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Evaluation Final Report Template 

 
Introduction 
 
The London Schools Excellence Fund (LSEF) is based on the hypothesis that investing in 
teaching, subject knowledge and subject-specific teaching methods and pedagogy will lead 
to improved outcomes for pupils in terms of attainment, subject participation and aspiration. 
The GLA is supporting London schools to continue to be the best in the country, with the 
best teachers and securing the best results for young Londoners. The evaluation will gather 
information on the impact of the Fund on teachers, students and the wider system. 
 
This report is designed for you to demonstrate the impact of your project on teachers, pupils 
and the wider school system and reflect on lessons learnt. It allows you to highlight the 
strengths and weaknesses of your project methodology and could be used to secure future 
funding to sustain the project from other sources. All final reports will feed into the 
programme wide meta-evaluation of the LSEF being undertaken by SQW. Please read in 
conjunction with Project Oracle’s ‘Guidance to completing the Evaluation Final Report’. 
 
 
Project Oracle: Level 2 
Report Submission Deadline:  Round 1 and Round 2 - 30 September 2015 (delete as 
appropriate)   
Report Submission: Final Report to the GLA / Rocket Science (delete as appropriate)  
 
Project Name: Story Lab 
Lead Delivery Organisation: Tricycle Theatre 
London Schools Excellence Fund Reference: LSEF152 
Author of the Self-Evaluation: Kate Young 
Total LSEF grant funding for project: £43975 
Total Lifetime cost of the project (inc. match funding): £54535 
Actual Project Start Date: 09 September 2014 
Actual Project End Date: 01 July 2015 
 
 
  

https://gallery.mailchimp.com/ab3b363ebe06b9e8ddd882534/files/LSEF_Evaluation_Briefing_Mar15.pdf
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1. Executive Summary 
 
This should be a brief summary of what information is included in the report, the evaluation 
methods and analysis used and a summary of the key findings from your project evaluation. 
(maximum 500 words) 
 
The following is an evaluation of Story Lab, a project delivered in five Brent primary schools, 
with 11 teachers and 321 students between September 2014 and July 2015.  The project 
aimed to develop teacher subject knowledge, skills and confidence, in a bid to raise pupil 
attainment and impact upon the wider school culture, in the schools involved in the project 
and across Brent. 
 
Quantitative and qualitative data have been employed to reflect the experience of the 
participants.  The impact of the project on the stakeholders: teachers, schools and pupils 
have been measured and analysed. 
 
Clear impact has been made by the project in terms of the teachers involved, and pupils 
have reported increased enjoyment of and enthusiasm for writing.  At this stage, it has not 
been possible to quantify any impact on attainment, due to the lack of control group, small 
sample size and impact of the changes to the National Primary Curriculum on results.   
 
Despite this, the positive impact on teachers, pupils and schools have been noted by 
participants, and most of the schools have signed up to take part in the project in 2015/16.   
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2. Project Description 
 
Much of the detail for this section can be drawn from your Stage 2 funding application. 
Please note that if you do copy this information from your original application, funding 
agreement, or interim report, be sure to update it as appropriate (e.g. including tense 
change). 
 
Provide a full project description (approximately one side of A4), in particular: 
 

 Why was the project set up? / What need was it seeking to address? (e.g. because 
teachers lacked confidence in their subject knowledge? Because pupil attainment 
was lower in this subject area in this borough/cluster/school/than in other 
boroughs/clusters/schools?).  
 
The overarching aim of the project was to work with schools local to the Tricycle to 
raise attainment in English and, in particular, writing, identified by the participating 
schools as in particular need for focus. Attainment at KS2 in English (2012 avg. 67%) 
is well below the average for the Borough (80%) 
 

 What were the circumstances into which it was introduced (e.g. existing networks of 
schools/ expert partner offering a new approach etc.)?   
 
