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Evaluation Final Report Template 

 
Introduction 

 
The London Schools Excellence Fund (LSEF) is based on the hypothesis that investing in 
teaching, subject knowledge and subject-specific teaching methods and pedagogy will lead 
to improved outcomes for pupils in terms of attainment, subject participation and aspiration. 
The GLA is supporting London schools to continue to be the best in the country, with the 
best teachers and securing the best results for young Londoners. The evaluation will gather 
information on the impact of the Fund on teachers, students and the wider system. 
 
This report is designed for you to demonstrate the impact of your project on teachers, pupils 
and the wider school system and reflect on lessons learnt. It allows you to highlight the 
strengths and weaknesses of your project methodology and could be used to secure future 
funding to sustain the project from other sources. All final reports will feed into the 
programme wide meta-evaluation of the LSEF being undertaken by SQW. Please read in 
conjunction with Project Oracle’s ‘Guidance to completing the Evaluation Final Report’. 
 
 
Project Oracle: Level 2 
Report Submission Deadline:  Round 2 - 30 September 2015  
Report Submission: Rocket Science  
 
Project Name: Prehistory in the Primary Classroom Project 
Lead Delivery Organisation: The Museum of London 
London Schools Excellence Fund Reference: LSEF076 
Author of the Self-Evaluation: Claire Bogue 
Total LSEF grant funding for project: £73,850 (Inclusive of £9,630 for scale up activity) 
Total Lifetime cost of the project (inc. match funding): £81,293.85 
Actual Project Start Date: 01.10.13 
Actual Project End Date: 31.07.15 
 
 
  

https://gallery.mailchimp.com/ab3b363ebe06b9e8ddd882534/files/LSEF_Evaluation_Briefing_Mar15.pdf


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

 

3 
 

 
 
Contents 
 

1. Executive summary 

2. Project description 

3. Theory of Change and evaluation methodology 

4. Evaluation methodological limitations 

5. Project costs and funding 

6. Project outputs 

7. Key beneficiary data 

8. Project impact 

9. Reflection on overall project impact 

10. Value for money 

11. Reflection on project delivery 

12. Final report conclusions 

13. Appendices 

A. Copy of evaluation plan 

B. Additional museum professionals engagement with the project 

C. Evaluation forms and post course email survey 

D. Independent external evaluation report conducted by UCL Institute of 

Education 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



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

 

4 
 

 

1. Executive Summary  
 
This should be a brief summary of what information is included in the report, the evaluation 
methods and analysis used and a summary of the key findings from your project evaluation. 
(maximum 500 words) 
 
 
The purpose of the Prehistory in the Primary Classroom project was to increase primary 
teachers’ subject knowledge, confidence and understanding in prehistory, chronology and 
object handling in response to changes to the National Curriculum. It began with two lead 
teachers attending museum based training in April/May 2014 and concluded in July 2015 
having provided training for approximately 450 teachers and ITT (Initial Teacher Training) 
students, with participants representing every borough in London. 
 
The training programme, developed to support teachers’ subject knowledge and enable 
them to successfully and confidently teach prehistory to pupils in lower key stage 2, 
combined expert curatorial knowledge with sound pedagogical practice. This report outlines 
the processes, training methodology and feedback collected from teachers in response to 
the training they received from archaeologists, curators and museum educators at the 
Museum of London.  
 
Alongside the direct delivery of a CPD programme for teachers at the Museum of London, 
the project also supported a number of smaller museums. Through the provision of CPD 
training catered to museum staff and volunteers, the project enabled other organisations to 
develop and deliver prehistory programmes for schools thus extending the reach and 
potential impact beyond the initial aims of the project. 
 
Development of a suite of free access online and offline teaching resources also played a 
significant role in the success of the project and will continue to act as a legacy. Resources, 
which enable teachers to explore concepts and ideas through a range of media and cross-
curricular links, were developed throughout the course of the project. Additionally, through a 
successful scale-up bid, the project was able to establish a new partnership with Schools 
Library Services across London to provide schools with access to prehistory loan boxes, 
enabling pupils to develop their historical enquiry skills through the exploration of objects 
such as a Mesolithic sewing kit, bronze axe heads and flint tools. 
 
Finally we consider the important and valuable role museums play in contributing to the 
continuing professional development of teachers. Through access to artefacts and direct 
contact with subject knowledge experts, museum based CPD offers teachers a unique 
opportunity to consider how the past is represented and interpreted. It encourages them to 
stretch their thinking in new subject matter, ask questions and share ideas with the ultimate 
aim of enthusing and inspiring their pupils in an entirely new subject.  
 
 

‘Fantastic! Fascinating course, wonderful ideas to use in the classroom.  
I am excited about prehistory!’ 

 
Teacher evaluation Nov 2014 

 
 
 
 
 



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

 

5 
 

2. Project Description  
 
British Prehistory (from the Stone Age to the Iron Age) was introduced in primary schools for 
the first time in September 2014 as a result of its inclusion in the new National Curriculum. 
The majority of primary school teachers have a very limited knowledge of key themes and 
distinctions between the Stone Age, Bronze Age and Iron Age. They are also unfamiliar with 
the chronology of this period, how to convey the length of time to children tackling BC and 
AD conventions for the first time, and are often unsure about which point in this long story of 
human prehistory to take as their starting point. 
 
The result is that teachers lack confidence in their own subject knowledge and therefore their 
ability to provide a creative and meaningful learning experience for their pupils in this 
subject.  
 
This project draws together expert knowledge from the curatorial and learning departments 
at the Museum of London, the chronological journey presented in our London Before London 
gallery and our rich object handling collection of original prehistoric artefacts. We have 
developed training that has a clear focus on improving teachers’ subject knowledge with the 
long term purpose of providing pupils with high quality, inspiring teaching in an entirely new 
aspect of the National Curriculum. 
 
Initially working with two teaching alliances in Tower Hamlets and Newham, the project 
adopted a cascade methodology to embed learning within alliance schools before opening 
the programme London-wide.  
 
Two lead teachers were identified to participate in in-depth training with museum 
professionals, with the expectation that they would pass on, or ‘cascade’, their learning to 
other colleagues within their alliances, act as advocates for the project and help to shape the 
programme overall so that it best met teachers’ needs.  
 
The lead teachers then participated in the delivery of training for history coordinators and 
humanities subject leaders from alliance schools, choosing to train their colleagues on object 
handling using the museum’s collection. This allowed the teachers to handle prehistoric 
objects including 6,000-year-old Neolithic stone axes, 3,000-year-old bronze swords and 
mammoth teeth from the Palaeolithic period. Museum led training was also delivered to 
Initial Teacher Training students (ITT) from within the teaching alliances.  
 
In the second academic year of the project, twilight training was offered to all teachers in the 
teaching alliances. Additionally the programme expanded to include INSET training at the 
museum for teachers from across London and a series of sessions for ITT students.  
 
Alongside face-to-face training, the museum developed a suite of free access online 
resources to support teaching and learning of prehistory. These include videos, 3D images 
of artefacts, activity packs, curriculum planning and assessment tools. As a result of early 
feedback from teachers regarding object handling in the classroom, we also successfully bid 
to scale up the project to include the creation of a series of replica artefact loan boxes. We 
expect that this activity will provide a hands-on approach to the teaching of prehistory and 
act as a legacy to this project. 
 
2.1 Does your project support transition to the new national curriculum? Yes  
 
Prehistory in the Primary Classroom provides training and resources to support ‘Changes in 
Britain: The Stone Age to the Iron Age, an entirely new addition to the Primary History 
Curriculum at KS2. 
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2.2 Please list any materials produced and/or web links and state where the materials can 
be found. Projects should promote and share resources and include them on the LondonEd 
website. 
 
This project has provided us with an excellent opportunity for knowledge mobilisation 
through the creation of a suite of free public access resources. The resources greatly 
increase our ability to support teachers with transition to the new national curriculum and 
provide a legacy to the project. Additionally it has provided us with the opportunity to extend 
our reach by adding our resources to established professional online communities such as 
TES and YouTube.  
 
We have developed a broad range of resources to support planning and teaching of the 
topic discreetly through history, as well as developing resources to support cross-curricular 
planning and literacy. Additionally we have used a range of media to support different 
teaching and learning styles. These range from printable booklets of stories and archaeology 
activities, to videos that can be used on whiteboards for whole class teaching to 3D images 
of artefacts that children can explore independently on tablets. 
 
All resources can be downloaded or viewed from this link: 
www.museumoflondon.org.uk/prehistory-resources  
  
• Prehistory at-a-glance summary sheet 
• Prehistory class timeline  
• Prehistory glossary  
• Prehistory cross-curricular links 
• Stone Age story telling booklet 
• Archaeology activity booklet 
• Hunter-gatherer quiz   
• Roundhouse challenge 
• Video – flint knapping 
• Video – bronze smelting 
• 3D artefacts x 10 
• Interactive map 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Image 2: Stills from videos created to show Stone Age flint knapping and Bronze Age axe casting, 
introduced and narrated by children from three primary schools in south-east London  

 
 

http://londoned.org.uk/
http://londoned.org.uk/
http://www.museumoflondon.org.uk/prehistory-resources
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3. Theory of Change and Evaluation Methodology  
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Evaluation framework attached - Appendix A  
 
Throughout the report it would be useful if you make reference to these documents. Where 
appropriate we would also encourage you to include any assumptions you have made from 
previous research. 
 
3.1 Please list all outcomes from your evaluation framework in Table 1. If you have made 
any changes to your intended outcomes after your Theory of Change was validated please 
include revised outcomes and the reason for change. 
 
Table 1- Outcomes 
 

Description 
Original target outcomes 

Revised target 
outcomes  

Reason for 
change 

Teacher outcome 1  
Increased subject 
knowledge 

N/A N/A 

Teacher outcome 2 

Increased teacher 
confidence in the skills & 
knowledge important for 
prehistory 

N/A N/A 

Teacher outcome 3 
Increased chronological 
awareness 

N/A N/A 

Teacher Outcome 4 

Increased confidence in 
the use of object-based 
learning in the classroom 
and understanding of the 
value of learning in a 
museum setting 

N/A N/A 

Pupil outcome 1  

Increased subject 
knowledge in prehistory 
(from Stone Age to Iron 
Age) including chronology. 
For pupils in KS2, 
predominantly in Years 3 
and 4 

N/A N/A 

Pupil outcome 2 
Improved critical thinking 
and problem solving skills 

N/A N/A 

Wider system 
outcome 1  

Improved peer to peer 
support in this subject 
area 

N/A N/A 

Wider system 
outcome 2 

Increased awareness of 
available resources and 
potential visit locations 
within reach of London 

N/A N/A 

 
 
3.2 Did you make any changes to your project’s activities after your Theory of Change was 
validated? Yes 
 
If Yes, what were these changes (e.g. took on additional activities?)  
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Additional activity 1: Creation of loan boxes  
 
An important outcome described in our Theory of Change is ‘increased confidence in object 
based learning’. This is particularly important for a period of history for which there are no 
documentary records. With this in mind, we successfully bid for additional funds to create a 
loan box scheme of replica prehistoric objects. At the point of submitting the bid our intention 
was to use the funds to create 20 loan boxes; 6 loan boxes to be used by schools with the 
two teaching alliances in Tower Hamlets and Newham, with a further 14 boxes being loaned 
to schools with Museum of London learning volunteers managing the scheme. 
 
The market however became increasingly competitive and we were able to improve on our 
original quotes. In total we created 30 loan boxes. 4 loan boxes are on 3-year loan to 
schools in the Tower Hamlets alliance, and 2 boxes were loaned to schools in the Newham 
alliance during the academic year.  
 
We then looked at ways in which we could maximise the use of the remaining loan boxes 
whilst minimising the administrative burden to the museum post project. Through research of 
existing loan schemes for schools we approached the London Schools Library Services 
group as a potential partner to administrate the loan scheme for a period of 3 years.  
 
In January/February 2015, 26 prehistory loan boxes were sent to schools library services in 
the following London boroughs: Barking and Dagenham (joined the programme July 2015), 
Barnet, Camden, Enfield, Hounslow, Islington, Merton, Tower Hamlets, Redbridge, 
Wandsworth, Westminster (tri-borough: Westminster, Hammersmith & Fulham, Kensington 
& Chelsea), Hillingdon and Harrow. Each service received two boxes. 
 

 
 
Image 3: Prehistory loan box contents 
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Additional activity 2: Training learning staff from other museums  
 
At the point of developing the framework for the 5-day lead teacher intensive training, we 
made contact with Epping Forest District Museum and Epping Forest Open Spaces (part of 
the City of London Cooperation) regarding a potential site visit. Considering wider system 
outcome 2, ‘to increase awareness of available resources and potential visit locations within 
reach of London’, Epping Forest provided an excellent opportunity for our lead teachers to 
visit the site of two Iron Age earthworks. Ambresbury Banks and Loughton Camp are Iron 
Age hillforts situated in the heart of Epping Forest, built circa 500 BC by the Catevellauni and 
their neighbouring tribe the Trinovantes. 
 
Through a reciprocal arrangement, in return for hosting the site visit, a representative from 
both organisations participated in the intensive 5-day training at the Museum of London to 
support the development of their subject knowledge of prehistory.  
 

‘The training I received through the Museum of London’s Prehistory Project has been 

invaluable in developing my own subject knowledge and confidence to develop and deliver 
programmes on this subject. As a result of this I have delivered the Museum of London’s 
training programme to 28 teachers within my local area, as well as leading sessions at a 
twilight INSET for 20 teachers at Hertford Museum, and at a conference for the Wroxham 
Primary Learning Alliance, reaching around 80 teachers in Hertfordshire Primary schools.   
I have also developed and delivered my own Prehistory workshop for primary schools to 
over 1,000 pupils.’ 
 

Education and Outreach Officer 
Epping Forest and Lowewood Museum Services 

Appendix B 

 
As the Museum of London was one of the few places providing teacher training in prehistory, 
we began to receive requests from other smaller museums to support them with their subject 
knowledge to meet the demands of schools on the London/home counties borders adapting 
to the new curriculum.  
 
The following organisations received training as part of the project: (for detail of how each 
organisation engaged with the project and feedback/outcomes reported after attending 
sessions see Appendix B) 
 

 Epping Forest and Lowewood Museum Services 

 Epping Forest Open Spaces, City of London Corporation 

 Chelmsford Museum 

 Much Hadham Forge Museum 

 Braintree Museum  

 Hertford Museum  

 Ware Museum 

 English Heritage  

 Valance House Museum 
 
Additionally the loan box, project methodology and resources were presented as part of a 
‘Hands-on archaeology’ workshop to representatives from 20 museums attending the 
seminar ‘Beyond digging: Opening up archaeological collections’ in April 2015. 
 
 
3.3 Did you change your curriculum subject/s focus or key stage? No 
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3.4 Did you evaluate your project in the way you had originally planned to, as reflected in 
your validated evaluation plan?  
 
Consider changes to evaluation tools/methods, sample sizes, and anticipated outcomes. If 
applicable, please explain what changes you made and why, and provide some commentary 
on how they affected your evaluation.  

 
A range of methods were used to evaluate the project as outlined in our validated evaluation 
plan. 
 
Using teacher self-assessed confidence ratings from before and after training provides a 
large, though subjective, body of evidence of the impact of CPD across a broad range of 
subject knowledge and professional practice indicators. 
  
Using an external evaluator enabled us to gather evidence from lesson observations and 
child focus groups. However, considering the small sample sizes and the number of 
variables (teachers choosing to teach different aspects of the topic, teaching the topic in 
different terms and for varying lengths of time, other external factors, publications used etc), 
the evidence provides insights into how the Museum of London programme contributed to 
increased subject knowledge rather than attributing a standardised or direct correlation. 
 
One area that changed was around the benchmarking of pupils. Though a benchmarking 
worksheet was sent to teachers from the initial alliance schools, in an attempt to gather 
evidence of pupils understanding before the teaching of the topic, none were returned. 
However, as the topic was entirely new we can assume that pupils’ prior knowledge would 
be low. Additionally, as a result of levels being removed as an assessment tool, teachers are 
presently assessing pupils work in non-standardised ways. With a view to building a clearer 
understanding of how the project had an impact with pupils, we included a question for 
teachers in an end of project survey and gathered pupils’ work samples where available. 
 
 
4. Evaluation Methodological Limitations 

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

 The kinds of data you could/ could not collect (and the response rate for surveys) 

 The size of the sample/ group you are evaluating 

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

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

 
As the project focused on teachers (subject knowledge and confidence) one area in which 
the project evaluation had limitations is in the longer reach to ascertain impact with pupils for 
the following reasons: 
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 The project started with an in-depth group (2 teaching alliances), with later activities 
focussed on breadth (London-wide sessions).  
Within the in-depth group only 7 of 13 schools returned their pupil sub data, despite 
numerous attempts to collect a fuller outline of the Year 3 cohort. 
Attempts to collect sub-group data from teachers attending London wide sessions 
proved unsuccessful. Therefore pupil sub data provides an incomplete snapshot of the 
project. 

 As the topic is new in the National Curriculum we were unable to identify a comparison 
group or comparative samples of pupils’ work in this subject from previous years. 

 Additionally, although a benchmarking activity was sent to alliance schools, none were 
returned. Our baseline as such equates to zero as children will have little to no 
experience of the subject matter, for example they will not have seen older classes 
presenting assemblies or work displayed on the topic.  

