final report in relation to 

chronological age 
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 Improved writing skills 

(Non EU EAL pupils at 

KS 2 and KS4) 

 

 

 Improved progress in writing 

assessment scores 

 

 Increased levels of progress (point 

scores and % achieving higher 

point scores than expected) 

 

 

 

 

 

 Intervention group (direct 

beneficiaries): writing scores pre 

intervention
vii

 in relation to 

chronological age and for 3 years 

previous where possible 

 

 Comparison group (all other EAL 

pupils): assessed level of actual 

writing (levels/grades on entry to 

the programme and for 3 previous 

years where possible) 

 

 Trend data: writing scores at end of 

ages addressed by intervention for 

the 3 previous year groups where 

possible 

 

 Intervention group: % points gaps 

between relative attainment of sub-

groups (Gender, FSM etc.)  

 

 Comparison group: % points gaps 

between relative attainment of sub-

groups (pre- intervention and  for 3 

previous years where possible 

 

 Trend data: % points gaps 

between relative attainment of sub 

groups (for the 3 previous year 

groups where possible) 

 

 

 Intervention group: reading age 

scores for the January 2015 interim 

report  and for the June 2015 final 

report in relation to chronological 

age 
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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 partners 

 

 Increased number of teachers who 

are able to extend network i.e. 

through ‘cascading’ training/ 

support 

 

 Increased participation in ‘online’ 

subject for a/practice networks 

 

 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 partners 

pre intervention 

 

 Number of staff trained/ able to 

support & extend networks pre 

intervention 

 

 Range and scope of online for a 

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 the 

period   

 

 

 Number of trained Lead partners 

after the project ends 

 

 Number of staff trained/ able to 

support & extend networks after the 

project ends 

 

 Level of support for online 

networks/hits etc.  

 

 Number of schools actively involved 

in working together after the project 

ends 

 

For the period 01 February 2014 – 30 

May 2015 

 

 Programme activities/ 

model is embedded in 

department/ schools/ 

council planning 

beyond the 

intervention group 

 

 Inclusion of programme activities/ 

model in development plans 

 Development plan pre roll-out of 

intervention 

 

 

 

 

 Commitment/ sign up by 

school to specific criteria pre 

intervention 

 

 Part of department/ school/ council 

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 x days to work 

with other schools 
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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.   
v
 Trend data is designed to show results of the intervention groups in the context of year on year fluctuation in attainment of different year groups.  Trend data should be collected for the 3 previous 

year groups  for the 3 years previous to the age of the intervention group as well as the 2 years when the cohort was the same age as the intervention group.  I.e. if the programme is looking at year 
6 and 7 starting with year 6s in year 1 then trend data should be collected for the current year 7, 8 and 9 for the years when they were in year 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7.  This can then be compared to 
intervention and comparison group data which will also be collected for 3 years previous to the intervention (years 3-5) as well as the intervention (years 6-7). 
vi
 Reading tests must be nationally standardised. 

vii
 Reading tests must be nationally standardised. 

viii
 Resources: It will need to be mandatory for schools/ teachers downloading or taking resources to provide some details before they do so.  This will need to be built into any online download 

options and managed through any other dissemination avenues i.e. at conferences. 

 Use of new resources 

by teachers/ schools 

outside the 

intervention group 

 Uptake of new resources 

developed by LSEF programmes 

by non LSEF teachers/ schools 

 Planned new resources to be 

developed by LSEF programmes  

 Avenues of dissemination/ 

promotion  

 Dissemination dates 

 Number of resources downloaded 

from websites (by different 

schools)
viii

 

 Number of resources taken from 

training sessions/ conferences (by 

different schools) 

 User feedback on quality of 

resources through online survey  

 

 Teachers/ schools 

outside the 

intervention 

group have the 

opportunity to 

increase their 

subject 

knowledge 

through the 

programme 

 

 

 Increased number of teachers 

outside of the intervention group 

schools improve their subject 

knowledge as a result of this 

programme 

 Existing training courses/ sessions/ 

workshops offered to teachers 

outside of the intervention group  

 

 Number of teachers outside of the 

intervention group attending 

existing training offered by your 

programme 

 

 New training courses/ sessions/ 

workshops offered to teachers 

outside of the intervention group 

based on/ as part of your 

programme 
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Appendix 3: Evaluation Report Template 

 

Project Oracle: Level 2 

Deadline: 12 January 2015 (shorter interim report) and 09 June 2015 (detailed final 

report)  

Submission: To your GLA project Manager. Once approved submit to www.project-

orcale.com by attaching your Evaluation Report underneath the Standard 2 online form  

This report will then be reviewed by Project Oracle, the GLA and the external evaluator for 

the LSEF.  