The Tricycle Theatre delivered a programme with five Brent primary schools to 
develop subject knowledge and confidence in writing composition and drama to drive 
up literacy at KS2. Seminar- and classroom-based CPD was integrated with lessons 
in story-telling and writing led by professional writers and led to pupils’ writing being 
adapted for the Tricycle stage.    Improvements in teachers’ confidence was 
supported through opportunities to test ideas and implement new learning alongside 
peers in teacher-only workshops led by the Tricycle.  This was followed by team-
teaching with Tricycle practitioners in the classroom, to learn through classroom-
based practice. 
 

 What project activities have been put in place? 
 
We delivered a two-day CPD with teachers here at the Tricycle Theatre; facilitators 
worked with each class to develop a story over ten weeks; a director, designer, 
sound designer and company of five actors turned the stories into plays for the stage; 
a final conference event was hosted at the Tricycle. 
 

 Where has the project been delivered geographically? 
 
In the London Borough of Brent 
 

 Who delivered the project? 
 
The Tricycle theatre employed a team of freelance drama practitioners and writers, 
all of whom had experience of primary classroom practice and in facilitating peer 
learning and development. 
 

 Who were the target beneficiary groups of the project and why? 
 
The Tricycle Theatre worked in collaboration with some of the lowest attaining, most 
deprived schools in Brent.  All participating schools have above average numbers of 
EAL pupils. The average number of pupils eligible for free school meals is 35% 
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(national average 17%), with a range of 17%-58%. They were all improving schools: 
at the time of application they had all been Ofsted rated 3 or 4 in the previous 12 
months.  This has changed, however and some schools have now received higher 
Ofsted ratings. 

 
2.1 Does your project support transition to the new national curriculum?  
 

Yes 
 
Story Lab aimed to develop teachers’ subject knowledge in the following areas, 
helping teachers to meet the challenge of teaching the statutory requirements of the 
new National Curriculum programmes of study in English: 

 Drama based strategies for introducing, discussing and analysing how 
established authors use language 

 Creating and sustaining role play 
 Writing composition in response to role-play 
 Pupils revising, developing and responding to their own work and that of 

others 
 
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. 

 
A series of eight lessons, using drama to develop literacy skills, have been 
developed, and are being delivered again in primary schools in 2014/15.  The 
materials are not yet online, but we will work towards this in the coming months. 

 
  

http://londoned.org.uk/
http://londoned.org.uk/
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3. Theory of Change and Evaluation Methodology 
 
Please attach a copy of your validated Theory of Change and Evaluation Framework. 
(attached as Appendix One and Appendix Two) 
 
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 and 
greater awareness of subject 
specific teaching methods in 
English 

  

Teacher Outcome 2 
Increased teacher confidence in 
using drama based strategies for 
teaching and learning in English 

  

Teacher Outcome 3 

Increased use of drama-specific 
subject knowledge and teaching 
methods in planning and delivering 
lessons 

  

Pupil outcome 1  Increased educational attainment 
and progress in English   

Pupil outcome 2 Increased enjoyment and 
enthusiasm for English/literacy   

Wider system 
outcome 1  

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

  

Wider system 
outcome 2 

Teachers/schools outside the 
intervention group have the 
opportunity to increase their 
subject knowledge through the 
programme 

  

 
3.2 Did you make any changes to your project’s activities after your Theory of Change was 
validated?  
 

No 
 
If Yes, what were these changes (e.g. took on additional activities?)  
 
3.3 Did you change your curriculum subject/s focus or key stage?  
 

No 
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If Yes, please explain what changes you made, why, and provide some commentary on how 
they affected delivery. 
 
3.4 Did you evaluate your project in the way you had originally planned to, as reflected in 
your validated evaluation plan?  
 
 Yes 
 
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.  
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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). 

 
The sample size we worked with was relatively small: 11 teachers (10 at the end of 
the project) and 321 pupils.  We were unable to find a comparison group to follow, so 
intended to compare data with historic data from the schools instead.  Unfortunately, 
the schools were not particularly forthcoming with this additional data; most would 
only offer information on the student cohort we worked with.  Early on, we 
acknowledged that these factors would make any patterns in data difficult to map, 
and even more difficult to attribute to the project. 