 To evidence our understanding of the impact our training has had on pupils we have; 
o Conducted qualitative research (children’s focus groups and lesson observations) 
o Collected work samples where possible  
o Included a question for teachers to rate the impact of their training on their pupils’ 

learning. 
However, there are too many variables for us to attribute pupil attainment or lack of to 
our project (books used, additional teacher research, availability of resources, term the 
subject was taught in and year group the subject was taught in etc).  

 
 
4.2 Are you planning to continue with the project, once this round of funding finishes? No 
If yes, will you (and how will you) evaluate impact going forward?     
 
There are no formal plans to proactively market a teacher training programme on prehistory 
in the absence of a programme manager. However the learning department will fulfil 
requests for training when possible, for example by maintaining relationships developed 
through this project with ITT providers.  
 
The online resources and the loan boxes will remain a self-sustaining legacy of the project 
and will continue to be evaluated in the following ways: 
 
Online resources 
 
Statistics and download figures will continue to be gathered from the following: 

 Museum of London prehistory landing page 
www.museumoflondon.org.uk/prehistory-resources  

 3D artefacts page  
http://www.museumoflondon.org.uk/schools/classroom-homework-resources/3d-objects  

 TES online https://www.tes.co.uk/member/MuseumofLondonLearning  

 YouTube https://www.youtube.com/user/museumoflondon  
 
Loan boxes 
 
The 13 schools library services administrating the loan box scheme will continue to send a 
termly report of loan details for a period of 3 years as agreed in our Memorandum of 
Understanding (MoU) as well as any completed evaluation forms. 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.museumoflondon.org.uk/prehistory-resources
http://www.museumoflondon.org.uk/schools/classroom-homework-resources/3d-objects
https://www.tes.co.uk/member/MuseumofLondonLearning
https://www.youtube.com/user/museumoflondon
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5. Project Costs and Funding  
 
5.1 Please fill in Table 2 and Table 3 below: 
 
Table 2 - Project Income 
 

 
Original1 
Budget 

Additional 
Funding 

Revised 
Budget 

[Original + any 
Additional Funding] 

Actual 
Spend 

Variance 
[Revised budget – 

Actual] 

Total LSEF Funding 64220 9630 73850 64893.85 8956.15 
Other Public Funding - - - - - 
Other Private Funding - - - - - 
In-kind support (e.g. by 
schools)  
Museum of London  
Match funding 

16400 0 16400 16400 0 

Total Project Funding 80620 9630 90250 81293.85 8956.15 

 
List details in-kind support below and estimate value 
 
 

 Management and administration costs 
Match funding – £8200 
Management time – Head of Learning (20 days over lifetime of project @ £410 p/d) 

 Training costs 
Match funding – £8200 
Staff time – Senior Curator of Prehistory (10 days @ £320 p/d) 
Staff time – Archaeology Learning Programme Manager (10 days @ £250 p/d) 
Staff time – Online Learning Manager (10 days @ £250 p/d) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 
Original 
Budget 

Addition
al 

Funding  

Revised Budget 
[Original + any 

Additional Funding] 

Actual Spend 
 

Variance 
Revised 
budget – 
Actual] 

Direct Staff 
Costs (salaries 
/on costs) 

7500 0 7500 5750 - 1750 

*this line accounts for teacher supply cover costs (as per claim forms) 
Direct delivery costs 
e.g. consultants/HE 
(specify) 

0 0 0 0 0 

Management 
and 
Administration 
Costs 

40920 
(includes 

£8200 match 
funding) 

0 40920 40061.21 -858.89 

* this line accounts for salary costs of P/T programme manager post 

Training Costs  

22700 
(includes 

£8200 match 
funding) 

 22700 12661.20 -10038.8 

* this line originally accounted for filming and the creation of resources – these have been pulled 
out to provide a clearer picture of expenditure below 

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

0 0 0 0 0 

Publicity and 
Marketing Costs 

2000  2000 516 - 1484 

Teacher Supply / 
Cover Costs  

*this was originally budgeted and is shown on claim forms as Direct Staff costs 

Other Participant 
Costs  

0 0 0 0 0 

Evaluation Costs 7500 0 7500 7500 0 

Scale up funding 
for loan box 
scheme 

0 9630 9630 7227.65 -2402.35 

Resource 
development 

0 0 0 7577.89 +7577.89 

* £7000 allocated for filming and 3D artefacts originally budgeted under training costs 

Total Costs 

80620 
(includes 

£16400 match 
funding) 

9630 
90,250 (inclusive of 
match funding and 

scale up) 
81293.85 -8956.15 
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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  
 
The project had small underspends in a number of areas in FY14/15 with a more significant 
underspend showing in participant cost. This is largely due to internal catering arrangements 
and the use of cost effective resources during the training sessions. We wanted to 
demonstrate to teachers who would have stretched budgets at a time of significant change 
to the curriculum, that the subject could be adequately resourced on a modest budget.  
 
Resource development and publicity was marginally underspent. Budget had been allocated 
to enable a two-round marketing campaign to fully book spaces on the London-wide INSET 
offer to 100 teachers. As this was a new venture for the museum it was expected that we 
would have to market the London-wide INSET training more aggressively, however most 
places were booked from initial mail shot (flyer in our annual mailing to all London primary 
schools) and via a page on the museum’s website advertising the sessions.   
 
At the point of submitting the bid to scale up the project to include a loan box scheme, we 
based the initial submission on quotes from commercial replica makers, of whom few were 
dealing with the prehistoric period. However, by the time our submission was granted the 
market had already become exceedingly competitive. Drawing in further quotes from smaller 
specialist replica makers at this point enabled us to increase the quantity of loan boxes 
produced for less than the initial quotes.  
 
In general, more resources were developed at minimal cost due to the programme 
manager’s prior experience of producing online resources. Had the possibility of deferring 
underspend across the financial year presented itself, we would have considered producing 
further video/3D artefacts or online resources or marketing further training days – but due to 
the programme manager’s capacity this was not possible without deferment.  
 
(Maximum 300 words) 
 
 

6. Project Outputs 
 

Please use the following table to report against agreed output indicators, these should be 
the same outputs that were agreed in schedule 3 of your Funding Agreement and those that 
were outlined in your evaluation framework.  
 

Table 4 – Outputs 
 

Outputs 
Description Original 

Target 
Outputs 
(Funding 

Agreement) 

Revised 
Target Outputs 

Actual Outputs 
 

Variance 

Total no. of schools 
engaged with project 
(through training sessions) 17 

 106 schools 
(13 Alliance schools,74 schools London Wide 
training, 10 schools Epping Forest Museum 
training, 9 schools joint training with English 
Heritage)  

+89 

Total No. of teachers  
engaged with project 
(through training sessions) 

137 

 200 +63 

Total number of ITT 
students engaged with 

150 
 247 +97 
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project (through training 

sessions) 
Potential number of 

pupils benefitting from 
project 

 

 Minimum 5,000 – potentially up to 
10,000 
 
Calculated as the Year 3 cohort from 
alliance schools (870 pupils), approx. 
135 teachers from London wide INSET 
(+ training session with other 
museums/orgs) calculated as two 
classes each (8,100 pupils), Trainee 
teachers cohort from Year 1 of project 
counted as 1 class each (1740) 
 
Please see note on calculations 
below table. 
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Intensive 5 day 
training 

2 lead 
teachers 

N/A Training complete for  2 lead teachers 
Spring 2014 

0 

1 day cascade 
training over  
2 x ½ days 

17 
alliance 
school 
teachers 

N/A Training complete for teachers 
representing 13 alliance schools 

 

1 day training for 
ITT students, 
repeated in year 2 

75 
students 
(over 4 
days) 

 58 ITT students attended training in 
Year 1. Training offer and scheduling 
reviewed for Year 2 

- 17 

Bite-size (1 hour) 
twilight training 
session 

35 
alliance 
school 
teachers 

 Training delivered to approx. 60 
alliance teachers Autumn 2014. 
With 55 evaluations completed 

+ 25 

Year 2 ITT training   75 
students 
(over 4 
days)  

2 x 1 day 
training for up 
to 50 ITT 
students from 
alliance 
schools. (25 
students per 
session) 
Bite-size to ½  
day training 
offered for up 
to 100 ITT 
students in 
response to 
requests from  
training 
providers 

½ - 1 day training completed for 68 
students from the following providers: 
Poplar Partnership/learn Direct, 
University of East London (PGCE), 
Institute of Education (PGCE), 
Greenwich University (Bed) 
 
Bite-size  ‘Introduction to Prehistory’ 
training provided to 114 students from 
Middlesex University (PGCE) and 
London Metropolitan University 
(PGCE) 

+107 

 2 x 1 – day training 
courses  

100 
teachers 
(open to 
all 
teachers 
across 
London) 

50 teachers to 
attend ½ day 
training 
Autumn 14. 
60 teachers to 
attend 1 day 
training course 
Spring 15. 

Museum of London INSET  
Sept 14 – ½ day: 24 teachers 
Nov 14 – ½ day: 15 teachers 
Feb 15 – 1 day: 28  teachers 
Mar 15 – 1 day: 31  teachers 
 
Training delivered with English 
Heritage: 9 teachers 
Training delivered by Epping Forest 
Museum: 28 teachers 
 
Total: 135 teachers 
 

+35 
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 Online CPD 
resources 

Resource
s online 
Spring 15 

Resources 
delivered on 
an ongoing 
basis from 
Sept 14 

Statistics gathered on 17.07.15 
 
Page views on Museum of London 
prehistory classroom resources page:  
7721 page views of which 44% were 
direct entrance to the page. 
(01.08.14 – 16.07.15) 
 
Resource downloads from TES (4 
resources added Oct 14, Dec 14 April 
15) 
2750+ total resource downloads 
 
Videos published on YouTube 
20.02.15 
4650 views on 17.07.15 
 

 

 Upskilling museum 
practitioners from 
other organisations 
via additional 
prehistory training 
sessions 

Not part 
of original 
agreemen
t 

Provide 
training for 
staff in smaller 
museums to 
increase 
subject 
knowledge 
and 
confidence in 
Prehistory in 
order to 
support 
teachers and 
pupils through 
INSET/Museu
m 
visits/Outreach 
in local areas 

Please see Appendix B for training 
provided 

 

 Loan boxes (Not 
part of original 
agreement) 

Target 
output 
from 
Scale up 
bid – July 
2014: 
Creation 
of 20 loan 
boxes  
 

6 loan boxes 
to be used 
with alliance 
schools 
14 loan boxes 
created and 
loaned via the 
museum from 
Spring 2014 
on half termly 
basis  

30 loan boxes created. 
4 loan boxes on 3-year loan to schools 
in the Poplar partnership. 
2 boxes loaned to schools in North 
Beckton Partnership on a temporary 
basis during Academic Year 14/15 
26 loan boxes on 3yr loan to 13 
Schools Library services across 
London in Spring 14 (2 boxes each). 
(Barking & Dagenham SLS joined the 
programme July 2015) 

 

 
Note on calculating potential number of pupils 
Each practicing teacher at London-wide INSET has been calculated as two classes of 30 
pupils as the expectation is that knowledge is shared with colleagues post training (92% of 
teachers responding to a Survey Monkey questionnaire in June 2015 reported ‘Sharing 
information with relevant colleagues’ as an action they had taken after the course – total 
respondents to question 25).  
 
Additionally, we anticipate less movement of teachers in the following academic year 15/16 
as the new curriculum is embedded in schools therefore increasing the likelihood that 
teachers attending INSET will teach prehistory for at least two consecutive years. Trainee 
teachers attending training during the academic year 14/15 have not been included in this 
calculation as they will not take up their first teaching post until after the project is completed. 
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7. Key Beneficiary Data 
 
Please use this section to provide a breakdown of teacher and pupil sub-groups involved in 
your project.  
Data must be provided at project level. However, if you wish to disaggregate data by school then please add 
additional rows to the tables below. Please also confirm at what point this data was collected. Please add 
columns to the tables if necessary but do not remove any. N.B. If your project is benefitting additional groups of 
teachers e.g. teaching assistants please add relevant columns to reflect this. 

 
7.1 Teacher Sub-Groups (teachers directly benefitting counted once during the project) 
 
Benefitting teachers are calculated as teachers and trainee teachers that have attended a 
prehistory session at the Museum of London or in school. 
 
Additionally teachers attending Museum of London through a joint day with English Heritage  
and those who received training by Epping forest District museum (their programme was 
developed as a direct result of attending our training see Appendix B) are included in overall 
figures for benefitting teachers, with subgroups recorded where possible.  
 
Please provide your definition for number of benefitting teachers and when this was collected below (maximum 
100 words). 

 
Table 5 – Teachers benefitting from the programme -  
 

 No. teachers % ITT 
stude
nts 

% NQTs  
(in their 1

st
 

year of 
teaching 
when they 
became 
involved) 

% Teaching 
2 – 3 yrs  
(in their 2

nd
 and 

3
rd
 years of 

teaching when 
they became 
involved) 

% 
Teaching 4 
yrs + 
(teaching over 
4 years when 
they became 
involved) 

% 
Primary 
(KS1 & 
2) 

% 
Secon
dary 
(KS3 - 
5) 

  58% 6% 8% 28% 100% 0% 

Project  Total 451 (with subgroup 

data provided for 424 
participants) 

247 26 33 119 451 0 

Lead 
teachers 

2 0 0 0 2   

Partnership 
schools 
history 
coordinators 

13 0 0 0 13   

Partnership 
Schools 
Twilight 
sessions 

58 
(5 not given) 

1 14 8 30   

ITT training 
Yr 1 

60 60 0 0 0   

London Wide 
INSET  

98 
(4 not given) 

3 10 22 59   

ITT training 
Yr 2 

183 183 0 0 0   

Teachers 
through work 
with other 
museums or 
heritage 
organisations 

28 Epping Forest 
9 English 
Heritage 
* subgroups not recorded for 
18 Epping participants 

0 2 3 15   
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7.1.2 Please provide written commentary on teacher sub-groups e.g. how this compares to 
the wider school context or benchmark (maximum 250 words)  
 

A variety of teacher subgroups engaged with the project overall, including large university 
groups. At the end point of the programme we had engaged with approx. 250 ITT students - 
well over our original target of 150.  
 

When looking at the project as a whole, ITT students account for 58% of participants. 
However, when the project wide subgroup profile is compared to the London-wide subgroup 
profile (where teachers self-selected to participate in the training) we see a significant shift 
away from teachers at the start of their careers to those established in the classroom with 
over 4 years’ experience. Additionally the geographical spread of teachers participating in 
London-wide CPD sessions sees every London borough represented. 
 

 
Chart 1 Teacher subgroups at the point of training 

*This does not include teachers through other museums/organisations 

 

 
Chart 2 Teacher subgroups at the point of training London-wide  

58% 

6% 

8% 

28% 

Teacher subgroups at point of training  Project wide 

ITT

NQT

2 to 3 years

Over 4 years

3% 
11% 

23% 

63% 

Teacher subgroups at point of training  
London-wide CPD sessions 

ITT

NQT

2 to 3 years

Over 4 years
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Chart 3 Teachers attending London-wide training by London borough 
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7.2 Pupil Sub-Groups (these should be pupils who directly benefit from teachers trained) 
Please provide your definition for number of benefitting pupils and when this data was collected below (maximum 
100 words) 

 
For the purpose of this project, benefitting pupils are counted as 60 pupils per participating 
teacher (as the expectation is that teachers pass on their learning to colleagues) and 30 
pupils per ITT student participating in Year 1. We have not counted benefitting pupils for ITT 
students who took part in the project Sept 14 – July 15 as these students were not 
responsible for their own class during the period of the project.  
 
Benefitting pupils therefore is calculated as:  

 The Year 3 cohort from alliance schools (870 pupils),  

 Approx. 135 teachers from London-wide INSET (+ training sessions with other 
museums/organisations) calculated as two classes each (8100 pupils),  

 Trainee teachers’ cohort from Year 1 (up to July 2014) counted as 1 class each 
(1740). 
 

Overall we anticipate up to 10,000 pupils have potentially benefitted. 
 
However, in the longer term, the number of benefitting pupils could be considerably higher 
as teachers continue to share subject knowledge through planning and delivery for 
subsequent cohorts and as student teachers (who attended training in the period Sept 14 – 
July 15) gain employment.  
 
The following tables are a snapshot of pupils from the original teaching alliances and cannot 
be considered representative of the full reach of the project. Unfortunately despite numerous 
attempts, we were unable to gain a fuller data set.  
 