 

Project Name: 

London Schools Excellence Fund Round:  

Author of the Self-Evaluation: 

Project Number: 

Total Approved LSEF funding for Project: 

Total Lifetime Cost of the Project: 

Actual Project Start Date: 

Actual Project End Date: 

 

1. Executive Summary 

This should be a brief summary of what is in the report, stating the key findings. (Max 300 

words) 

 

2. Project Description 

Provide a full project description (approximately one side of A4), in particular: 

 

 What the project was to deliver & what type of support was to be delivered through 

the project? 

 Where the project was being delivered geographically? 

 Who was delivering the project? 

 Who were the target groups of the project? 

 

Much of the detail for this section can be drawn from original submissions for funding and 

from Stage 1 of the self-evaluation. 

 

3. Confirmation of Evaluation Methodology 

Provide confirmation as to whether the evaluation methodology has remained the same from 

the evaluation plan, and if not, provide details of any alterations. (Max 300 words) 

 

4. Methodological Limitations 

What are the main methodological limitations of your current evaluation? In order to get a 

realistic idea of the strength of your evaluation, and identify possible improvements, it is 

essential that you reflect on the strengths and weaknesses of your evaluation. (Max 300 

words) 

 

 

5. Project Costs and Funding  

http://www.project-orcale.com/
http://www.project-orcale.com/


London Schools Excellence Fund: Self-Evaluation Toolkit – FINAL 

 

 
Commercial and In Confidence  20 
 

 

Project Costs: 

 Original 

Budget 

Revised 

Budget 

Final 

Budget 

Actual 

Spend 
Variance 

Total LSEF Funding      

Other Public Funding      

Other Private Funding      

Total Project Funding      

 

Management and Administration Costs: 

 Original 

Budget 

Revised 

Budget  

Final 

Budget 

Actual 

Spend 
Variance 

Direct Staff Costs      

Management Costs      

Participant Costs      

Teacher Supply / Cover 

Costs 
     

Other Participant Costs       

Evaluation Costs      

Others as Required      

Total Costs      

 Please use the project monitoring budget template 

 

5.1 Commentary on Project Spend  

This section can be used to provide commentary on the spend profile and any variances that 

occurred, as well as any changes to the profile of project spend as compared to 

management and administration costs. (Max 300 words) 

 

6. Project Outputs and Outcomes 

Please use the following table to report against contracted output and outcome indicators; 

these should be the same outputs and outcomes that were outlined in your evaluation plan 

(Appendix 2): 

 

Outputs: 

 Original Target 

Outputs 

Revised Target 

Outputs  
Actual Outputs Variance 

Enter Output 

Name 
    

Enter Output 

Name 
    

Enter Output 

Name 
    

Enter Output 

Name 
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Outcomes: 

 Original Target 

Outcomes 

Revised Target 

Outcomes  

Actual 

Outcomes 
Variance 

Enter Outcome 

Name 
    

Enter Outcome 

Name 
    

Enter Outcome 

Name 
    

Enter Outcome 

Name 
    

 

Please ensure that all outcomes included in your Theory of Change are also reflected in this 

section. 

 

6.1 Key Beneficiary Data 

Please use this section to provide a breakdown of teacher and pupil sub-groups involved in 

your project. (Max 200 words) 

 

These should include, but are not limited to: 

 

Teacher Sub Groups 

• Newly Qualified Teachers (NQTs) 

• Teaching for 3 years + 

• Primary / secondary teachers 

 

Pupil Sub Groups 

• Looked After Children (LAC) 

• Free School Meals (FSM) 

• FSM at any time during the last 6 years 

• English as an Additional Language (EAL) 

• Gender 

• Ethnicity 

• Statement of Special Educational Needs (SEN) or supported at School Action Plus 

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

expected level 

 

7. Assessment of Project Impact 

This section is designed to provide information on the project’s performance and impact. 

(Max 2,000 words) 

 

Please comment on the impact of the project against: 

 

 Each of the project’s anticipated outcomes as per the evaluation plan and Section 2 

of this evaluation report, and 

 The key aims and objectives of the London Schools Excellence Fund. 
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This section should link directly to the project’s theory of change – starting with a review of 

the problem that the project looked to address, the long term goals that the project was 

working towards, a review of the project’s performance and how this relates to the wider 

goals of the London Schools Excellence Fund. 

 

Key areas for consideration in this section include: 

1. To what extent were each of the project outcomes realised? Please evaluate each of 

the outcomes listed in section 6 and refer to: 

1.1 Impact against baseline, and comparison and trend data as relevant 

1.2 The difference in outcomes achieved by the different teacher and pupil sub-

groups listed in section 6.1 

1.3 The extent to which outcomes can confidently be attributed to this project 

2. What benefits have resulted from the project, including:  

7.1 Benefits from working / networking with other schools? 

7.2 Any additional or unintended benefits (e.g. increases in student attendance as a 

result of an intervention aimed at teachers)? 