 
We were also collecting data on either side of the changes to levels within the 
Primary School Curriculum.  Some schools continued to assess students in terms of 
these levels, while others adopted alternative marking schemes and levels of 
assessment.  This made generalisations across the full cohort taking part in the 
project, and comparisons between baseline and endpoint data, very difficult.  That 
said, we are pleased to have baseline and endpoint data from all schools to work 
with.  
 
As ever, when working with school groups, it is difficult to know what we can attribute 
to Story Lab, and what might be attributed to a myriad of other factors, both at home 
and at school. Without a control group, it is difficult to map the expected development 
the students would have made, regardless of the project.  However, the qualitative 
data that supports the quantitative data, and speaks to the success of the project. 

 
In terms of information from teachers, all 11 baseline questionnaires were completed.  
One teacher left his class midway through the project, and two teachers (though 
chased multiple times) did not complete their endpoint questionnaires, so 8 endpoint 
questionnaires were completed. 

 
4.2 Are you planning to continue with the project, once this round of funding finishes?  
 

Yes 
 
If yes, will you (and how will you) evaluate impact going forward?  
 

We will continue to follow the model set up in the pilot year, including collecting 
baseline and end-point data for teachers and pupils.                                                                                                                                                                              
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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 43975 0 43975 43189.36 785.64 
Other Public Funding      
Other Private Funding  7000 7000 7000 0 
In-kind support (e.g. by 
schools) 3740 0 3740 3860 0 

Total Project Funding 47715 7000 54715 54049.36 665.64 
 
List details in-kind support below and estimate value. 
Teacher cover in schools 11 teachers x 2 days @ £150/day = £3300 
Ushers and Technicians  2 staff x 4 days @ £70/day   = £560 
Provided by Tricycle 
 
Table 3 - Project Expenditure  
 

 
Original 
Budget 

Additional 
Funding  

Revised 
Budget 

[Original + any 
Additional Funding] 

Actual 
Spend 

Variance 
Revised budget – 

Actual] 

Direct Staff Costs 
(salaries/on costs) 31100 7440 38540 41880 -3340 

Direct delivery costs e.g. 
consultants/HE (specify) 0 0 0 0 0 

Management and 
Administration Costs 8525 0 8525 5406.40 3118.60 

Training Costs  
 1500 0 1500 850 650 

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

0 0 0 0 0 

Publicity and Marketing 
Costs 600 0 600 450 150 

Teacher Supply / Cover 
Costs 0 3300 3300 3300 0 

Other Participant Costs  
 0 0 0 0 0 

Evaluation Costs 
 1250 0 1250 1025 225 

Others as Required – 
Production Materials 1000 0 1000 1137.96 -137.96 

Total Costs 
 43975 10740 54535 54049.36 665.64 

                                            
1 Please refer to the budget in your grant agreement 
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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  

(Maximum 300 words) 
 

In terms of the delivery of workshops in schools, and development of the programme 
here at the Tricycle Theatre, the budget has been relatively realistic.  While we had 
an overspend in terms of Direct Staff Costs (due to an extended rehearsal process 
for the production), we managed to save in other areas. 
 
We managed to secure an additional £7000 from the Topinambour Trust.  This 
money went directly to paying an extended professional team to create the final 
performances.  
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6. Project Outputs 
 
Please use the following table to report against agreed output indicators, these should be 
the same outputs that were agreed in schedule 3 of your Funding Agreement and those that 
were outlined in your evaluation framework.  
 
Table 4 – Outputs 
 

Description Original Target 
Outputs  

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

Actual Outputs  Variance 
[Revised Target  - 
Actual] 

No. of schools  5 5 5 0 
No. of teachers  15 11 10 1 
No. of pupils  450 321 319 2 
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7. Key Beneficiary Data 
 
Please use this section to provide a breakdown of teacher and pupil sub-groups involved in 
your project.  
 