Tables 6-8 – Pupil sub groups benefitting from the programme 

 No. 
pupils 

% LAC % FSM % FSM 
last 6 yrs 

% EAL % SEN 

Project  
Level 

378 0 46.23% - 45.91% 27.19% 

School 1 51 0 35.3 47.1 45.1 13.7 

School 2 30 0 56 60 13.3 43.3 

School 3 89 0 39.32 - 0 21.34 

School 4 30 0 80 - 100 33 

School 5 60 0 58 - 100 25 

School 6 59 0 36 - 0 22 

School 7 59 0 19 - 63 32 

 

 No. Male pupils No. Female 
pupils 

% Lower 
attaining 

% Middle 
attaining 

% Higher 
attaining 

Project  
Level 

177 201    

School 1 30 21 11-20  
(Below level 
2) 

60-65  
(Level 2) 

30-45  
(Level 3) 

School 2 17 13 23.3 43.3 33.4 

School 3 41 48 15 61 24 

School 4 15 15 25 45 30 

School 5 24 36 15 65 20 

School 6 23 36 SATS 
scores: 
Level 2+ 
Reading 
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88%, Writing 
85%, Maths 
95% 

School 7 27 32 Reading 
15% 
Writing 32% 
Numeracy 
17% 

Reading 
68% 
Writing 
59.5% 
Numeracy 
67.7% 

Reading 
16.9% 
Writing 8.5% 
Numeracy 
15.3.% 
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Project 
Level  

0.8
6 

1.6
4 

43.
85 

2.1
4 

0.8
7 

7.6
5 

3.28 3.3
5 

0.7
2 

1.1
3 

2.3
3 

0.2
9 

4.4
3 

School 1 0 1.96 5.88 5.88 0 9.80 15.69 3.92 3.92 0 3.92 0 0 

School 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13.3 0 3.3 0 0 3.3 

School 3 0 4.49 51.6 1.12 1.12 2.24 2.24 2.24 1.12 1.12 3.37 0 15.7
3 

School 4 0 0 91 3 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

School 5 0 0 92.5 0 0 4.5 0  0 1.5 0 0 0 

School 6 3 2 56 3 2 14 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 

School 7 3 3 10 2 3 17 5 2 0 2 7 2 12 
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Project 
Level  

18.
50 

0.2
9 

  8.3
4 

School 1 25.4
9 

0   23.5
3 

School 2 73.3 0   6.7 

School 3 11.2
3 

0   1.12 

School 4 0 0   0 

School 5 1.5 0   0 

School 6 10 2   5 

School 7 8 0   22 

 
Greyed boxes were not in the original format so these sub groups have not been captured  
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7.2.1 Please provide a written commentary on your pupil data e.g. a comparison between 
the targeted groups and school level data, borough average and London average 
(maximum 500 words)  

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

 
The pupils sub data collected represents a snapshot of the schools that initially participated 
in the project and cannot be considered as representative of the initial target group nor of the 
project as a whole.  
 
As the project expanded to reach a minimum of 5,000 – potentially up to 10,000 pupils*, 
across all London boroughs it would be challenging to provide an overall project profile of 
pupil sub data.  
 
Additionally with the abolition of levels as standardised assessment measure and as primary 
schools do not routinely publish external reports on pupil progress in history at KS1 and 
KS2, we are unable to provide information on pupil attainment in this subject. 
 
*Benefitting pupils calculated as: 
Calculated as the Year 3 cohort from alliance schools (870 pupils),  
approx. 135 teachers from London-wide INSET (+ training session with other 
museums/organisations) calculated as two classes each (8100 pupils),  
Trainee teachers cohort from Year 1 of project counted as 1 class each (1,740). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://data.london.gov.uk/
http://www.education.gov.uk/schools/performance/
http://www.education.gov.uk/schools/performance/
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8. Project Impact 
 
You should reflect on the project’s performance and impact and use qualitative and 
quantitative data to illustrate this.  
 

 Please complete the tables below before providing a narrative explanation of the 
impact of your project.  

 Please state how you have measured your outcomes (e.g. surveys) and if you are 
using scales please include details. 

 Please add graphical analysis (e.g. bar charts) to further demonstrate project impact 
on each teachers, pupils, wider system outcomes etc. If you use graphs, please 
ensure that all charts are explained and have clear labels for the axes (numeric data 
or percentages, for example) and legends for the data.  

 
Please add columns to the tables if necessary but do not remove any. N.B. If your project is 
collecting data at more than two points and may want to add additional data collection points. 
 
8.1 Teacher Outcomes 
 
Date teacher intervention started: April 2014 
 
We have split the table in three to enable us to breakdown outcomes in line with our Theory 
of Change and evaluation plan as follows; 

 Table 9.1 and corresponding charts 4-13 relate to teachers’ self-assessed confidence 
levels for teacher outcomes 1-3. Additionally this section includes images and 
commentary on the chronology and vocab activity tests.  

o Increased subject knowledge 
o Increased teacher confidence in the skills and knowledge important for prehistory  
o Increased chronological awareness. 

 Table 9.2 and corresponding charts 14-17 relate to teachers’ self-assessed confidence 
levels for teacher outcome 4. 

o Increased confidence in the use of object-based learning in the classroom and 
understanding of the value of learning in a museum setting. 

 Table 9.3 and corresponding charts 18-25 relate to teachers’ self-assessed confidence 
levels in terms of putting subject knowledge and object based learning into practice 
alongside wider system outcomes 1 and 2. 

o Improved peer-to-peer support in this subject area 
o Increased awareness of available resources and potential visit locations within 

reach of London 
 
Please also see independent report produced by external evaluators from UCL Institute of 
Education. Appendix D 
 
Teacher evaluation sheet and Students Bite-size evaluation sheet attached as Appendix C. 
 
The 1

st
 Return will either be your baseline data collected before the start of your project, or may be 

historical trend data for the intervention group. Please specify what the data relates to.  

 
Table 9.1 – Teacher Outcomes: teachers benefitting from the project 
Table 9.1 and corresponding graphs relate to teachers’ self-assessed confidence levels for 
teacher outcomes 1-3 

 Increased subject knowledge 

 Increased teacher confidence in the skills and knowledge important for prehistory  

 Increased chronological awareness. 
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Target Outcome  Research 

method/ data 
collection  

Sample  
characteristics  

Metric used  1
st

 Return 
and date of 
collection 

2
nd

 Return 
and date of 
collection 

Increased teacher 
confidence to: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Explain the term 
prehistory 

Paper survey 
completed at the 
beginning and 
end of training 
sessions. 

The survey was 
completed by 
every teacher 
and trainee 
teacher 
participating in 
training.  
 

Mean score based 
on a 1-4 scale. 
(1=low 
confidence, 4 = 
high confidence) 

Mean scores 
collected at 
multiple points 
across the 
year at the 
start of 
training 
sessions. 

1.8 

Mean scores 
collected at 
multiple points 
across the 
year at the  
end of  
training 
sessions. 

3.5 

Talk about how the 
British landscape was 
shaped by climate 
change and the first 
people to arrive here 

As above As above As above 

1.5 3.1 

Describe some key 
differences between life 
in the Stone Age, Bronze 
Age and Iron Age 

As above As above As above 

1.5 3.2 

Distinguish between the 
different time periods 
chronologically 

As above *This question 
was excluded 
from ITT bite-
size evaluation  

As above 

1.6 3.3 

Group activity – 
to correctly place 
events on a 
timeline 

*This activity  
was excluded 
from ITT bite-
size training 

N/A Qualitative – 
see image & 
commentary 

below  

 

Talk about beliefs and 
technologies employed in 
each period 

As above *This question 
was excluded 
from ITT bite-
size evaluation 

As above 

1.4 3.0 

Describe what everyday 
life may have been like 
during each period 

As above The survey was 
completed by 
every teacher 
and trainee 
teacher 
participating in 
training.  

 

As above 

1.6 3.1 

Talk about a key site in 
the British Isles 

As above As above As above 1.5 2.8 

Use associated 
vocabulary such as 
henge, barrow, 
archaeology, smelting, 
knapping etc. 

As above As above As above 
 

 
1.5 3.0 

Vocab and 
definition 
matching activity 
conducted at the 
beginning of 
sessions 

*This activity 
was included in 
½ day and full 
day training. 

Various qualitative 
approaches used 
over course of 
project.  

Data set 
below 
represented in 
Chart 12 
captured at 
March teacher 
training. 

- 

Talk about what was 
happening globally 
during this time period 

As above *This question 
was excluded 
from ITT bite-
size evaluation 

As above 

1.3 2.8 

 
 
 
 



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

 

26 
 

Charts 4-13 show teachers’ self-assessed confidence levels before and after training and 
are a visual representation of teacher outcomes in Table 9.1. 
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Distinguishing between the different time periods chronologically 
 

 
       Chart 7 

 
Images 4 & 5: Chronology – group timeline activity. 
Examples of group work to distinguish time periods chronologically at the beginning of 
training session prior to input from museum facilitators. 
 
The timeline begins at 40,000 years ago and ends at AD43, the time of the Roman Invasion. 
Participants work as a group to sequence given statements/events chronologically. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Image 4: Participants in this group (ITT students) correctly sequenced the periods through 

prehistory, however there was confusion about when events or periods took place, eg 

statements around the Neolithic period are 4500 years too early 
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Image 5:  Participants in this group (London wide teacher CPD – Nov 2014), reversed time 
periods (Bronze Age and Iron Age) and identified metal working as being introduced during 
the Stone Age 
 
 
 
‘Palaeolithic – well someone that researchers dinosaurs is a palaeontologist so maybe that’s 
the oldest?’ 

 
‘That was really challenging, I’m glad we did it together because I simply couldn’t do it on my 
own’ 

Teachers participating in chronological awareness activity. 

Bronze Age and 
Iron Age reversed 

Skara Brae (A 
Neolithic settlement 
mention in the 
curriculum) is 
inhabited approx. 
3,000BC – here it is 
placed in AD 

‘Metal working introduced’ 
has been placed in the Stone 
Age but should appear later 
in the Bronze Age. 

Britain becomes 
separated from 
Europe much later in 
approx. 6,500 – 
6,000BC. 

Image 5 
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Using associated subject specific vocabulary 
 

 
 

During the academic year 2013/14 the subject specific vocabulary tests were conducted as a 
sorting activity at the beginning of each session. This method worked well in terms of 
teacher engagement but presented problems in data capture. Using common sense, 
teachers could group words and corresponding definitions to narrow down their selection 
fields into subject specific nouns/verbs/chronological term/known terms. One outcome of the 
activity we observed was incoherent ordering within the groups, ie mismatching of specific 
nouns with other nouns. Occasionally teachers would present correct answers having never 
heard the words before. 
 

 
 

Image 6: Example teacher sorting subject specific vocabulary activity 
Bronze Age and Iron Age terms reversed. Barrow and henge terms reversed 
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The results from sessions during academic year 2013/14 were photographed and verbal 
feedback from the activity suggested the following: 
 
• Cursus, barrow and knapping were the commonly unknown words 
• Henge was often identified through association with Stone Henge (which by definition isn’t 
a henge) 
• Teachers were not secure in matching definitions to time periods. 
 
Through various trails and adaptations the activity/test was developed to enable a clearer 
picture of vocabulary teachers struggled with at the beginning of the session.  
 
The following graph represents the outcomes of the vocabulary activity from March 2015 
teacher training where: 
• Teachers were asked to match words to definitions on a worksheet. 
• Following this, teachers identified words known to them with a tick and unknown or 
guessed words with a cross.  
 
 

 
  

Chart 12 - showing results of vocab test March 2015 
The results show that: 

 Archaeology, artefact, prehistory and smelting were words most commonly known to the 
group. 

 Henge, cursus and barrow where almost uniformly unfamiliar to the group. 
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 The words Palaeolithic, Mesolithic and Neolithic, which are the names of the periods of 
the Stone Age, were unknowns.  
 

‘I didn’t even know there was more than one Stone Age before just now!’ 
 

Teacher participating in vocab activity 
 
 

 

 
 
The graph above illustrates teachers’ before and after confidence scores for understanding 
what is happening globally during the same period that covers British prehistory. Though the 
training course did not labour on this area it was important for teachers to reflect globally in 
order to contextualise and chronologically place British prehistory among other topics 
routinely studied in primary school. For example, the great pyramids in Egypt are raised at 
the same time as Stonehenge is erected, or that the Rosetta Stone is carved in three 
languages during the British Iron Age.  
 
In response to the question ‘What actions will you take when you return to school?’ a 
number of teachers’ comments were around the introduction of a whole school timeline. 
 

‘Speak to history coordinator – ideas for whole school world timeline.’ 
 

Teacher evaluation Feb 15 
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Table 9.2 – Teacher Outcomes: teachers benefitting from the project 
 
Table 9.2 and corresponding graphs relate to teachers’ self-assessed confidence levels for teacher 
outcome 4 
 

 Increased confidence in the use of object-based learning in the classroom and understanding of 
the value of learning in a museum setting. 

 
Target Outcome  Resear

ch 
method
/ data 
collecti
on  

Sample  
characteristics  

Metric 
used  

1
st

 Return 
and date of 
collection 

2
nd

 Return 
and date of 
collection 

Increased teacher 
confidence to: 
 
 
 
 
Choose objects to 
create a class object 
handling collection or 
recreate a dig 

Paper 
survey 
complete
d at the 
beginnin
g and 
end of 
training 
sessions. 

The survey was 
completed by every 
teacher and trainee 
teacher participating in 
training 

 
 
*This question was 
excluded from ITT bite-
size evaluation 

Mean score 
based on a 
1-4 scale. 
(1=low 
confidence, 
4 = high 
confidence) 

Mean scores 
collected at 
multiple points 
across the 
year at the 
start of training 
sessions. 
 
 

1.7 

Mean scores 
collected at 
multiple  
points across the 
year at  
the end of 
training 
sessions. 
 

3.3 

Use objects to 
develop children’s 
questioning and 
enquiry skills 

As above The survey was 
completed by every 
teacher and trainee 
teacher participating in 
training  

As above 

2.2 3.4 

Use objects to tell a 
story and show 
transition between 
time periods 

As above *This question was 
excluded from ITT bite-
size evaluation 

As above 

1.9 3.3 

Use object handling 
with children to enable 
them to connect with 
the past 

As above The survey was 
completed by every 
teacher and trainee 
teacher participating in 
training 

As above 

2.1 3.5 

 In addition please see loan box evaluation data under pupil outcomes 8.2 and Appendix D, external 
evaluation report for further evidence of impact around object based learning. 
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Charts 14 - 17 show teachers’ self-assessed confidence levels before and after training and are 
a visual representation of teacher outcomes in Table 9.2. 
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Table 9.3 – Teacher Outcomes: teachers benefitting from the project 

 
Table 9.3 and corresponding graphs relate to teachers’ self-assessed confidence levels in 
terms of putting subject knowledge and object based learning into practice alongside wider 
system outcomes 1 and 2. 

 Improved peer to peer support in this subject area 

 Increased awareness of available resources and potential visit locations within reach of 
London. 

 
Target Outcome  Research 

method/ 
data 
collection  

Sample  
characteristics  

Metric used  1
st

 Return 
and date of 
collection 

2
nd

 Return 
and date of 
collection 

Increased teacher 
confidence to: 
 
 
 

Paper 
survey 
completed 
at the 
beginning 
and end of 

The survey was 
completed by 
every teacher 
and trainee 
teacher 
participating in 

Mean score based on 
a 1-4 scale. 
(1=low confidence, 4 
= high confidence) 

Mean scores 
collected at 
multiple 
points across 
the year at 
the start of 

Mean scores 
collected at 
multiple  
points across 
the year at  
the end of 

0

50

100

150

200

1 2 3 4

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

p
ar

ti
ci

p
an

ts
  

Level of confidence (1=low, 4=high) 

Use objects to tell a story and show tranistion between 
times 

Before training

After training

0

50

100

150

200

250

1 2 3 4

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

p
ar

ti
ci

p
an

ts
  

Level of confidence (1=low, 4=high) 

Use object handling to enable pupils to connect with the 
past 

Before training

After training



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

 

36 
 

 
 
Plan hands-on 
learning 
experiences 

training 
sessions 

training 

 
 
 

training 
sessions. 

 
 

2.1 

training 
sessions. 

 
 

3.5 
Be able to find 
appropriate 
classroom 
resources 

As above As above As above 

1.9 3.3 

Enthuse and inspire 
children to find out 
more about 
prehistory 

As above As above As above 

2.0 3.5 

Develop cross-
curricular links 

As above As above As above 
2.1 3.5 

Incorporate the use 
of artefacts, the 
environment and 
landscapes into your 
planning 

As above *This question 
was excluded 
from ITT bite-size 
evaluation 

As above 

1.9 3.3 

Assess children’s 
understanding 

As above The survey was 
completed by 
every teacher 
and trainee 
teacher 
participating in 
training 

As above 

2.1 3.3 

Address common 
misconceptions 

As above *This question 
was excluded 
from ITT bite-size 
evaluation 

As above 

1.8 3.2 

Differentiate 
learning, providing 
diverse and  
valuable learning 
experiences for all 
abilities and groups 
including SEN, G&T, 
EAL etc 

As above The survey was 
completed by 
every teacher 
and trainee 
teacher 
participating in 
training 

 

As above 

1.9 3.1 
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Charts 18 – 25 show teachers’ self-assessed confidence levels before and after training and 
are a visual representation of teacher outcomes in Table 9.3. 
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Table 10 – Comparison data outcomes for teachers [if available]  
 

Target 
Outcome  

Research 
method/ 
data 
collection 

Sample 
characteristics   

Metric used  1st Return 
and date of 
collection 

2nd Return 
and date of 
collection 

 e.g. Increased 
Teacher 
confidence 

e.g. E-
survey  

e.g. 100 respondents 
from a total of 200 
invites. 
 
The profile of 
respondents was 
broadly representative 
of the population as a 
whole.  

e.g. Mean score based 
on a 1-5 scale (1 – 
very confident, 2 – 
quite confident, 3 
neither confident nor 
unconfident, 4 - quite 
unconfident, 5 – very 
unconfident)  

e.g. Mean 
score  

e.g. Mean score  
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8.1.1 Please provide information (for both the intervention group and comparison group 
where you have one) on:  
 

 Sample size, sampling method, and whether the  sample was representative or not  

 Commentary on teacher impact (please also refer to table 5 re impact on different 
groups of teachers) 

 Qualitative data to support quantitative evidence.  