3. If the project had not been funded by the LSEF, what outputs and outcomes would 

have been achieved anyway? 

4. Will the learning and improvements be sustained beyond the life of the project and 

how? 

 

As part of this section, you may also wish to draw upon primary research or from 

administrative datasets (such as the National Pupil Database or other monitoring data). 

 

8. Other Issues 

This section is designed to allow for a discussion of wider issues relating to the project. (Max 

1,000 words)  

 

These can include a description of the following: 

8.1 Key Barriers to Achievement 

Were there internal and or external factors which impacted on project success, and 

how were these overcome (if applicable)? 

8.2 Management and Delivery Processes 

Were there any innovative delivery mechanisms and what was the impact of that? 

Did the management or delivery mechanisms change during the lifetime of the 

project and what were the before or after effects? 

8.3 Value for Money 

A value for money assessment considers whether the project has brought about 

benefits at a reasonable cost. 

 

This is not intended to be an overly technical section, given the scale of projects required to 

complete a self-evaluation. Projects can undertake a cost-benefit or cost-effectiveness 

analysis if they wish, but are not required to do so; however, the following are key questions 

that could be assessed within the self-evaluation: 

 

 What are the “unit costs” associated with the targeted outputs / outcomes? 

 How did the project’s actual cost effectiveness compare with the forecast? 
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 What were the reasons for the variance? 

 How do these unit costs compare with those associated with similar activities (that 

you are aware of) and what were the reasons for significant differences? 

 What was the project’s overall value for money based on the extent to which 

aims/objectives and targets were met, compared with the costs incurred in doing so? 

 

A full assessment of the economic impact of the LSEF will be undertaken as part of the 

meta-evaluation. 

 

 

9. Key Conclusions and Lessons Learnt 

Please provide key conclusions regarding your findings and any lessons learnt. (Max 1,000 

words) 

 

Together with detail on outputs/outcomes achieved, project costs and the assessment of 

project impact, all this evidence should be brought together and supported to produce well 

informed findings, which can be used to inform policy development in a specific area as well 

as the meta-evaluation of the LSEF.  

 

If there are significant gaps in evidence, then it may be necessary to undertake a limited 

amount of further research in order to strengthen the analysis; this may include stakeholder 

interviews or a survey of participants. For any evidence used it should be clear how it was 

collected and when, in order to draw reasonable conclusions from the evidence. 

 

Alongside an overarching conclusion section, headings for this section should include: 

 

Key Findings 

 What were the key strengths? 

 What were the key weaknesses? 

 

Key lessons learnt 

 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? 

 

Informing future delivery 

 What should the project have done more of? 

 What should the project have done less of? 

 What areas of good practice should be taken forward for future projects in this area? 

 How do you plan to maintain any associated benefits and build on this for the future? 
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Appendix 4: Glossary 

 
Attrition: The loss of data during the period of research, for example from subjects or 

schools withdrawing from the study. The key problem is differential attrition - when there is 

more attrition in one group than another, the ability to compare groups is undermined. 

 

Baseline data: Data gathered at the start of the project before the intervention, so that it is 

possible to track the outcomes during a project and compare outcomes before and after the 

intervention takes place. 

 

Cluster randomisation:  Where the unit of randomisation is the larger unit, such as the 

school.  Comparison is made of the subjects within schools.  

 

 

Cost-benefit analysis: The process of calculating and comparing benefits and costs of a 

project, where both benefits and costs are expressed in monetary terms. 

 

Cost-effectiveness analysis: The process of analysing the effectiveness of a programme 

relative to its cost. 

 

Effect size: The impact strength of the intervention, especially when compared to a 

comparison group. 

 

Evaluation framework: a criterion or guideline of the outcomes to be measured and the 

methodologies to be applied in order to determine impact. 

 

Impact data: Outcome data that measures the impact of the intervention on desirable (and 

non-desirable) outcomes. 

 

Indicator: A measurable way of assessing whether an outcome has been achieved. 

 

Outcome: The change achieved as the result of an activity, programme or intervention. 

 

Output: A product or activity delivered as part of a programme or intervention. 

 

Step wedge / Waiting list design: where the groups or schools are randomly selected 

according to what time they get the intervention, so that comparison can be made between 

those who get the intervention and those who do not, but which allows all units to get the 

intervention by the end of the project. 

 

Trend data: Data that measures change over time. 

 

 