Data must be provided at project level. However, if you wish to disaggregate data by school 
then please add additional rows to the tables below. Please also confirm at what point this 
data was collected. 
 
Please add columns to the tables if necessary but do not remove any. N.B. If your 
project is benefitting additional groups of teachers e.g. teaching assistants please 
add relevant columns to reflect this. 
 
7.1 Teacher Sub-Groups (teachers directly benefitting counted once during the  
project) 
 
Please provide your definition for number of benefitting teachers and when this was 
collected below (maximum 100 words). 
 

11 teachers took part in the project in the beginning; 10 remained through until the 
end.  A further 10+ teaching assistants benefitted from the programme, but we have 
only anecdotal evidence of this benefit; the teaching assistants did not complete any 
baseline or endpoint questionnaires. 

 
Table 5 – Teachers benefitting from the programme 
 
 No. 

Teachers 
% Teach 
First 
Training 

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

% 
Teaching 
2 – 3 yrs 
(in their 
2nd and 3rd 
years of 
teaching 
when they 
became 
involved) 

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

% 
Primary 
(KS1 & 
2) 

% 
Secondary 
(KS3 – 5) 

Project  
Total 

11 9% 27% 36% 27% 100%  

School 1 
 

1 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%  

School 2 
 

2 0% 50% 50% 0% 100%  

School 3 
 

3 0% 33% 0% 67% 100%  

School 4 
 

2 0% 0% 50% 50% 100%  

School 5 
 

3 0% 33% 67% 0% 100%  

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

We had a variety of teachers at different points in their careers, from a Teach First 
trainee, through to an experienced teacher who was promoted to Deputy Head 
during the project.  This is reflective of our experience working in schools before – a 
range of early-career, mid-career and established-career teachers. 
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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) 
 

The benefitting pupils are those 319 students who took part in Story Lab.  The 
teacher training may have an impact on the experience of future students these 
teachers may work with too, but we are not able to measure this impact. 

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

pupils 
% LAC % FSM % FSM 

last 6 yrs 
% EAL % SEN 

Project Total  319 2% 39% 41% 66% 25% 
School 1 
 

23 0% 18% 18% 64% 27% 

School 2 
 

58 ? 36% 39% 66% 19% 

School 3 
 

91 ? 31% ? 43% 26% 

School 4 
 

57 4% 54% 54% 72% 14% 

School 5 
 

90 ? 54% 54% 85% 37% 

 
 No. Male pupils No. Female 

pupils 
% Lower 
attaining 
(end 2015)* 

% Middle 
attaining 
(end 2015)* 

% 
Higher 
attaining 

Project Total 
  

179 140 52% 48%  

School 1 
 

10 13 46% 54%  

School 2 
 

31 27 28% 72%  

School 3 
 

50 41 36% 64%  

School 4 
 

30 27 44% 56%  

School 5 
 

58 32 94% 6%  

 
*NB we are reporting on whether the expected levels have or have not been reached, 
so we have interpreted ‘Lower attaining’ as those not reaching the expected levels 
and ‘middle attaining’ as those reaching or exceeding the expected levels. 
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Project Total 4% 3% 1% 6% 10% 14% 7% 3% 1% 1% 3% 

School 1 
 

4% 0% 0% 4% 17% 8% 17% 8% 0% 0% 4% 

School 2 
 

0% 3% 0 12% 7% 3% 9% 2% 3% 0% 5% 

School 3 
 

1% 3% 0% 0% 5% 5% 2% 2% 1% 7% 3% 

School 4 
 

0% 4% 2% 10% 9% 21% 4% 2% 0% 0% 5% 

School 5 
 

16
% 

3% 1% 4% 11% 33% 3% 1% 1% 0% 0% 
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Project Total 1% 12% 8% 0% 0% 0% 14% 

School 1 
 

4% 13% 8% 0% 0% 0% 8% 

School 2 
 

0% 2% 7% 2% 0% 0% 7% 

School 3 
 

0% 13% 22% 0% 0% 0% 24% 

School 4 
 

0% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 18% 

School 5 
 

0% 8% 4% 0% 0% 0% 13% 

 
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   
 
Cohort demographics relative to Brent and London averages 
 
The proportions of children receiving free school meals, or who have special educational 
needs are all higher than the borough and London average. 
 