 Projects can also provide additional appendices where appropriate. 
(Minimum 500 words)  
 

A range of methods and sample groups were used to capture a variety of qualitative and 
quantitative evidence. These were conducted both by the programme manager at the 
Museum of London and by external evaluators from the Institute of Education.  
Please see the Independent report produced by external evaluators from UCL – Institute of 
Education, Appendix D for further commentary. 
 
Methods and sample groups/sizes and evaluator as follows: 
 

 Before and after confidence surveys  
Sample group: all teachers and students accessing the programme (over 400 completed 
surveys). 
Conducted by Museum of London. 
 

 Interviews with teachers 
Sample group: Interviews conducted with lead teachers, teachers who volunteered to 
have lessons observed and with teachers whose pupils participated in focus groups.  
All teachers quoted in the external evaluation report are male.  
See external report Appendix D. 
Conducted by Institute of Education. 
 

Teacher A Attended 2 x ½ day training sessions during summer term 2014 and 
taught the topic in Year 3, Autumn 2014. 

Teacher B.1 Attended London Wide training session (1/2 day) plus twilight session 
Autumn term 2014. Taught the topic in Year 3, Spring term 2015. 

Teacher B.2 Attended a twilight session in the Autumn term 2014 and taught the topic 
in Year 3, Spring term 2015/ 

Teacher D Attended 5 days lead teacher training in Spring/Summer 2014. The 
teacher did not go on to teach the topic as a class teacher, though was 
observed delivering a sample lesson to Year 3 in the Autumn term. 

 
 
 

 Lesson observations 
Sample group: 6 lessons observed in 5 schools. 
See external report Appendix D. 
Conducted by Institute of Education. 
 

 Vocabulary activity – varied methods including sorting, discussion, worksheet. 
Sample group: All participants in training lasting more than ½ day took part in various 
approaches to this activity.  
Chart 12 – page. 31 shows the results of participants at London Wide March training 
using a worksheet approach. 
Conducted by Museum of London. 
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 Chronology group activity – mixed methods, sorting, discussion. 
Sample group: All participants in training lasting more than ½ day took part in this small 
group activity (See image 4, page 27 and image 5, page 28 for examples). 
Conducted by Museum of London. 
 

 Survey Monkey questionnaire 
Sent to lead teachers, history coordinators from alliance schools who participated in the 
first cascade and all teachers who had attended London wide training. 
104 surveys emailed, 13 emails bounced (12.5%), 26 returned completed surveys.  
Response rate 25%. 
Conducted by Museum of London.  
 

 Informal sharing seminar (at UCL Institute of Education) 
Session for teachers to share how they had put their learning into practice – successes 
and struggles with the topic. 8 attendees. 
 

 
8.2 Pupil Outcomes 
Date pupil intervention started: Teachers began teaching the topic at various points from 
September 2014. 
 
Table 11 – Pupil Outcomes for pupils benefitting from the project  
 
The 1

st
 Return will either be your baseline data collected before the start of your project, or may be 

historical trend data for the intervention group. Please specify what the data relates to.  

 

Target 
Outcome  

Research 
method/ 
data 
collection 

Sample 
characteristics 

Metric used 1st Return 
and date of 
collection 

2nd Return 
and date of 
collection 

Increased 
subject 
knowledge in 
prehistory 
(from stone 
age to iron 
age) including 
chronology. 
For pupils in 
KS2, 
predominantly 
in Years 3 and 
4. 

3 x 
children’s 
focus 
groups 
 
 
 

School A – 
(10) 
School B – 
(11) 
School C – 
(9) 
 
Mixed gender, 
mixed ability 
Year 3 
 

Qualitative 
feedback 
 
 
 
 
 
 

School A - 23/4/15  
School B - 20/5/15  
School C - 3/6/15 C  
 
See commentary for 
further detail 
 
Full report see Appendix D 
 
 

Question 
included 
in end of 
project e-
survey to 
teachers  
 

24 responses 
to question 
from total 
return of 26. 
 

Scale of 1 – 5 
where 1=Not 
at all useful 
and 5 = very 
useful. 
 

See graph below 

Loan box 
evaluation 
forms  

17 
evaluations 
returned. 

Qualitative 
and 
quantitative 
feedback  

N/A 

Work 
samples 

Varied ability, 
varied year 

Narrative 
analysis 

Work sample 1 - Year 3 
Work sample 2 - Year 1 
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collected groups, varied 
curriculum 
focus. 

Improved 
critical thinking 
and problem 
solving skills 

As above As above As above As above 

 
 
Table 12 - Pupil Outcomes for pupil comparison groups [if available]  
 
Target 
Outcome  

Research 
method/ data 
collection 

Sample 
characteristics   

Metric used 1
st
 Return and 

date of 
collection 

2
nd

 Return and 
date of collection 

e.g. Increased  
educational 
attainment and 
progress in 
Writing 

e.g. Pupil 
assessment 
data  

e.g. Characteristics 
and assessment 
data collected for 
97 of 100. The 
profile of 
respondents 
matches that 
initially targeted in 
the Theory of 
Change.  
 

e.g. mean score or 
percentage at diff 
National Curriculum 
Levels or GCSE grades 

e.g. Mean 
score- 3.7, 
collected 
September 
2015 

e.g. Mean score- 
4.5, collected June 
2015 

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

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

 Qualitative data to support quantitative evidence.  

 Projects can also provide additional appendices where appropriate. 
(Minimum 500 words)  

 
 
Focus groups 
External evaluators conducted focus groups with Year 3 children in three schools. Mixed 
gender groups constituted a range of experience, ability and cultural diversity. Pupils were 
selected by their teachers as those ‘willing to talk with researchers about their prehistory 
project’. 
 
Pupils were asked a range of questions about animals, chronology, dwellings and 
technologies spanning the prehistoric periods. A range of methods including discussion, 
drawing, writing and object handling were used by external evaluators. 
 

 90% of pupils could accurately sequence the periods Stone Age, Bronze Age and Iron Age. 

 Pupils in two focus groups knew that the Stone Age was separated into three parts (Old, 
Middle, New). 

 All pupils in two focus groups were able to remember and write down Palaeolithic, Mesolithic 
and Neolithic (spelling was non-standardised and sequencing not always correct).  

 Chronology using dates and number proved difficult. 

 2/3 pupils correctly identified dwellings to time periods. 

 Pupils understood that dinosaurs were extinct before modern humans evolved. 

 In object handling, artefacts that formed fragments of a whole (for example an axehead 
without a handle) were misidentified by pupils from all groups. 
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Post-training email survey to teachers 
 
In June 2015 an email survey was sent to teachers who attended London-wide INSET and 
to all teachers participating in the initial cascade training group. Of the 104 surveys sent, 
12.5% bounced back and 25% were returned completed.  
 
Responding to the question ‘How useful was the prehistory training you received for your 
pupils’ learning?’, teachers returned a mean score of 4.64 (on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 
=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree) in response to the statement ‘Pupils understand 
that prehistory, being before written records is interpreted through objects and landscapes’. 
This suggests that are pupils are not only learning about the period but considering how we 
know about this time too. 
 
‘[Pupils have a] Better understanding of how our understanding of history is based on a 
variety of sources.’ 

Teacher comment, email survey June 2015 
 
The highest mean score returned for this question (4.86) was in response to the statement 
‘Pupils have a positive attitude and desire to learn more about the subject’. This is reinforced 
by teacher comments such as: 
 
‘The whole year group, pupils and teachers, embraced the subject with enthusiasm.’ 

Teacher comment, email survey June 2015 
 

 

 
Chart 26: Data collected from online survey June 2015. Question completed by 24/26 respondents. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

4.86 

4.64 

4.27 

4.18 

4.43 

4.59 

3.50 4.00 4.50 5.00

Pupils have a positive attitude and a desire to learn
more about the subject.

Pupils understand that prehistory, being before written
records is interpreted through objects and landscapes.

Pupils' enquiry and questioning skills have been
developed - they consider themselves as 'historical

detectives'.

Pupils' communication skills have developed. They use
some subject specific terms when drawing conclusions,

discussing findings or asking questions.

Pupils are developing a sense of chronology.

Pupils understand some differences between periods
and can talk about what life may have been like by

comparing it to life today.

How useful was the prehistory training you received for the following 
aspects of your pupils' learning?  

Please rate the following statements. (1= Not at all useful, 5 = very useful) 
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Loan boxes evaluations 
 
In July 2015, 8 Schools Library Services and 5 partnership schools returned information 
about loan box usage. 
 
It was reported that:  

 25 schools had borrowed a loan box  

 1,410 pupils had the opportunity to handle prehistoric replica objects 

 17 evaluations forms completed. 
 
Of the evaluation forms completed: 

 16/17 rated the loan box as excellent 

 82% of teachers ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement ‘Handling objects supported and 
improved pupils’ knowledge and understanding of prehistory 

 76% of teachers ‘strongly agreed’ that with the statement ‘pupils had a positive attitude 
and desire for further learning’ 

 94% of teachers ‘strongly agreed’ with the statement ‘handling objects supported and 
developed pupils’ enquiry and questioning skills’. 

 
‘The loan boxes provided a multisensory experience for the children, which they could not 
get from pictures or even video. This was invaluable and enabled the children to make the 
prehistoric period much less abstract. Children’s enquiry skills also developed through using 
the loan box artefacts as their curiosity and imagination was sparked by the unfamiliarity of 
many of the objects.’  

Loan box evaluation form from teacher who had also attended CPD 

 
‘Teachers reported that their [the pupils] long writing was full of references to the artefacts – 
which had clearly become the focus of their learning on the Stone Age.’ 

Loan box evaluation form from teacher accessing box via Schools Library Services 

 
 
Samples of pupils’ work 
 
Although typically prehistory is being taught in Year 3, feedback from teachers responding to 
the email survey conducted in June 2015 suggests that in some schools the subject is being 
taught in other KS2 year groups. Additionally ad hoc feedback from teachers shows that in 
some cases the topic is being introduced in Year 1 and 2.  
 
Work sample 1  
 
The River Thames is a rich archaeological site. The quantity and quality of objects recovered 
from the Neolithic and Bronze Age suggest they were placed deliberately in the water. This 
work sample explores the custom of offering gifts to water. Using an object for inspiration, it 
considers the motivation of the unknown gift giver and suggests what the ceremony may 
have been like, choosing language to skilfully set the scene.  
 
 

As my friends and I skip happily down to the river bank, the water quickly runs past us on its 
long journey to the sea and I feel happy that I have been chosen to place the gift into the 
water. Grass sways with joy and birds fly all around, tweeting ‘Come every son, come every 
daughter, we offer our treasures to the mighty water’. In the river, I see bubbles popping, 
turning into water and fading away with the current.    
 
The day is ending and children struggle to get away from their parents to play and jump 
around but, as the darkness wraps them, they grow sleepy and start to close their eyes.  
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When I look at the fire, shining embers seem to form animals as if my childhood dreams had 
come to life. 
 
Approaching the river with my group, I proudly show off my shining gift to the water and 
clutch the shiny mace head which has been passed and touched by many hands. My hands 
are tingling with excitement. The noise around me starts to turn into silent whispers and I feel 
confused because I thought this was supposed to be a noisy, cheerful time but actually I 
don’t mind if there’s no noise.  
 
Thinking about the wonderful harvest, I throw my precious mace head into the water and let 
it disappear into the current. As the noise gets louder, the music competes with the crowd. I 
am happy that I was the one to make the offering and one single tear of joy rolls down my 
cheek.   
 

Year 3 creative writing (teacher attended London-wide INSET Sept 2014) 

 
 
Work sample 2 
 
This diary entry was written by a Year 1 pupil. The class had explored the role of 
archaeologists, learnt about the different animals through prehistory and curated their own 
classroom museum. The learning intention for this lesson was to write a dairy entry in role 
about a day in the Stone Age comparing animals now to animals then. This example also 
demonstrates the teacher’s prior work to support children’s understanding that people and 
dinosaurs did not coexist (a common misconception from popular culture).  
 

 
Image 7 

 
Today was a strange day because I was going deep in a hole. I was thinking I was back in 
time with dinos but I wasn’t. I was shocked but I was in the Stone Age because I saw a 
woolly mammoth, sabre tooth tiger. Then I made some friends they were very nice to me 
they told me lots of things but I didn’t understand. They showed me how to make a spear, it 
was hard work. Next they showed me a model of a cave lion made of stone and a model of a 
woolly mammoth.  Next they showed me a pool then I used my spear to catch a fish. Then I 
was back in England. 
 

Year 1 diary entry (teacher attended London-wide INSET Nov 2014) 

8.3 Wider System Outcomes  
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Table 13 – Wider System Outcomes  
 

Target Outcome  Research 
method/ 
data 
collection 

Sample 
characteristics   

Metric  1st Return 
and date of 
collection 

2nd Return 
and date of 
collection 

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

e.g. Paper 
survey 

e.g. Surveys 
completed by all 
participating 
teachers 

e.g. 
average 
number of 
events 
attended 
per 
teacher 
per year 
before the 
project 
and over 
the course 
of the 
project 

e.g. Average 
number of 
events 
attended in 
the academic 
year 2012-
2013: 3.2 

e.g. Average 
number of 
events 
attended in 
the academic 
year 2013-
2014: 4.3 
 
Average 
number of 
events 
attended in 
the academic 
year 2014-
2015: 4.5 

Improved peer to peer 
support in this subject 
area 
 
 

Question/s 
included in 
end of 
project e-
survey to 
teachers. 

104 surveys sent 
to teaches who 
attended London-
wide INSET and 
teachers from 
initial cascade 
group. 
25/26 returns. 
 

 June 2015 
In response to Q5 ‘How did 
you apply your learning from 
the course to your practice at 
school’ 
92% respondents selected ‘I 
shared information with 
relevant colleagues’. 
 
Q6 In what ways were you 
able to support colleagues as a 
result of the training’ See Chart 
27 for responses. 

Support colleagues 
with their subject 
knowledge/planning 
/delivery  

Paper survey 
completed at 
the beginning 
and end of 
training 
sessions. 

The survey was 
completed by 
teachers and 
trainee teacher 
participating in 
training from Nov 
2014 onwards.  
 
 
 

 

Mean 
score 
based on 
a 1-4 
scale. 
(1=low 
confidenc
e, 4 = high 
confidenc
e) 

1.6 3.2 

Increased awareness 
of available resources 
and potential visit 
locations within reach 
of London 

Question 
included in 
end of 
project e-
survey to 
teachers 

104 surveys sent 
to teaches who 
attended London-
wide INSET and 
teachers from 
initial cascade 
group. 
25/26 returns. 

 June 2015 
Chart 29 

 

 
8.3.1 Please provide information on (minimum 500 words):  
 

 Sample size, sampling method, and whether the sample was representative or not  

 Commentary on wider system impact qualitative data to support quantitative 
evidence.  

 Projects can also provide additional appendices where appropriate. 
 
Improved peer to peer support in this subject area 
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Chart 27: End of project email survey 

Sample size 25/26 respondents. 
 

Sharing information with colleagues scores high in response to questions posed in the post-
course email survey of June 2015. In response to Q5 ‘How did you apply your learning from 
the course to your practice at school’, 92% respondents selected ‘I shared information with 
relevant colleagues’. In the further question ‘In what ways were you able to support 
colleagues as a result of training’, 88% shared information and resources with colleagues 
who were teaching the topic.  
 
When given the opportunity to expand their answer in free text, teachers responded; 

‘Fed back to SLT’ 
‘I will be running History INSETS as Subject Coordinator and hope to have stronger 
links with the Museum of London’. 

 
This feedback is consistent with comments from teacher evaluation forms which also 
frequently referred to ‘disseminating materials and learning to other members of staff’ as an 
action teachers planned to undertake on return to school.  
 
 
Support colleagues with their subject knowledge/planning /delivery 
 
The question of how confident do you feel supporting colleagues with their subject 
knowledge, planning and delivery of prehistory was added to the pre- and post-evaluation 
sheet for sessions from Nov 2015.  
 
Therefore the overall sample size is smaller with 134 respondents for the following groups: 

 London Wide teacher training sessions (Nov, Feb, March) 

88.0% 

44.0% 

16.0% 
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90.0%

100.0%

I shared information
and resources with
colleagues teaching

the topic.

I shared information
with other curriculum
leaders to develop

cross-curricular
planning.

I held a staff meeting
or other group
sharing event.

I have not had the
opportunity to share

information with
colleagues.

In what ways were you able to support colleagues as a result of the training?  
Please select all that apply. 
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 ITT training (Institute of Education PGCE, Greenwich University Bed, University of 
East London PGCE, Poplar Partnership – Schools Direct). 

 
 

 
Chart 28: Increased awareness of available resources and  

potential visit locations within reach of London. 
 

By adding this question in November we were able to see more consistently the positive shift 
in teacher confidence around supporting their colleagues. Prior to the introduction of this 
question teachers were indicating their intention to support colleagues in free text responses 
to the question ‘What actions will you take when you return to school?’. 
 
‘INSET for other staff to pass on what I have learnt.’ 
 

‘Provide training for year group teachers who are teaching it and help them plan.’ 
Teacher evaluation Sept 2014 

 
 
Increased awareness of available resources and potential visit locations within reach 
of London 
 
As part of each training course, trainers referred to locations, sites and publications to 
support teachers’ subject knowledge and to highlight resources that would support planning. 
 
Additionally, on an ongoing basis, the project developed and produced resources to support 
the topic. These resources are now available online. Additionally the post-course email 
survey looked at which resources produced by the Museum of London for the project had 
been most widely used by respondents (Chart 29). 
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Chart 29: Museum of London resources used. 

 
Data returned at the time of writing from 8/13 Schools Library Services and schools in the 
alliance schools indicate that 1,410 pupils have had access to loan boxes. This number 
could be higher when taking into consideration reports not returned to date and considerably 
higher during the autumn term when more schools teach the topic. 
 
8.4 Impact Timelines 
 
Please provide information on impact timelines: 
 

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

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

 At what point did you expect to see wider school outcomes? Did this happen as 
expected? 

 Reflect on any continuing impact anticipated. 
 
We expected to see an immediate impact for teachers on completion of training. The 
evidence collected through pre- and post-confidence surveys suggests that teachers did 
leave training with increased subject knowledge and confidence in prehistory. 
 
We expected to see an impact on pupils as teaching of the topic progressed. However due 
to the range of variables, any impact with pupils cannot be directly linked to teacher 
participation in Museum of London training. 
 
We anticipate that Museum of London training will continue to impact on teachers’ practice in 
the coming years. Additionally the online resources and offline loan boxes will continue to be 
used in schools across London.  
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Which Museum of London resources have you used or do you intend to use 
to teach this topic? Please select all that apply. 

www.museumoflondon.org.uk/prehistory-resources  
(based on sample size of 25 responses) 
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9. Reflection on overall project impact (maximum 1,500 words)  
 
In this section we would like you to reflect on:  

 The overall impact of your project  

 The extent to which your Theory of Change proved accurate 

 How your project has contributed to the overall aims of LSEF 

 Whether your findings support the hypothesis of the LSEF   

 What your findings say about the meta-evaluation theme that is most relevant to you  
 
Please illustrate using the key points from the previous detailed analysis. 
 
All the evidence should be brought together here (achievement of outputs and outcomes, 
and the assessment of project impact) to produce well informed findings, which can be used 
to inform policy development in a specific area as well as the meta-evaluation of the LSEF.  
 

The London Schools Excellence Fund (LSEF) is based on the hypothesis that investing in 
teaching, subject knowledge and subject-specific teaching methods and pedagogy will lead 
to improved outcomes for pupils in terms of attainment, subject participation and aspiration. 
  
The aims of the Fund:  
I. Cultivate teaching excellence through investment in teaching and teachers so that 
attention is re-focused on knowledge-led teaching and curriculum. 
II. Support self-sustaining school-to-school and peer-led activity, plus the creation of 
new resources and support for teachers, to raise achievement in priority subjects in primary 
and secondary schools (English, mathematics, biology, chemistry, computer science, 
physics, history, geography, languages). 
III. Support the development of activity which has already been tested and has some 
evaluation (either internal or external), where further support is needed to develop the 
activity, take it to scale and undertake additional evaluation.  
IV. In the longer term, create cultural change and raise expectations in the London 
school system, so that London is acknowledged as a centre of teaching excellence and its 
state schools are among the best in the world. 

 
 
Overall impact of project and the extent to which 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 
 
The key aims of the project, as outlined in the Theory of Change were to: 
 

 increase teachers’ subject knowledge in prehistory 

 raise confidence in skills and knowledge vital for prehistory 

 increase chronological awareness 

 raise confidence in object based learning 

 peer-to-peer support and awareness of resources. 
 

Across all areas teachers consistently reported raised levels of confidence and 
understanding of prehistory. Although for a minority of teachers, the sheer amount of 
prehistorical content remained challenging, for the majority of teachers attending prehistory 
CPD, the experience was a very positive one.  
 
 
 

https://gallery.mailchimp.com/ab3b363ebe06b9e8ddd882534/files/LSEF_Evaluation_Briefing_Mar15.pdf
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While our training provided the assistance to ‘get started’ for most teachers,  
 
‘the practical ideas, eg the ‘soap knapping’ and making your own museum, cave painting, hit 
the usual ‘lack of resources’ problem head on. MAKE YOUR OWN!’ 

Teacher comment email survey June 2015 
In contrast, another commented that 
 
‘Lots of the activity ideas were quite arts/craft based and didn’t necessarily develop the 
historical skills eg. interpretation, enquiry, comparisons.’ 

Teacher comment email survey June 2015 
 
In light of the fact that, excepting lead teacher training, all sessions were one day and under, 
the project has been far reaching in terms of achieving a positive overall impact in the 
confidence levels of participating teachers in the time given.  
 

 
    Chart 30 Session types delivered 

 
Our Theory of Change outlined the assumption that teachers would ‘adapt their practice’ 
from the outset. With this in mind training was pitched in such a way that would enable 
teachers in different year groups to adapt ideas up or down to suit their varying needs. 
Although a one day CPD training course will never provide teachers with everything they 
need to perfectly implement a topic, this project has enabled a large group of teaching 
professionals to engage enthusiastically with a complex new subject. 
 
‘The starting point - an overview from and adult perspective was brilliant, but then being 
given so many lovely ideas of how we could approach the topic with the children saved us so 
much planning time. Also what could have seemed a very 'dry' topic became fun for both the 
teachers and the children.’ 

 
Teacher comment email survey June 2015 

 

1% 

46% 

14% 

13% 

26% 

Session type  

More than 1 day

1 day

1/2 day

Twilight

Bitesize
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Image 8: Teachers engaged in classroom activity investigating site level  

archaeology and tool making in the Mesolithic period 

 
Prehistory in the Primary Classroom clearly contributes to the overall aims of the London 
Schools Excellence Fund by investing in the development of teachers’ subject knowledge in 
an entirely new area. However, while the clear emphasis of the training was focussed on 
subject knowledge – it is important to reflect that a key area of success for the programme 
was that subject knowledge and pedagogy went hand in hand and this was noted again and 
again in teacher evaluations and reiterated in the external UCL-IoE evaluation report. 
 
‘Fantastic course – great to have a mix of excellent subject knowledge from a curator and 
child appropriate ideas.’ 

Teacher evaluation Sept 2014 
 
‘Good mix of informing teachers with subject knowledge as well as equipping us with 
practical ideas for delivery in the class.’ 

Teacher evaluation Feb 2015 
 
‘I really like the collaboration of the teacher side and the core history knowledge.’ 

Teacher evaluation March 2015 
 
Teaching prehistory could prove an interesting contradiction to the idea of completely re-
focussing attention to knowledge-led teaching. While some ideas about prehistory have clear 
consensus among experts, other areas are less clearly defined with, at times, no concrete 
answers to questions posed.  
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Image 9: The Museum of London’s Senior Curator of Prehistory  

talking teachers through the long story of British prehistory 

 
One might argue that teaching prehistory in fact supports a skills based pedagogy, one 
where pupils are called on to draw from a range of sources, using their enquiry and 
questioning skills to suggest meaning from sometimes abstract artefacts and landscapes.  
To comprehend what life may have been like for people living in prehistoric Britain, the 
customs, motivations, values and ceremonies involved in day-to-day living, teachers and 
pupils are required to investigate using a variety of techniques and to imaginatively interpret 
a range of possible outcomes.  
 
It is clear that both museum-based learning and object-based learning are central to 
supporting teachers’ understanding of prehistory and to raising their confidence to create 
meaningful learning experiences for their pupils in a new and complex topic.  
 
86% of teachers attending London-wide CPD training strongly agreed with the statement  
‘Handling artefacts has enhanced my learning experience and inspired me to use objects in 
the classroom’, while 92% strongly agreed that ‘Receiving training in a museum setting has 
added value to my learning experience’. 
 
External evaluators noted that ‘authenticity was a major issue raised by teachers whose 
confidence in the Museum of London project was enhanced by two key factors: working with 
the Museum of London curator and working with the museum’s collection.’ 
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10.   Value for Money  
A value for money assessment considers whether the project has brought about benefits at 
a reasonable cost. Section 5 brings together the information on cost of delivery which will be 
used in this section.  

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

Broad type of activity  Estimated % project 
activity 

£ Estimated cost, including 
in kind 

Producing/Disseminating  
Materials/Resources 

40 32517.54 

Teacher CPD (face to 
face/online etc) 

35 28452.85 

Events/Networks for 
Teachers 

0 0 

Teacher 1:1 support  0 0 

Events/Networks for Pupils 0 0 

Others as Required – Please 
detail in full 

0 0 

Data processing/ 
Evaluation/administration 

20 16258.77 

Publicity and administration 5 4064.69 

TOTAL 100% £ 81293.85 

 
Please provide some commentary reflecting on the balance of activity and costs incurred: 
Would more or less of some aspects have been better?  
 
The financial balance across activities would not change. The production of materials and 
teaching resources feeds into training and is a necessary element to a successful CPD 
programme. On reflection, however, the balance of activity type would change to 
accommodate more London-wide training for self-selecting teachers.  
 
10.2 Commentary of value for money 
Please provide some commentary reflecting on the project’s overall cost based on the extent 
to which aims/objectives and targets were met. If possible, draw on insight into similar 
programmes to comment on whether the programme delivers better or worse value for 
money than alternatives. The two major costs in this project are in resource production and 
direct CPD delivery. Estimates are fluid as, at times, the two areas merge.  
 
Teacher CPD value for money 
 

 We estimate a cost per head of approximately £63 per teacher/trainee teacher.  

 It is estimated that as a result of teacher training, the programme could potentially benefit 
10,000 pupils. If this is the case the training costs equates to £2.85 per pupil.  

 
 
Producing and disseminating materials/resources 
 
The resources produced for the project have an estimated minimum lifespan of three years, 
from an initial estimated outlay of £32,517 (which includes staff time, resource purchases 
and professional services). 
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Taking video production as an example of cost effectiveness: 
 
Production costs approx.. £2,895 
Programme manager at 6 days £1,500 
Estimated total cost: £4,395 
 

 In the first 4 months the videos have been viewed on YouTube 4,650 times. 
The cost per view in the first four months equates to 95p. 

 If videos continue to be viewed at the same rate for the first year, the anticipated cost per 
view reduces to 31p in the first year after publication.  

 If 10% of views in the first year are viewed with a class of 30 pupils, the video resources 
have the potential of reaching 41,850 pupils, equating to a cost of 10p per pupil view in 
the first year.   

 
10.3 Value for money calculations  
Note: This section is only required for projects with control or comparison groups 
 
In order to demonstrate the cost effectiveness of the project we would like those projects 
who had control or comparison groups to provide some value for money calculations.  
Further guidance will be issued to support projects with this.   
 
11. Reflection on project delivery  
This section is designed to allow for a discussion of wider issues relating to the project. (maximum 1,500 words)  

Please include reflection on the following: 
 
11.1 Key Enablers and Barriers to Achievement 

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

 What factors need to be in place in order to improve teacher subject knowledge?  
 
The project encountered various barriers and enablers throughout. However, through 
continuous reflective practice we adapted and refined the programme, enabling us to 
minimise the effect of any barriers encountered and take advantage of enablers as they 
presented themselves.   
  
For the purpose of this part of the report, we will reflect on key enablers and barriers by 
compartmentalising the project into the following aspects and looking at each in turn: 
 
1. lead teachers, cascade training, staff changes and communication within initial teaching 

alliances. 
2. London-wide training. 
3. development of online resources. 
 
1. Lead teachers, cascade training, staff changes and communication within initial 
teaching alliances.  
 

Expectations of the lead teachers 
 

This aspect of the project began with five days’ of intensive training for two lead teachers, 
one from each of the teaching alliances. Both alliances successfully recruited a teacher to 
take part.  
  
The initial aim for the lead teachers to cascade their training to history coordinators across 
alliance schools, proved ambitious. The sheer volume of information (understanding the key 
points and themes of a million years of prehistory) proved challenging and it was agreed that 
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the lead teachers would not be expected to deliver the majority of the chronological content, 
but instead would lead a session on object handling using the museum’s artefacts handling 
collection.  
  
This is not to say that the lead teachers were unable to support their colleagues to 
incorporate prehistory into their history planning and lessons. Indeed, both held staff 
meetings within their own schools to share their new knowledge and understanding around 
the subject. However, to act as the main presenters at a museum-based CPD session to 
unfamiliar participants was considered too big a challenge.  
  
The role of the lead teachers refocussed at this point away from direct delivery of training to 
becoming project advocates and advisors. This enabled the lead teachers to feel confident in 
the parameters of their task and to prepare appropriately given other competing draws on 
their schedules. Their input and advice helped to shape the structure of the one-day training 
offered to London-wide teachers. 
 

 
Continuity of staffing 
 
The first tranche of training delivered to lead teachers and subject leaders from alliance 
schools took place at the end of the academic year 2013/14. Moving forward to academic 
year 2014/15, when the new curriculum was introduced, we saw a number of staff changes 
within in our initial group. Both lead teachers were promoted to senior roles outside the 
classroom, at least two teachers from the history coordinator group left the profession and 
others changed subject area and/or year group. Additionally the main contact from one 
teaching alliance left and was not replaced.  
 
This significantly reduced the cohort of teachers who we could continue to work with in terms 
of lesson observations and focus groups.  
 
To mitigate this one lead teacher taught a sample lesson to a Year 3 class within their school 
for external evaluators. While in another school (where the history coordinator left the 
profession), the new history coordinator was invited to join London-wide training and twilight 
sessions. 
 

 
Communications with alliance schools 
 

Of the two alliances we worked with, one engaged fully with the project and actively sought 
to encourage teachers to participate, while the other, despite numerous attempts to engage 
their schools, found the process less successful. 
 
This was also seen in their Initial Teacher Training (ITT) participation numbers. The alliance 
actively engaged had cohorts of around 25 students attend one-day training in years 1 and 2 
of the project. The other alliance was unable to schedule training for any ITT students in their 
alliance schools. 
 
This barrier, however, provided us with an opportunity. With training already scheduled into 
the museum’s programme we were able to make contact with other ITT providers to offer 
spaces at prehistory training. By the end of the project alongside ITT students from alliance 
schools training through Schools Direct, the programme also facilitated ½ - 1 day training for 
students from the following providers: University of East London (PGCE), Institute of 
Education (PGCE), Greenwich University (BEd), and bite-size ‘Introduction to Prehistory’ 
training was delivered to students from Middlesex University (PGCE) and London 
Metropolitan University (PGCE). 
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2. London-wide training 
  
Feedback from London-wide training suggests that this was a particularly successful aspect 
of the project overall, with 95% of participants rating the training as excellent and 5% good.  
 

 
Chart 31 

 
Key enablers in the success of this aspect of the project are as a result of various aspects 
including the variety of activities on the day, the collaboration of presenters (curator and 
trained primary teacher) and the fact that teachers had self-selected to participate in the 
course.  
 

 
The programme and variety of activities on the day 
 

As mentioned previously, the lead teachers in the initial tranche of training helped to advise 
museum staff about which aspects of training worked well and suggest ways into the 
curriculum through adaptable classroom activities. 
 
Through our experience with the ITT partnerships, we approached the planning of London-
wide CPD with a view that teachers would be coming with, at best, a limited understanding 
of prehistory. Using our Theory of Change as guidance, we developed the programme with 
the core aim to increase teacher subject knowledge, chronological awareness and 
confidence to teach prehistory in the classroom. 
 
We adopted a range of teaching techniques to support a variety of learning styles ranging 
from a curator-led talk to handling real prehistoric artefacts. We alternated between adult 
level subject knowledge input to pedagogical child level approaches, while leaving space for 
peer-to-peer networking and discussion. Additionally each different activity or input followed 
the chronological sequence of the prehistoric period, so ideas and concepts were returned to 
repeatedly throughout training via different methods. 
 
‘Fantastic course – great to have a mix of excellent subject knowledge from curator and child 
appropriate ideas.’ 

Teacher evaluation Sept 2014 

 
 
 
 

95% 

5% 

Overall rating of London-wide CPD sessions 
Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor
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Self-selection 
 
London-wide INSET required teachers to self-select to book onto a course. In the main 
teachers booked themselves onto the course because they were responsible for the subject 
in their school or because they were a class teacher who would be teaching the topic. The 
combination of self-selecting to participate and timing of the course (training taking place in 
the same year that the participants would teach the topic) manifested in a heightened level 
of enthusiasm from teachers, as they could see immediately how their training could have an 
impact within their schools. 
 
‘Excellent, really informative. One of the best courses I’ve ever attended in 25 years of 
teaching!’ 

Teacher evaluation Feb 2015 
 
‘A really useful, well-presented INSET that will have a very positive impact on our school.’  

Teacher evaluation Sept 2014 

 
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? 

 
 
Once established, the training delivery model did not change significantly over the period of 
the project. Having a dedicated programme manager dealing with all aspects of the project 
including teacher correspondence/booking processes, training, resource development and 
evaluation coordination ensured that the project functioned well. 
 
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? 
 
The CPD model created for the programme is replicable across other subjects and by other 
organisations (as demonstrated by Epping Forest District Museum – see appendix B).  
Additionally teacher feedback on post-course evaluations suggest there is an appetite for the 
museum to provide further training both in prehistory and in other history curriculum areas. 
Responses to the question ‘Can you identify further training needs for yourself and your 
colleagues?’ included suggestions such as: 
 

‘Maybe a revision course next year!’  
‘Similar courses for other areas of the curriculum eg Romans!’  
‘In-depth training on other time periods.’ 