FSM Cohort: 39% 
FSM Brent: 25% 

http://data.london.gov.uk/
http://www.education.gov.uk/schools/performance/
http://www.education.gov.uk/schools/performance/
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FSM London: 24% 
 
SEN Cohort: 25%  
SEN Brent: 19% 
SEN London: 19%  
(NB. Figures include pupils with and without Statements)  
 
The proportion of pupils who have English as an additional language is in line with the 
borough average, though higher than the London average: 
 
EAL Cohort: 66% 
EAL Brent 66% 
EAL London 48% 
 
In terms of school level data, the information we received regarding this specific cohort 
seems to be consistent with the wider school demographic. 
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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.  
NB. 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: 09 September 2015 
 
Table 9 – Teacher Outcomes: teachers benefitting from the project 
 
The 1st Return will either be your baseline data collected before the start of your project, or 
may be historical trend data for the intervention group. Please specify what the data relates 
to.  
 
Target 
Outcome  

Research 
method/ 
data 
collection  

Sample  
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- 3.7, 
collected 
September 
2015 

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

Increased 
subject 
knowledge 
and greater 
awareness of 
subject 
specific 
teaching 
methods in 
English 

E-survey 11 respondents 
from 11 
participating 
teachers (2nd 
return from 8 
participating 
teachers – 
reflective of the 
cohort) 

Mean score based on 1-5 
scale (1 = no knowledge, 5 
= comprehensive 
knowledge) 

- Drama Activities 
and Processes 

- Drama Teaching 
Strategies and 
Conventions 

- Use of Drama 
within other 
Curriculum Areas 

 
 
 
 
Mean score 
2.7 
Mean score 
2.6 
 
Mean score 
3.1 
 
Collected Sep 
2014 
 

 
 
 
 
Mean score 4.0 
 
Mean score 3.6 
 
 
Mean score 3.7 
 
 
Collected Apr 
2015 

Increased E-survey 11 respondents Mean score based on 1-5 Mean score Mean score 4.57 



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

 

17 
 

teacher 
confidence in 
using drama 
based 
strategies for 
teaching and 
learning in 
English 

from 11 
participating 
teachers (2nd 
return from 8 
participating 
teachers – 
reflective of the 
cohort) 

scale (1 – unconfident, 2 – 
quite unconfident, 3 – 
neither confident nor 
unconfident, 4 – confident, 
5 – very confident) 
 

2.29 
 
Collected Sep 
2014 

 
 
Collected Apr 
2015 

Increased use 
of drama-
specific 
subject 
knowledge 
and teaching 
methods in 
planning and 
delivering 
lessons 

E-survey 11 respondents 
from 11 
participating 
teachers (2nd 
return from 8 
participating 
teachers – 
reflective of the 
cohort) 

Mean score based on 1-5 
scale on using drama 
practically in the 
classroom to teach literacy 
(1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = 
sometimes, 4 = often, 5 = 
always) 
 

Mean score 
3.1 
 
Collected Sep 
2014 

Mean score 4 
 
 
Collected Apr 
2015 

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

 Sample size, sampling method, and whether the sample was representative or not  
 Commentary on teacher impact (please also refer to table 5 re impact on different 

groups of teachers) 
 Qualitative data to support quantitative evidence.  
 Projects can also provide additional appendices where appropriate. 

 
(Minimum 500 words) 
 

With a small sample size, we managed to speak to each teacher individually 
regarding the project. We captured information from all of them at the baseline of the 
project, and most of them at the endpoint. Unfortunately, one teacher was moved to 
another role within the same school, and a couple of other teachers were difficult to 
get in touch with at the end, despite their positive feedback throughout the project.  
The teachers who did respond at the end of the project were representative of the 
group as a whole.   
 
Teachers reported a general increase in knowledge and confidence in terms of using 
drama in the classroom, as demonstrated in the quantitative data above.  They were 
confident that they would continue to use the skills learnt in their future teaching. 
 

 “[In my classroom, I nurture creative skills and attitudes through drama] more 
so after Story Lab.” 

Jacqui, School 3 
 

“With the pack provided, I now have a bank of activities to use.” 
Andrea, School 4 

 
“I would say that drama was a passion before, and now it is a developed 
skill.” 

     Charlotte, School 2 
 
“[I plan and collaborate on drama lessons] a lot more since the project. This 
has been very beneficial for EAL/SEN students.” 

     Idil, School 5 
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The impact of the project on individual teachers was, naturally, varied.  The NQTs 
noted that most of the material was new to them. In contrast, some of the more 
established teachers were already familiar (if not yet confident) with using drama to 
aid literacy development.   
 

I have taught for a very long time and been doing some drama activities with 
Literacy but the new ideas are more than welcome and I will implement it . 

Philip, School 3 
 
Despite this distinction between the NQTs and the more experienced teachers, the 
teachers all responded positively to the training, taking new skills and confidence 
away from it.  The inter- and intra- school relationships fostered during the CPD days 
at the Tricycle Theatre continued to be of support to the teachers through the project, 
as they could check in with each other about planning and use of the exercises. 
 
The teachers all noted that the visits from the facilitators and the ongoing support this 
provided was instrumental in reinforcing and consolidating their knowledge and skill 
development.  The facilitators continued the scaffolding that had begun in the CPD, 
modelling delivery of drama and writing exercises, then working 1 to 1 with the 
teachers to plan, deliver and evaluate individual exercises as the programme 
continued. By week nine and ten, most teachers had taken on the lion share of the 
delivery, with the facilitator acting as a support, mentor and a valuable sounding 
board. 
 
Many of the teachers identified additional projects and ways that they utilised the 
materials once they had completed Story Lab in class.  Some teachers have used 
the exercises to tackle bullying, to explore Shakespeare and to scaffold students as 
they write poetry, non-fiction and fiction pieces.  
 

“We did do one other bit of acting! Our teacher split us into groups and then 
we were supposed to make our own character. We made their rooms on the 
floor with tape. We had fun doing that.”  

Students, School 1 
 

8.2 Pupil Outcomes 
 
Date pupil intervention started: 13 October 2015 
 
Table 11 – Pupil Outcomes for pupils benefitting from the project  
 
The 1st Return will either be your baseline data collected before the start of your project, or 
may be historical trend data for the intervention group. Please specify what the data relates 
to.  
 
Target 
Outcome  

Research 
method/ 
data 
collection 

Sample 
characteristics 

Metric used 1st Return 
and date 
of 
collection 

2nd Return 
and date of 
collection 

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 

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 
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initially targeted 
in the Theory of 
Change.  
  

Increased 
educational 
attainment and 
progress in 
English 

In-school 
assessment 
at end of 
Year 4 and 
end of Year 
5 

All participants 
have been 
included in data 
collection, except 
small numbers of 
students who 
have left school. 

Expected levels may 
vary in different 
schools at endpoint 
– schools use 
different measures. 
All students are 
identified as being 
either reaching 
expected attainment 
levels or not 
reaching expected 
attainment levels. 
Measure is 
percentage of 
students reaching 
attainment levels. 

53% 
reaching 
expected 
level 
 
September 
2014 

48% reaching 
expected level 
 
 
 
September 
2015 

Increased 
enjoyment and 
enthusiasm for 
English/literacy 
(writing) 

Interview  Small sample 
group from one 
school. Generally 
representative. 

N/A Not 
quantitative 

Not quantitative 

 
Table 12 - Pupil Outcomes for pupil comparison groups [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  
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.  
 