 
Responses to a Survey Monkey questionnaire in June 2015 suggest that teachers are ‘very 
likely’ to attend further CPD events at the Museum of London as a result of attending 
prehistory training, with an overall mean score of 4.96 out of 5 (question completed by 24/26 
respondents).  
 
As a result of LSEF funding, the museum was able to recruit a part-time programme 
manager to fulfil the remit of the project training and resources development. Although the 
project could be extended and replicated in relation to other areas of the history curriculum, 
in the absence of a dedicated programme manager any future CPD plans are likely to be 
reactive rather than proactive, pending future funding opportunities.  
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The suite of open access online resources and prehistory loan boxes produced as part of the 
project remain a legacy that can be used by teachers in future years. 
 

 
 

Chart 32 showing results from post-course email questionnaire in June 2015  
(completed by 24/26 respondents).  

 

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

 What outcomes does the evaluation suggest were achieved? 

 What outcomes, if any, does the evaluation suggest were not achieved or partly 
achieved?  

 What outcomes, if any, is there too little evidence to state whether they were 
achieved or not?  

 
The initial aims of the project, as detailed in the Theory of Change, were to increase teacher 
confidence and subject knowledge in prehistory. The outcomes of teacher self-assessed 
before and after training evaluations suggest that the prehistory CPD sessions at the 
Museum of London did achieve an overall increase in teacher confidence in all areas for the 
majority of teachers attending training.  
 

Moreover, a later email survey, conducted in June 2015 (minimum three month time lapse 
between training and survey) demonstrated that teachers continued to rate the impact of the 
training highly, returning mean scores on a scale of 1 to 5 (where 1 =strongly disagree and 
5=strongly agree) of: 

 4.88 ‘The training improved my subject knowledge in prehistory’ 

 4.85 ‘The training made me feel more confident about planning and teaching the topic’. 
 
 

3.80 4.00 4.20 4.40 4.60 4.80 5.00 5.20

Attend another CPD
event at the Museum of…

Book a school visit to the
Museum of London.

Use our online resources.

Visit the museum for your
own interest.

Recommend the museum
to a friend of colleague.

As a result of attending our training, how much more or less likely are you to 
do the following? (1=very unlikely 5= very likely) 
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Although we can attribute a rise in teacher confidence and subject knowledge to the project, 
there is too little evidence and too many variables to suggest that the project directly raised 
the attainment of pupils. 
 

 
 

Chart 33 

 
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)? 

 
A key challenge for teachers approaching the topic this year was that alongside a lag in well 
researched and accessible publications aimed at this audience, researching the topic online 
could prove problematic. Dates are ambiguous for this period, text is often pitched for a 
scholarly audience, prehistory occurs at different times across the globe, and different  
sources may be contradictory and on occasion wrong.   
 
All these factors combined could feel like an insurmountable task for teachers already 
implementing a range of other changes across the curriculum. We recognised that the task 
of delivering a topic in which there was a generally low baseline understanding could make 
individuals feel exposed. By acknowledging this vulnerability and making it explicit that no 
question was considered too small, we created a mutually supportive group dynamic 
conducive to learning. Many teachers commented anecdotally that having the opportunity to 
learn from an expert from a trusted institution was key in enabling them to digest such a 
huge amount of information.  
 
‘Loved the balance of practical activities and expert knowledge. The timeline demonstration 
was memorable!’  
 

4.88 

4.85 

4.85 

4.96 

4.73 

4.77 

4.88 

4.60 4.65 4.70 4.75 4.80 4.85 4.90 4.95 5.00

The training improved my subject knowledge
in prehistory.

The training improved my understanding of
the chronology of prehistoric Britain.

The training made me feel more confident
about planning and teaching the topic.

The training gave me teaching ideas that I
could put into practice.

The training made me feel more confident to
research further.

The course materials were practical and
useful.

Learning in a museum setting and handling
artefacts added value to the learning…

Thinking about the prehistory training session, please rate the following  
(1= Strongly disagree, 5= Strongly agree) 
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‘For us it provided the ‘kick start’ we needed, as well as access to so many wonderful 
resources that made planning a term of history so much more manageable.’ 

Teacher comments email survey June 2015 
 
The repetitious nature of looking at the subject content chronologically but in different ways 
was an approach that worked particularly well. Teachers listened to an expert curator explain 
the story of prehistory, then explored a range of activities that would enable pupils to engage 
with the story, handled objects from each time period and toured the London before London 
gallery. With each new activity, teachers approached the topic in a new way, consolidating 
and building on the previous activity while embedding the chronological journey through 
time. Leading the training in a museum, with objects and having a permanent gallery space 
dedicated to the prehistoric period made our project uniquely placed to develop this 
approach for teacher training. 
 
An approach that worked less well, as outlined in section 11.1 (key enablers and barriers to 
achievement) was the formal cascade process. The expectations of lead teachers, in this 
instance, were too high in regards to the wealth of subject content. We know however that 
teachers from at all stages of the programme have cascaded their learning, as 88% of those 
responding to a post training email survey reported that they had ‘shared information and 
resources with colleagues teaching the topic’ (See chart 27), however this was done 
informally.  
 
There were a number of unintended and additional benefits during the course of the project.  
Through supporting other smaller museums by providing training for staff and volunteers we 
were able to increase the number of teachers and pupils reached through the programme. 
(See Appendix B for commentary on Epping Forest District Museum’s participation in the 
project). Additionally by creating links with ITT providers we were able to vastly increase the 
cohort of students trained. Finally, the successful scale-up bid to create loan boxes enabled 
us to establish a new partnership with Schools Library Services across London. Already the 
loan boxes have been accessed by 1,410 pupils and this figure will continue to rise in the 
next academic year.  
 
 
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? 

 
We found that engagement levels were highest with teachers who self-selected to participate 
in training. If a similar project were to be delivered in the future, it is likely that we would be 
more ambitious with our initial target offer of providing training to teachers London-wide. 
 
We have stated already that the initial cascade worked less well due to staff changes 
bridging academic years and overly ambitious expectations of a small group. However, a 
considerable amount can be learned by developing a training programme in association with 
its intended audience. For future projects, working with a larger initial group at the onset 
would allow for a natural reduction in participant numbers and reduce the expectations on 
individual participants. Additionally, it could enhance project planners understanding of 
audience subject knowledge and enable them to develop activities from a larger pool of 
participant ideas and needs. 
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For other museums and cultural organisations wishing to develop similar projects, a key 
recommendation would be to understand and listen to your audience. The replica loan boxes 
were developed as a direct result of listening to the needs of teachers who had been 
inspired to incorporate more object based learning in their lessons as a result of training.  
 
Additionally, the resource ‘Stone Age storytelling’ was produced as a direct response to 
listening to teacher feedback when planning twilight training. A number of schools in the 
initial alliances were working on another initiative to become ‘Storytelling schools’. By writing 
a resource that could support their work in this area, we enabled them to incorporate 
museum and object learning into their classrooms in new ways. 
 
 

 
Image 10: Teachers tour the London Before London gallery at the Museum of London 

 

The heritage and arts sector are uniquely placed to support and develop teachers’ 
understanding and practice across a range of curriculum subjects. External evaluators 
commented that ‘it was evident that being taught by subject experts in the museum itself was 
seen by most teachers as a high priority’. There is real potential for museums to create 
impactful training that stretches teachers’ subject knowledge. However, repeatedly teachers 
reported that it was the combination of expert curatorial knowledge together with a sound 
understanding of the contemporary classroom that made this project successfully meet their 
needs. 
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Appendix A 
Copy of evaluation plan (updated and approved Oct 2014) 

 

  Outcomes Indicators Baseline data When? Impact data When? 

Outputs        

Intensive 5-day 
training for 2 lead 
teachers 

  Attendance 
register 

Pre-course 
questionnaire to 
include previous 
experience of 
prehistory and any 
prior training 
attended. 

Before training 
begins 

Qualitative feedback 
survey to capture 
quality and relevance 
of training.  
Qualitative interviews 
with teachers. 

After 
training 

1-day cascade 
training for 17 
alliance school 
teachers over 2 
days 

  As above As above Before training 
begins 

Qualitative feedback 
survey to capture 
quality and relevance 
of training.  Rating for 
training overall. 
Qualitative interviews 
with small sample of 
teachers. 

After 
training 

1-day training for 
ITT (Initial 
Teacher Training) 
students (75 
students split 
across 4 days - 
repeated in year 
2) 

  As above As above Before training 
begins 

Qualitative feedback 
survey to capture 
quality and relevance 
of training.  Rating of 
training session. 

After 
training 

Bite size training 
sessions for 35 
alliance school 
teachers 

  As above Pre course confidence 
survey 

Before training 
begins 

Post course 
confidence survey. 
Rating of training 
session.  

After 
training 

2 x 1-day training 
courses for 100 
teachers (open to 
all teachers across 
London) 

  As above As above Before training 
begins 

Qualitative feedback 
survey to capture 
quality and relevance 
of training.  Rating of 
training session. 

After 
training 

Online  resources   No of page views 
and downloads 

No baseline - new 
page created to 
house resources. 

On first use of 
new resources 

Stats from online 
prehistory resource 
page. End of project 
feedback survey to 
capture quality and 
relevance of new 
resources 

Ongoing, 
from when 
resources 
go live to 
end of 
project. 



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

 

64 
 

Teacher 
outcomes 

Increased 
subject 
knowledge 

Museum of 
London self-
developed subject 
specific 
vocabulary 
activity to be 
taken by lead 
teachers, a 
sample of other 
teachers  and with 
Initial Teacher 
Training (ITT) 
students involved 
in the 
intervention 

Responses recorded 
for  sample of 
teachers from pre-
intervention subject 
knowledge activity 

Before each 
training session or 
series of bite size 
sessionsMultiple 
dates (TBC) 
scheduled as per 
milestones. 

Scores collated for 
teacher confidence 
from question 
relating to subject 
specific vocabulary in 
pre- and post-
intervention self-
assessment 
questionnaire.  

After each 
training 
session or 
series of 
bite size 
sessionsMul
tiple dates 
(TBC) 
scheduled 
as per 
milestones. 

  Increased 
teacher 
confidence 
in the skills 
& 
knowledge 
important 
for 
prehistory. 

Increased teacher 
scores in Museum 
of London self-
developed 
confidence 
surveys.  Survey 
to be completed 
by all teaching 
alliance teachers 
involved in the 
intervention and a 
sample of ITT and 
other London 
teachers. 

Scores collected for 
teachers from pre-
intervention 
confidence surveys 

Before each 
training session or 
series of bite size 
sessions 
Multiple dates 
(TBC) scheduled 
as per milestones. 

Scores collected for 
teachers from post-
intervention 
confidence surveys.  

After each 
training 
session or 
series of 
bite size 
sessions 
Multiple 
dates (TBC) 
scheduled 
as per 
milestones. 

  Increased 
chronologic
al 
awareness 

Museum of 
London self-
developed group 
activity to be 
taken by lead 
teachers, a 
sample of other 
teachers  and with 
Initial Teacher 
Training (ITT) 
students involved 
in the 
intervention 

Qualitative feedback 
collated for groups 
participating in pre-
intervention 
chronological 
awareness activity  

Before each 
training session 

Self-assessment 
scores from question 
relating to 
chronological 
awareness from pre 
and post intervention 
questionnaire 
collated.  

After each 
training 
session 
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  Increased 
confidence 
in the use of 
object-
based 
learning in 
the 
classroom 
and 
understandi
ng of the 
value of 
learning in a 
museum 
setting. 

Improved use of 
object-based 
learning in 
observed lessons. 
Teachers display 
greater skill in 
using questioning 
and investigation 
within their 
teaching.  
Questionnaires to 
be completed by 
2 lead teachers 
and 17 subject-co-
ordinators in 
alliance schools.  
Observations to 
be carried out by 
IoE in the 
classroom with a 
sample of 
teachers from 
these two groups 
against MoL and 
IoE self-developed 
criteria.  

Scores collected from 
teacher responses to 
questions relating to 
object handling pre-
intervention 
questionnaire.  
 
 

Before 5-day 
training and 
cascade training 
day. 

Self-assessment 
scores from 
question/s relating to 
object handling from 
pre and post 
intervention 
questionnaire 
collated. Qualitative 
feedback from 
observations in the 
classroom (6 teachers 
in total).  
Observations by 
Institute of Education, 
and interviews with 
teachers undertaken, 
to assess 
effectiveness of 
object-based training 
and the value of 
learning within a 
museum setting.   

After 5-day 
training and 
cascade 
training day. 

Pupil Outcomes Increased 
subject 
knowledge 
in 
prehistory 
(from stone 
age to iron 
age) 
including 
chronology. 
, to include 
knowledge 
of 
prehistory 
and 
chronology. 
For pupils in 
KS2, 
predominan
tly in Years 
3 and 4. 

MoL self-
developed 
benchmarking 
activity or work 
samples. Focus 
groups (of 8-10 
pupils) to be 
undertaken with 
pupils in 3 
schools.  

Work samples 
collected from pupils 
were possible - but as 
new curriculum 
subject, baseline is 
considered low 
general subject 
knowledge. 

Before teachers 
start teaching 
prehistory to the 
class. 

Qualitative feedback 
from focus groups.  

At end of 
project, or 
at the end 
of the term 
in which 
Prehistory is 
taught. 

  Improved 
critical 
thinking 
and 
problem 
solving skills 

Problem-solving 
activity to be 
undertaken by a 
sample of pupils 
in 3 schools, 
through focus 
groups of 8-10 
pupils. 

Work samples 
collected from pupils 
were possible - but as 
new curriculum 
subject, baseline is 
considered low 
general subject 
knowledge. 

Before teachers 
start teaching 
prehistory to the 
class. 

Qualitative feedback 
from focus groups 
activity. 

At end of 
project, or 
at the end 
of the term 
in which 
Prehistory is 
taught. 
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School System / 
Culture Change 
Outcomes 

Improved 
peer to 
peer 
support in 
this subject 
area 

Increased teacher 
confidence scores 
in response to pre 
and post 
intervention 
questionnaire.   

Scores collected from 
teacher responses to 
level of confidence to 
support 
peers/colleagues in 
prehistory from pre-
intervention 
questionnaire. 
*Question added to 
training sessions post 
Nov 2014 

From Nov 2014 Scores collected from 
teacher responses to 
level of confidence to 
support 
peers/colleagues in 
prehistory from post-
intervention 
questionnaire. 
*Question added to 
training sessions post 
Nov 2014. End of 
project  email survey. 

At end of 
project. 

  Increased 
awareness 
of available 
resources 
and 
potential 
visit 
locations 
within 
reach of 
London 

Increased teacher 
awareness scores 
in response to pre 
and post 
intervention 
questionnaire.   

Scores collected from 
teacher responses to 
level of awareness of 
resources/sites from 
pre-intervention 
questionnaire. 
*Question added to 
training sessions post 
Nov 2014 

At the point 
where teachers 
become involved 
in the project. 

Scores collected from 
teacher responses to 
level of awareness of 
resources/sites from 
post-intervention 
questionnaire. 
*Question added to 
training sessions post 
Nov 2014. Stats from 
prehistory resource 
pages.   

At end of 
project, or 
at the end 
of each 
training 
session/seri
es. 
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Appendix B 
Additional museum professionals engaging with the project 

 
Feedback received from the Education and Outreach Officer for Epping Forest and 
Lowewood Museum Services. 

 
The training I received through the Museum of London’s Prehistory Project has been 
invaluable in developing my own subject knowledge and confidence to develop and deliver 
programmes on this subject.  As a result of this I have delivered the Museum of London’s 
training programme to 28 teachers within my local area, as well as leading sessions at a 
twilight INSET for 20 teachers at Hertford Museum, and at a conference for the Wroxham 
Primary Learning Alliance, reaching around 80 teachers in Hertfordshire Primary schools.   
 
I have also developed and delivered my own Prehistory workshop for primary schools to 
over 1000 pupils.  The workshop gives pupils an overview of prehistory using a timeline, and 
gives them the opportunity to handle real prehistoric objects from the Stone Age including a 
mammoth’s tooth.  The workshop has proved very popular, and has really engaged pupils 
both with the objects and this period of history. 
 
I have no doubt that without the Museum of London’s support I would have not been able to 
deliver this programme, or support teachers as much as I have done.  I had no previous 
subject knowledge or experience of this subject.  The specialist subject knowledge provided 
by the Museum of London helped my confidence so much I’ve been much better able to 
share the knowledge I’ve gained with other teachers, and again build their confidence at 
delivering a new and very challenging subject.   
 
The opportunity to work with other teachers in thinking how to make this topic work in 
schools has also helped me create a very practical workshop that supports pupil’s learning 
of this topic in the classroom.  
 
I can honestly say I cannot begin to imagine how I would have managed to deal with this 
huge change in the curriculum without the support of this team, and feel very fortunate 
indeed that I had the opportunity to take part, and share the benefits of my experience with 
so many other teachers and pupils. 

 
 
Prehistory INSET sessions delivered by Epping Forest District Museum: 
 

 Total number of teachers 28 
 

Prehistory school sessions delivered by Epping Forest District Museum 
 

 Total number of pupils 1,182 
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Additional museum professionals engaging with the project through training 
 

Organisation Point of 
engagement 
with the project 

Feedback/ activities as a result of participation.  
Detail of schools/teachers/pupils benefitting where possible 

Epping Forest 
and Lowewood 
Museum 
Services 
 

Education and 
Outreach Officer 
participated in 5-
day intensive 
training. 