Please find 
detailed analysis 
of the profile of 
respondents in 
Section 7.2  

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) 
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Attainment data for all students who took part in Story Lab was made available at the 
end of summer in 2015.  There was no baseline data available from School 3, but all 
other schools provided baseline data too.   
 
The students are a diverse group, but the sample size is too small and the data too 
varied to see any significant link between attainment, the project and any specific 
identifying factor (FSM, EAL etc). 

  
It is important to note that School 5 seems to be an outlier in terms of the data.  A 
very significant number of their students are not achieving at the expected levels 
(94% not achieving the expected level in writing).  2014/15 has been a challenging 
time to pilot this programme, with the shift from levels to in-school assessment 
making it difficult to compare the 2014 data with the 2015 data.  The Head Teacher 
noted: 
 

As I outlined in my original email, comparison between 2014 and 2015 data is 
really a redundant exercise as the method of assessment and the curriculum 
has changed dramatically therefore progress between the two is almost 
impossible. As you can see by our data it looks like most of our children have 
gone backwards when this really is not the case.    

Head Teacher, School 5 
  

We asked if there was an alternative way of representing their data or if they could 
revert to the 2014 levels. But it seemed that this was not possible.  We therefore feel 
it is important to consider the overall data again once School 5 is removed from 
consideration. In this case, we see an increase in students reaching the expected 
levels, from 60% to 63%.  This increase is supported in much of the anecdotal 
evidence from teachers: 
 

“We looked into completing the Story Lab project as we identified the need to 
rapidly improve writing across the school. We felt the project not only 
benefitted our EAL learners but also children who found writing structured 
pieces/ narratives especially challenging... The children’s vocabulary has 
improved through peer learning and children’s confidence in writing has thus 
increased. KS2 teachers have reported that the children are much better at 
structuring their writing.” 

Emer, School 4 
 
“The children are becoming increasingly confident when writing narrative. It 
has been a great opportunity for language development. This has helped 
them to really focus and see the detail they need to put in their writing. We 
found [the project] to be an excellent way to build confidence, team building 
and engagement in the process of writing.” 

Jacqui, School 3 
 
Pupil enjoyment and engagement was difficult to tangibly measure, so we sought 
anecdotal evidence from teachers and the pupils themselves:  

 
Following the Lab (before the workshops) 
“Once it’s been onstage and everything, it’s just going to be amazing, and 
then stories are going to be one of the class’ favourite things, from then on.” 

Students, School 1 
 

At the end of the school year 



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

 

21 
 

“I don’t like writing a lot because it’s just boring. Well, I did like when we were 
acting and writing this year, but now it’s just normal again.” 
... 
[Following lots of discussion about enjoying the acting, the children were 
asked: How do you feel about being the writers, rather than the actors?] 
“I still feel proud. It’s great to be a writer and have someone else performing 
it. It was good to be writers because we could all improve our writing.” 

Students, School 1 
 

“Teachers from other year groups came to see Literacy sessions in year 6 
where we used the Story Lab activities to develop character in our writing, 
setting and adding detail (story clapping).  All teachers commented on how all 
children were writing at length and were eager to proceed with activities, 
wanted to begin writing, sustain tasks and complete their writing.”  

Andrea, School 4 
 

“Liberating, awe inspiring and an experience of a life time! Pretty much sums 
up my kids’ idea of the programme :-)” 

Emer, School 4 
 

“My class absolutely LOVED the show! They were so proud to see their hard 
work on stage and were thrilled with the quality of the performances.” 

Isra, School 5 
 

 
8.3 Wider System Outcomes  
 
Table 13 – Wider System Outcomes 
 
Target Outcome  Research 

method/ 
data 
collection 

Sample 
characteri
stics   

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 

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

Paper 
Survey 
 

Completed 
by 8 out of 
11 
participating 
teachers, 
representati
ve of the 
group as a 
whole 

Your school has 
visits that 
support the 
learning and 
teaching of 
drama (1= 
strongly 
disagree, 5= 
strongly agree)  

3.27 
 
September 
2014 

4.14 
 
April 2015 

 
Feedback 
following 

  Not 
quantitative 

Not 
quantitative 
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conference 
Teachers/schools 
outside the intervention 
group have the 
opportunity to increase 
their subject knowledge 
through the programme 

Feedback 
following 
conference 

  Not 
quantitative 

Not 
quantitative 

 
 
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. 