 INSET for 28 local teachers. School sessions to 1,182 pupils 

 Develop and deliver Iron Age day in the forest for 2 classes in 
conjunction with Epping Forest Open spaces and the Museum 
of London. 

Epping Forest 
Open Spaces, 
City of London 
Corporation 
 

Forest Centres 
Officer: Lifelong 
Learning 
participated in 5 
day intensive 
training. 

 Develop and deliver Iron Age day in the forest for 2 classes in 
conjunction with Epping Forest District Museum and the 
Museum of London. 

Chelmsford 
Museum 
 

Attended 
bespoke training 
day for Herts 
Museums 
Association. 

 Cascaded training to a further 4 museum tutors. 

 Trialled own Stone Age to Iron Age session with 4 classes (128 
pupils/12 teachers). 

 Collaborated with Essex County Council to cascade the training 
to a group of 18 teachers in Essex primary schools. 

 Working with a local school to train all their teachers and deliver 
sessions to 2 classes 

 Now taking bookings for schools sessions on an ongoing basis. 

Much Had ham 
Forge Museum 
 

Attended 
bespoke training 
day for Herts 
Museums 
Association. 

‘It (the training) reinforced what little I did know about this time 
period and extended my knowledge…It's given me more confidence 
to deliver a session on the Stone Age using the objects found by our 
local metal detectorist. We would like to take this further by 
developing the above as well as a session on the Iron Age with a 
metal working link using our Forge, the session could have a DT 
/science link and could also be promoted to secondary schools.’ 

Braintree 
Museum  
 

Attended 
bespoke training 
day for Herts 
Museums 
Association. 

‘I gained a great deal of knowledge and understanding and now feel 
much more confident about tackling prehistory. I shall be now using 
the knowledge I have gained and the practical suggestions given for 
how to pass this knowledge on to children as the foundation for 
developing a prehistory offer. I am looking forward to feeding back to 
my colleagues and looking at what we can put together. 
The day also got me thinking about the concept of working with 
teachers and offering CPD as something we could consider doing.’ 

Hertford 
Museum  
 

Attended 
bespoke training 
day for Herts 
Museums 
Association. 

‘It (the training) gave me confidence too in knowing 
how I can strengthen, develop and improve our offer for schools re: 
prehistory as well as my subject knowledge and confidence in 
delivery.’ 

Ware Museum 
 

Attended 
bespoke training 
day for Herts 
Museums 
Association.( 2 
members of 
staff) 

‘My head was buzzing with all the info and ideas that we talked 
about - it was an inspiring day. We will be getting together to discuss 
how we will take this further with our local schools.’ 
 
‘Principally I came away with a much clearer understanding of the 
whole period and how to differentiate the various eras with the 
factors that generated the various phases of pre-history…there are 
few days when you learn as much as I did on Friday.’ 

English Heritage  
 

Shared training 
day for local 
teachers 

 Shared training day for local Heritage teachers group (Barking 
and Dagenham) at the Museum of London. 

 9 teachers, 2 English Heritage Education Managers 

Valance House 
Museum 
 

Attended with 
English Heritage 
group.  

 Heritage Educator attended Museum of London/English 
Heritage training day. 
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Appendix C 
Evaluation forms  

 
 

Evaluation form teacher training 
 
Name:  Number of years’ service 

Subject leader specialism:  ITT 

 NQT 

 0-3 yrs 

 3- 10 yrs 

 10 + yrs 

School: 

Year group you teach: 

We would like to email you a short survey at the end of the academic year. Please provide 
your email address if you would be happy for us to contact you.  

 
 

Please indicate any books/exhibitions/sites /website you have used to research prehistory: 
 
 

 

Post session evaluation 

 
After the session  – please tick as appropriate 

1 
strongly 
disagree 

 

2 3 4 
strongly 

agree 
 

The training increased my subject knowledge and 
gave me a better understanding of chronology  

    

Receiving training in a museum setting has added 
value to my learning experience 

    

Handling artefacts has  enhanced my learning 
experience and inspired me to use objects in the 
classroom 

    

The course content and materials met my needs     

   

How would you rate the programme overall in meeting your needs?  
 

excellent                    good                   fair                    poor              very poor  
 

What actions will you take when you return to school?  
 
 
 

Can you identify any further training needs for yourself and your colleagues? 
 
 

General comments e.g. quality of presentation, course materials, suggested changes:  
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Please indicate your level of confidence before the session with a B and on the same sheet 

indicate your level of confidence after the session with an A.  

Subject knowledge  

How would you describe your level of confidence to 1 (low) 

 
2 3 4 

(high) 

   
Explain the term prehistory      

Talk about how the British landscape was shaped by climate 
change and the first people to arrive here  

    

Describe some key differences between life in the Stone Age, 
Bronze Age and Iron Age 

    

Distinguish between the different time periods chronologically     

Talk about beliefs and technologies employed in each period     

Describe what everyday life may have been like during each 
period 

    

Talk about a key site in the British Isles     

Use associated vocabulary such as henge, barrow, 
archaeology, smelting, knapping etc. 

    

Talk about what was happening globally during this time period     

 

Object-based learning 

How would you describe your level of confidence to 1 (low) 

 

2 3 4 
(high) 

 

Choose objects to create a class object handling collection or 
recreate a dig 

    

Use objects to develop children’s questioning and enquiry skills     

Use objects to tell a story and show transition between time 
periods 

    

Use object handling with children to enable them to connect with 
the past  

    

 

Planning and delivery of prehistory in the classroom 

How would you describe your level of confidence to  1 (low) 

 

2 3 4 
(high) 

 

Plan hands-on learning experiences     

Be able to find appropriate classroom resources     

Enthuse and inspire children to find out more about prehistory     

Develop cross-curricular links     

Incorporate the use of artefacts, the environment and 
landscapes into your planning  

    

Assess children’s understanding     

Address common misconceptions     

Differentiate learning, providing diverse and  valuable learning 
experiences for all abilities and groups including SEN, G&T, EAL 
etc. 

    

Support colleagues with their subject 
knowledge/planning/delivery of this subject 
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Evaluation form student bite-size training (1 – 1.5hrs) 
 

Please indicate your level of confidence before the session with a B and on the same 

sheet indicate your level of confidence after the session with an A.  

Subject knowledge  

How would you describe your level of confidence to 1 (low) 
 

2 3 4 (high) 
 

Explain the term prehistory      

Talk about how the British landscape was shaped by climate 
change and the first people to arrive here  

    

Describe some key differences between life in the Stone Age, 
Bronze Age and Iron Age 

    

Describe what everyday life may have been like during each 
period 

    

Talk about a key site in the British Isles     

Use associated vocabulary such as henge, barrow, 
archaeology, smelting, knapping etc. 

    

 

Object based learning 

How would you describe your level of confidence to 1 (low) 
 

2 3 4 (high) 

Use objects to develop children’s questioning and enquiry 
skills 

    

Use object handling with children to enable them to connect 
with the past  

    

 

Planning and delivery of prehistory in the classroom 

How would you describe your level of confidence to  1 (low) 2 3 4 (high) 

Plan hands-on learning experiences     

Be able to find appropriate classroom resources     

Enthuse and inspire children to find out more about prehistory     

Develop cross-curricular links     

Assess children’s understanding     

 

How would you rate this training session overall? 

excellent                    good                   fair                    poor              very poor 
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Appendix D 

Independent report produced by external evaluators  

from UCL – Institute of Education 

 

 

 

 

 
Authors: Professor Pam Meecham and Annie Davey, 

Department of Education and Museum Studies 
 
Researching children’s experiences of the newly introduced (September 2014) 
prehistory programme of study, Primary National Curriculum History 
 
The National Curriculum History states that at Key Stage 2 children should be taught about: 

 changes in Britain from the Stone Age to the Iron Age  

This could include: 

 late Neolithic hunter-gatherers and early farmers, for example Skara Brae 

 Bronze Age religion, technology and travel, for example Stonehenge 

 Iron Age hill forts: tribal kingdom, farming, art and culture 

Pupils should continue to develop a chronologically secure knowledge and understanding of 
British, local and world history, establishing clear narratives within and across the periods 
they study. They should note connections, contrasts and trends over time and develop the 
use of appropriate terms. They should regularly address and sometimes devise historically 
valid questions about change, cause, similarity and difference, and significance. They should 
construct informed responses that involve thoughtful selection and organisation of relevant 
historical information. They should understand how our knowledge of the past is constructed 
from a range of sources and that different versions of past events may exist, giving some 
reasons for this. (Taken from the National Curriculum History). 
 
As evaluators to this activity we were looking for an understanding of historical change and 
continuity and cause and consequences. More specifically we were looking for children’s 
understandings that life in the past was different to life today. We were collecting evidence 
through spoken, written, drawn, and numbers associated with: 
 

 the way people lived 

 what people lived in  

 the animals that they hunted  

 the animals that were domesticated  

 the tools (technology) that people used in different periods 

 when and why prehistory stopped  
 
We also looked for evidence of:  
 

 making sense of the past (historical thinking) 

 knowledge acquisition  
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 skills development  

 confidence in the use of new vocabulary  

 application of key concepts 

 confidence in sequencing historic periods 
 

And we hoped to find evidence for enthusiasm for the subject.  
 
 
Methodology 
 
We used a mixed methods methodology: Looking for demonstrable evidence from pupil’s 
focus groups, (semi-structured, speaking, written, drawn, skill in handling objects, use of 
numbers). Information was also gathered through observations of teaching sessions and 
from pupil’s topic books, collective time-lines, class-room art works, informal class-room 
chatter as groups of children in conversation debated chronologies and living conditions in 
different periods.  
 
The samples: Teachers and Children 
 
The teachers involved in the lesson observations were self-selecting: they had volunteered 
to have their lessons observed, agreed to be interviewed and allowed pupils to join focus 
groups. Teachers were men and women, and differed in age, cultural background, teaching 
experience and subject specialisms. 
 
As prehistory is a new programme of study in the primary history curriculum all pupils had 
the same starting point and were largely unfamiliar with the vocabulary and systematic 
period details. As the subject had not been taught in primary schools prior to 2014, no 
passive learning had taken place through display boards and classroom conversations with 
other pupils. Some pupils did have rudimentary knowledge gleaned from popular culture: 
some of which was misleading.  
 
All pupils in the focus groups were selected from Year 3 girls and boys, aged between 7 and 
8, and were representative of the children being taught the new subject. Most schools in the 
project had selected Year 3 to begin the prehistory curriculum. Although an exception, during 
the sharing session in mid-June, we listened to teachers who had successfully taught 
prehistory in Year 1 and also looked at their teaching resources and pupil outcomes. 
 
Data gathering: Evidence 
 
Data were gather through the observation of lessons (6 teacher led-lessons in 5 schools), 
interviews with teachers, pupils’ note books and interviews with focus groups of children 
from three schools (A, B, C), city schools from the London boroughs of Tower Hamlets and 
Newham.  
 

School A 23/4/15  with 10 children  
School B 20/5/15 with 11 children  
School C 3/6/15   with 9 children. 
 

Pupils from the three schools constituted a range of experience, ability and cultural diversity. 
Pupils were selected by their teachers for the focus group sessions as mixed ability groups 
and as “pupils willing to talk to the researchers about their prehistory project”. All pupils had 
completed their prehistory work and were now on new programmes of work. School A had 
completed work in the Autumn term, School B and C in the Spring term. There was therefore 
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a considerable gap between curriculum work and focus group for school A who were also 
younger than School B and C when the prehistory was introduced to them.  
 
In the focus groups pupils were asked questions related to: 

 animals found during prehistory  

 to name periods within prehistory chronologically,  

 to identify different forms of dwellings (Stone Age, Bronze Age, Iron Age) and say 
what and why they changed 

 identify the development and use of technology  and tools 

 what they would take back to prehistory 

 what they most enjoyed about their prehistory work 

 
How the project contributed to the overall themes of LSEF 
 
 
Teacher outcomes  
 
Evaluators observed the ways in which the project gave teachers information together with 
practical support in the conversion of that knowledge into deliverable lessons pitched for Key 
Stage 2. The combination of new knowledge needed to successfully deliver the curriculum 
and innovative ways to teach the curriculum to pupils however was not seamless and 
required sensitive management if teachers were not to be treated as a deficit model. In 
particular teachers learned from and appreciated the staged repetitions that took place 
during Museum of London’s workshops. Carefully delineated paper-based time-lines placed 
across the floor narrated by a curator; period/animal/technology matching games; shadow 
puppet story-telling sessions; object handling and visits to MoL’s London before London 
gallery in the museum, provided teachers with necessary repetitions from a range of 
perspectives. The sessions used a range of media and teaching resources to reinforce new 
learning supporting teachers who came from a wide range of subject specialisms. Moreover 
the activity-based practical sessions devised by the project manager provided additional 
support that we saw adapted to classroom contexts. This in turn was supported through the 
development of focussed online materials and access to prehistory object loan boxes. This 
combined co-ordinated range of approaches help built teacher confidence in subject 
knowledge and classroom delivery. Moreover sharing knowledge and experience, and actual 
lessons at the end of the project contributed to enthusiastic lesson planning for the next 
academic year.  
 
We expected those teachers who had access to the MoL training to demonstrate higher 
levels of confidence in teaching prehistory. In some instances this was the case; those who 
had first-hand experience of the MoL sessions spoke highly of the way in which activities 
were varied and memorable and provided a range of starting points upon which they could 
build. Some teachers attended the MoL session and the Twilight sessions and found that 
this greatly reinforced their learning. However there were mixed experiences from teachers 
who encountered the subject only through the twilight sessions. The extent to which they 
adopted teaching strategies with confidence seems to have depended upon their prior 
subject knowledge of history.  
 
Teacher: B.1: “I had to undertake a lot of research but this was guided by the book and 
materials provided and I took a lot of notes from both sessions- so the two sessions were 
really important in that respect… everything I know has come via the MoL training… the 
second session was much more condensed and just to hear it twice really helped embed 
that learning” 
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Teacher: B.1:“The first half [of the MoL] sessions was based on historical detail using 
images - just printed out images - and I really loved the way they [the curators] did it across 
a space [the whole large teaching room] using the timeline… this really brought it to life and 
really helped get a sense of the chronology… this was complimented by the next session 
which was all the teaching ideas and things, which allowed you to select the ones you are 
excited by as they really stick in your head” 
 
Teacher: D: “[The MoL sessions were] very important. I had no subject knowledge so the 
reinforcement of the various sessions was fantastic in terms of really getting to grips with 
such a complex subject” 
 
 
Pupil Outcomes 
 
The age of the pupils and when they studied the subject in class was reflected in the level of 
detailed knowledge pupils were able to share: pupils who had not studied prehistory recently 
were less able to recall with ease names, details and chronologies. School C were working 
on the Romans when the focus group took place and this was evident in pupil’s greater 
understanding of the changes that the Romans brought with them. Nonetheless it was the 
case that most pupils regardless of the timing of the focus groups could articulate the 
reasons for changes to the way people lived with the arrival of the Romans. School B had 
moved on too but their enthusiasm for the prehistory period was tangible.  
 
 
Commentary on pupil impact  
 
The focus group questions were designed to elicit responses beyond the declarative: to 
search for evidence of an understanding of chronology, cause and consequences and 
historical change and confidence in using new vocabulary. To better understand the learning 
that had taken place pupils were given small notebooks in which to write and draw.  
 
We were looking for evidence of pupil progress. What did they know before the project and 
what was their knowledge, improved skills and understanding of prehistory at the end of the 
project? For this evaluation pupils were broadly differentiated into those who showed 
evidence of most progress, those with some progress and those showing little progress. 
Pupils who showed most progress were those able to articulate through conversation, 
drawing or writing an understanding of chronology; names of periods (Stone Age, Bronze 
Age, Iron Age); changes in dwellings; changes in technology and tools; changes from 
hunter-gatherer to farming animals; the impact of the arrival of the Romans. There were a 
very small number of pupils who could not remember any sequencing.  
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Chronology: looking for evidence of confidence in sequencing historic periods  
 
Teacher A: “the best part of the day was where the curator did the timeline across the floor” 
Teachers expressed particular appreciation of the curator’s timeline sessions that supported 
their own learning and subject knowledge. Teachers however were well aware of the 
difficulty of working with large and negative numbers with Key Stage 2 pupils (for example, 
45 million years ago). The construction of timelines was evident in all pupils’ work, as 
evidenced in pupil drawings. In classroom sessions observed however and in the pupil focus 
sessions actual numbers (for example, Bronze Age 2500-800 BC) were either not used or 
there was evidence of confusion. Some teachers had done a great deal of work on numbers 
(before, after BC and so on) but in general pupils remembered changes through different 
animals and changes to dwellings.  
 
Teacher B.2: “I think 100,000 years… even an adult can’t really imagine what that’s like” 
 
Teacher D: “bigger numbers going backwards is always a problem and has been a problem 
here. Talking about 50,000 years ago does not mean much to them at all, as some of them 
are still struggling to count to ten.”  
 
Teacher D: “I thought that asking the younger children to go back further in time is very 
difficult.  
 
The teachers in the project were confident enough to adapt MoL training to their own 
school/classroom contexts. Pupils did not necessarily learn the same parts of the curriculum 
or in the same way. A history/geography specialist for instance did not do cave painting but 
an art specialist did. Pupils taught by the geography specialist also showed a greater 
understanding of the effects of environmental change on human habitation.  
 
Teacher B.1: “as you saw [observed teaching session] we did a lot of carpet time and Q & A 
and discussion and I think the MoL wanted to steer us away from this and learn everything 
through the tactile, arts and narration… but I think for me, knowing my behaviour 
management and all of that and the resources that we have in the school, I think it is a bit 
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trickier to do all of that so I did really want the carpet session and it was supported by the fun 
activities… I know that's how I can teach quite well” 
 
While conversations with teachers, classroom observations and focus groups with children 
did reveal a level of difficultly with numbers and dates, pupil drawings and written work done 
in the focus groups demonstrated a high level of confidence in sequencing and chronologies 
without using numbers. All focus group pupils were confident about when and why prehistory 
ended.  
 
The arrival of the written word with the Romans was understood by pupils who recognised 
this as a demarcated period point when prehistory stopped and British history began. This 
was articulated (spoken, drawn and written) even by pupils lacking broad confidence with 
periodization. In spite of a minimum three-month time gap between pupils learning and their 
focus group, they were able to sequence with 90% accuracy Stone Age, Bronze Age and 
Iron Age. All pupils from schools B and C also knew the Stone Age was separated again into 
three parts (some used Old Stone Age and New Stone Age to differentiate). Enjoying their 
ability to pronounce complex words, all pupils in schools B and C were able to remember, 
and write down, Palaeolithic, Mesolithic, and Neolithic, (spelling was not standardised and 
the order was not always correct).  
 
Pupils were asked to draw and name human dwellings for each of the periods in sequence 
to demonstrate their ability to understand historical change and continuity and cause and 
consequences.  
 
Caves, round houses, tents, enclosed villages and hill forts were identified appropriately in 
their period by two thirds of focus group pupils.  
 

  
 
Sequencing was successfully taught to pupils in school A by relating animals to different 
periods and through this they developed an understanding of the impact of climate change 
on people’s way of life. The move away from hunter/gatherers and caves to more settled 
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forms of living in villages to eventually hill forts was evident in pupils conversations related to 
their time lines in the classroom and through the notebooks and conversation from the focus 
group. Matching animals to time periods part, of MoL’s teaching session, proved a very 
popular and successful teaching strategy in the classroom. Sequencing was also addressed 
successfully via role-play activities in which children were asked to act out scenarios from 
different time periods.  
 
 
Drawing an animal from prehistory: children’s focus group 
 
Dinosaurs  
 
Teacher D: “the dinosaurs are really popular- they [the pupils] always want to see dinosaurs 
although it has never been part of the curriculum. But it is a way into it for us, as it builds on 
their enthusiasm” 
 
Asked to draw an animal from prehistory, during pupil focus groups several children across 
the three schools chose to draw dinosaurs. The question was deliberately open so that 
pupils were not reminded of terms (Stone Age, Bronze Age…) to be asked next. The 
drawings highlighted teachers’ independent adaption of the subject taught to them at the 
MoL. Widespread historic research has revealed that teachers often adapt curriculum 
initiatives and materials to fit their particular classroom needs. Cause and consequences 
and historical and environmental change were handled well during time-line sessions in the 
classroom lessons observed: pupils working in small groups pasted images of a meteorite 
explosion into the timeline and understood the consequences of the explosion for dinosaurs.  

  
 
Although technically dinosaurs are prehistoric they are not on the curriculum (or included in 
MoL teaching) but several teachers included them in their timelines, building on children’s 
enthusiasm and keying in to popular culture. When asked about their choice of a T-Rex, or a 
Diplodocus, or Stegosaurs pupils said they ‘liked drawing dinosaurs’. Encouraged to think 
further pupils drew and titled woolly mammoths, deer, reindeer and sabre-toothed tigers. 
Pupils who did opt for dinosaur drawing were very clear that the dinosaurs were dead a long 
time before ‘people like us’ lived in Britain. The term ‘people like us’ was learned by teachers 
from the MoL curator. This was just one instance of direct transfer of learning by teachers 
into the classroom and on to pupils: effectively cascading knowledge. Pupils were next 
asked to name the period the animals lived in and differentiate between hunting and 
domesticated periods. Pupils who had made most progress were able to match animal to 
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period with ease and identify climatic change and its consequences on human dwellings and 
change to domesticated animals.  
 
Animals also appeared on the walls of the pupils’ cave dwellings drawings in the notebooks 
used in the pupil focus sessions. Inhabitants in the caves were appropriately dressed and 
carried spears for hunting and gathering. Moreover several pupils drew hand-prints on the 
walls of caves and expressed pride and enthusiasm for the cave painting done during in an 
earlier lesson.  
 
 
Enthusiasm for the subject 
 
Teacher B1: “they are much more interested in the subject than I thought they would be” 
 
Pupils in school B were self-reflective about the subject of history itself. Several pupils gave 
serious consideration to what would be needed if time travel allowed a return to prehistory. 
Pupils who had made more philosophical progress and had learnt more were able to write, 
draw or articulate their understanding of loss. They maintained the ‘loss of history’ itself 
would be a problem if they journeyed back to prehistory as they enjoyed history so much and 
so would take with them ideas from later history back to the earlier time. The more pragmatic 
pupils felt it would be useful to take your own supply of flint. Most pupils across all three 
schools were able to distinguish between the technologies that we use now that couldn’t be 
used in prehistory. Pupils in school A were particularly excited about their cave-paintings 
and proud to show them to us displayed in the classroom.  
 
The range of activities teachers had at their disposal following workshops at MoL were 
engaging and stimulating, particularly flint knapping (with soap and plastic knives). They 
worked particularly well when embedded within lessons that contextualised the activity well. 
They were less successful when introduced at the start of a lesson and therefore 
disconnected to the period and purpose.  
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Prehistory loan box: Object Based Learning  
 
Teacher B1: “the loan box was really important… just the activity of making the flint made 
sense once they had held the object… I don't think it would have been nearly as engaging 
had they not had the handling experience” 
 
Handling tools and materials to identify specific periods and fit them into a chronology was 
an important part of gaining an understanding of the depth of pupils’ knowledge acquisition, 
skills development and confidence in the use of new vocabulary. In observing classroom 
lessons pupils were sorted and classified and named a range of objects.  
 
The MoL prehistory loan box directly supported pupil and teacher learning. Almost all 
currently available resources, while important are web-based and therefore two-dimensional. 
The concrete experience of learning from objects should not be undervalued. Multisensory 
engagement supported pupils in their learning and was evident in all teaching sessions 
observed.  
 
One strategy used in the focus group was to talk together about the objects in the handling 
boxes. Evaluators observed object-handling sessions that stimulated curiosity, encouraged 
careful looking, individual responses and provided haptic learning through touch and smell. 
Pupils were taught safe object handling rules through the MoL down-loadable material. In 
pupil focus sessions a pleasure in touching, handling and looking at objects was noted. 
Reflection on experience is key to learning and peer to peer discussions were central to this 
as pupils debated what objects were and how they functioned in prehistory. Experiential 
learning was built into the project and from the first work-shop to the final sharing session 
teachers were encouraged to devise and adapt lessons learnt at MoL to fit a wide range of 
differentiated learners: handling objects was key to this ambition.  
 
The MoL’s prehistory loan box was identified by all teachers as an essential component of 
their teaching of prehistory especially in relation to pupil enjoyment and in the development 
of skills such as sorting and identifying materials and then classifying and application of 
material (ie Bronze) to particular periods. The classroom sessions observed did reveal that 
working with a loan box however is not seamless. The use of loan box while welcome by all 
teachers did prove challenging in some classrooms and required addition teacher support. 
Moreover some teachers found access to them (via the library service) difficult.  
 
Teacher B1: “had I not had Hazra (teaching student) in the class I do not know how I would 
have been able to use loan boxes in the class on my own- so this really requires extra 
support in terms of teaching staff” 
 
Teacher D: “I found the objects a challenging aspect because they are so hard to get hold 
of. The museum has such a wonderful collection but it is a shame that schools have to wait 
for the box in order to use them. Perhaps schools should be purchasing the objects, we 
really need resources to teach subjects like this well.”  
 
Watching a first prehistory teaching session that used the loan box as a starting point it was 
evident that while pupils loved to handle, smell, weigh, draw the objects, speculating on their 
origins and functions was more difficult than might be imagined. The objects in the loan box 
need context beyond the speculative to make an understanding of them transparent. 
Nonetheless the debate generated by the objects (both in observed classroom sessions and 
in children’s focus group) keyed into a National Curriculum objective: They should 
understand how our knowledge of the past is constructed from a range of sources. Most 
pupils understood the relationship between materials and periods but found identifying 
fragments with the whole more problematic. For example the axe head was not easily 
related to an axe and the arrow head was misidentified by pupils from each group (A, B, C) 
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as a flint back-scratcher or a dinosaur footprint. The scale of objects and the inversion of a 
3D object to an imprint are significant. Leaps of imagination were remarkable but more 
context was needed if the object-based learning is to achieve its full potential.  
 
Archaeology: 
 
The pupil focus groups revealed a high level of engagement with the language and practices 
of archaeology. Some schools had used the MoL Archaeology activity pack: Primary KS2 
Stone Age to Iron Age.  Pupils were highly animated when talking about archaeology and 
could relate the work of the archaeologist to the ways that we learn about the past. Pupils 
were particularly enthusiastic about the Archaeological dig records and uncovering/finding 
artefacts in a classroom/playground situation. The application of techniques from 
archaeological field-work to the school sand tray worked well with pupils able to discuss the 
excitement of uncovering objects such as flint, hand-axes, and arrow-head. 
 
Some teachers commented on children’s enthusiasm for archaeology and the role of the 
archaeologist. One teacher reflected that they would like to deliver the entire prehistory 
programme of work via an archaeologist’s ‘perspective’. Teachers noted the success of 
discovering objects in the sand activity as a form of role-play. 
 
 
Reflection on overall project impact  
 
Authenticity  
Authenticity was a major issue raised by teachers whose confidence in the MoL project was 
enhanced by two key factors: working with the MoL curator and working with the museum’s 
collection.  
 
Teacher B1: “I didn’t even know what prehistory meant as a term” was a view reiterated by 
several teachers. 
 
Teacher D: “access to the curator was essential for me”  
 
This teacher was one of the core teachers who took part in the initial MoL training and 
delivered a session to other teachers.  
 
Level of Confidence  
It is not possible to draw definitive cause and effect between increased teacher confidence 
and access to the number of sessions attended. There are many variables to take into 
account not least teachers changing perceptions of their own teaching. Teachers did 
however reflect on their levels of confidence that were related to learning in the museum 
context.  
 
Teacher D: “Very important. I had no subject knowledge so the reinforcement of the various 
sessions was fantastic in terms of really getting to grips with such a complex subject” 
 
Teacher A: “the course was fantastic for that [building confidence]. I came away [from the 
MoL] feeling I knew I would be able to do it… How confident do I feel? Not very. I still get 
myself in knots when trying to remember what came first… there are some confusions for 
example regarding Neanderthal man… a week later I wondered what I had taken in, so 
without immediately building on it I felt that learning was somewhat lost” 
 
The teacher above expressing reservations about the longevity of the MoL’s impact 
requested a teacher sharing session at the end of the course. The importance of sharing 
resources and creative ideas was highlighted by several teachers. In part the problems lay in 
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the amount of time it takes to prepare resources and the paucity of available commercial 
resources to support the teaching of prehistory in primary schools.  
 
Teacher A: “yes… finding sources that are reliable and producing resources takes a long 
time”.  
 
Teachers were spending up to seven hours producing resources for a single lesson.  
 
Teacher A: “A written scheme of work would help. Where someone has done that difficult 
mapping of the concepts across a period of time. Where someone who really knows their 
stuff can say what is really important to convey. It is not really easy when you are googling. 
Trying to find images of early people is really difficult- it’s not easy”.  
 
The sessions observed by UCL IoE staff at the MoL and at the twilight sessions in school 
were both practical and academic: balancing subject knowledge with the practicality of 
lesson delivery. Teachers were encouraged to be creative and low technology teaching 
included well-chosen visual information, matching information games, flint knapping (with 
plastic knives and soap), storytelling and shadow puppets. Teachers also heard outstanding 
examples of pupil’s creative written work.  
 
Reflection on project delivery 
The project manager worked hard to organise teachers which given their workloads and 
daily challenges and sometimes infrequent/inconsistent use of email could have been 
problematic. Nonetheless MoL sessions were particularly useful, well organized and well-
structured. The lead teachers while quickly promoted out of the project were able to bring 
their enthusiasm and knowledge to the project in other contexts. For them the sessions with 
the collection at the MoL archives and at the MoL working with curators was a crucial factor 
in their confidence, learned knowledge and developing skills.  
 
Considerable administrative diligence was required to arrange meetings and the like. 
Evaluators attended sessions across all phases of the project delivery from initial sessions 
with lead teachers to sharing meeting at the UCL IoE at the end of the project.  
 
 
Suggestions for future curriculum development 
 
Several teachers felt further use of video would be helpful to add easily accessible context 
for the classroom. It was suggested by one teacher who had taken part in the MoL training 
sessions that short videoed introductions to key themes by the curator might provide an 
“expert voice” around which they could build lessons, and also refresh their own learning. 
 
The National Curriculum argues that “a high quality history education will help pupils gain a 
coherent knowledge and understanding of Britain’s past and that of the wider world”. 
Relating British prehistory to developments in the wider world would fit with N/C 
requirements and support pupils who were aware of world history. For instance teachers 
stated during initial sessions that some pupils already understood that prehistory or Stone 
Age cultures can be contemporary. Some secondary schools teach about contemporary 
cultures or 19th and 20th century cultures that are or were Stone Age cultures.  So some 
pupils needed further support in structuring global timelines. For instance timelines in a world 
context has the creation of writing at approximately 5000 years ago and more work could be 
done in the classroom on where Britain fits into this time-line but this would require more 
MoL and curatorial support as timelines in the public domain are often inconsistent and 
misleading.  
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Supporting learning in the museum  
 
Supporting the development of high quality learning materials could be an extension of the 
project. This is an area of importance if schools are not to rely on standardized, 2D, 
expensive, commercial products often inadequate to individual school situations. Museum 
quality loan boxes for each school, customised for their own pupils’ cultural contexts and 
learning styles, would be a significant contribution to curriculum development.  
 
The expansion and development of the existing loan box following teacher and pupil 
consultation as the first year of the prehistory teaching ends would ensure quality 
development building on teacher and pupil enthusiasm for learning from objects. The 
continuing support of the museum would give further authenticity to curriculum development 
and continue to raise levels of subject knowledge.  
 
A sharing session was organised in which teachers were invited to meet at the UCL Institute 
of Education (UCL IoE) in mid-June to share good practice and identify common issues. This 
was offered as a support mechanism in response to teacher requests and in recognition that 
once the MoL sessions were over, teachers felt relatively isolated and in some cases unsure 
as to whether their approaches were appropriate. The session was attended by 8 teachers, 
some of whom had taken part in the MoL training, some of whom had only attended Twilight 
sessions and some who had not taken part in either. The confidence levels varied and were 
difficult to quantify: expression of confidence was not always borne out in the lessons 
observed. It was interesting to note that some teachers who described themselves as very 
confident and had also innovated teaching strategies and approaches had not taken part in 
the training, whereas others who had taken part felt less confident. Nonetheless it was the 
case that all teachers had improved their subject knowledge during the project and been 
given access to a range of cross-disciplinary approaches to teaching.  
 
One teacher had successfully taught prehistory to year 3 pupils. She had taken a literacy 
approach, and devised an activity based on the writing of a fictional memoir about life in 
specific periods of prehistory. This led to a discussion amongst the sharing group of how 
literacy might provide ways in to conceptual understanding that the arts-based activities 
failed to do so in isolation. The art based activities required strong contextual framing so as 
to be meaningful and understood historically and chronologically. 
 
 
Final Report Conclusion 
  
Cascade 
 
Whilst the project was premised upon a cascade model, whereby a few teachers who 
underwent thorough training at the MoL would train other teachers, this model was found to 
be inappropriate given the frequency of job changes within the teaching profession. Both 
core teachers had changed positions within two months of the project and whilst they still 
contributed to supporting teachers learning their priorities were understandably elsewhere. 
Moreover it was evident that being taught by subject experts in the museum itself was seen 
by most teachers as a high priority given their very low knowledge of the subject.  
 
Objects v images 
 
Whilst the loan boxes and practical activities worked very well when thoroughly 
contextualised, teachers relied on the printed images downloaded from the web or provided 
in the MoL pack as a key source of explanatory material. It was observed that these were 
sometimes difficult to decipher, given the abstract appearance of a piece of flint or fur when 
rendered in 2D. The scale of objects was also altered when simplified into an illustration. It 
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was felt that such confusion might be lessened by greater use of objects and artefacts. 
Nonetheless the value of object based learning and learning from subject experts in a non-
school setting (MoL) was highlighted by this project. Teachers noted their own increased 
motivation when working in a museum setting. The work started here could be continued 
with further training of teachers in the use of objects as a basis for classroom work. 
Successful collaborations across museum and the formal learning sector are a crucial part of 
teacher CPD as the development of the work on prehistory with teachers at the MoL has 
demonstrated. This work could be continued on a collaborative basis as teachers prepare for 
the second year of teaching.  
 