 
In terms of the aim for a borough-wide impact, the planned end-of-year conference was 
not as well attended as we had originally hoped. Attempts to engage with the Literacy 
Manager for Brent were unsuccessful. Part of the aim of the project was to set up a hub 
of sorts within the Borough, and planting the seed for this during the conference.  
 
It is clear that this aim was an important one; the network for Literacy Co-ordinators 
within the borough is not strong. All teachers in attendance were those who had been 
part of the programme in 2014/15, or were planning to be in 2015/16.  This changed the 
nature of the session, and it became instead a useful forum for teachers to discuss their 
experiences, and a chance for them to take part in some additional exercises with Rob 
John, co-author of Inspiring Writing Through Drama. 
 
Within schools, teachers noted that there were some changes within the culture – 
perhaps notably because the school had committed to inviting a theatre company in to 
deliver work.  It would be interesting to go back to these schools in another year and see 
what has changed.  We are pleased the three of the schools have signed up to take part 
in Story Lab (one additional one was interested, but the dates weren’t possible for them 
in 2015/16), which seems to indicate a valuing of drama in the school, and an 
appreciation of its role in developing literacy skills. 

 
Some disseminated the training and information through the rest of their teaching 
colleagues.  The teachers at Kilburn Park Foundation School have now all been through 
a version of the Story Lab CPD, developing their own knowledge of using drama. 

 
“Since completing the project in January 2015, we have had a whole school 
INSET in which staff were made familiar with some of the strategies and 
activities from Story Lab. This has also been followed up by the Literacy co-
ordinator to ensure that teachers plan for opportunities for drama in their 
Literacy units.   
Benefits noted so far: 

 Staff enthused by teaching this engaging approach to inspire children 
 Children enthusiastic, especially when writing about they were acting 

out.  
 Increased exposure to language – impacting upon EAL learners 

writing significantly 
 Reluctant boy writers more engaged and enthusiastic about writing.  
 Cross curricular links.” 

Emer, School 4 
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This goal is ongoing; one we will continue to work towards in the second year of 
Story Lab.  With an increased pool of teaches and schools, we hope to make inroads 
within the borough, establishing a reputation for the project that sees schools keen to 
take part, bringing their pupils to the performances of stories made by other children 
in the borough and engaging with the Tricycle Theatre as an expert in using drama to 
develop literacy skills. We also hope that the programme of work we developed, 
which has been honed and improved for the second year, will continue to be used 
more widely. We aim to make it available online at some point in the future. 

 
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?  
 
We hoped to see an impact within a couple of weeks following the CPD.  The 1 to 1 
mentorship and support continued in school, but teachers did report feeling more 
confident and ready to deliver the new exercises immediately following the training.  
The end point questionnaire reflected this growth in confidence. 
 

 At what point during/after teacher CPD activity did you expect to see impact on 
pupils? Did this happen as expected?  
 
We expected to see impact on the pupils following our initial intervention with them, 
and then following the ten week programme of workshops.  We interviewed them 
following the end of the workshops and their enthusiasm for writing and play had 
developed measurably. 
 

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

 
We expected to see this following the conference event.  Unfortunately, only the 
participating teachers attended the conference, which meant that wider school 
determination did not happen as planned.  However, three out of five of the schools 
(with a fourth interested but unable to commit to the dates) have signed up to take 
part in Story Lab in 2015/16, a positive measure of how much the project was valued 
with the schools. 
 

 Reflect on any continuing impact anticipated. 
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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. 
 
Story Lab impacted upon the 319 students taking part, their eleven teachers (and 10+ 
teaching assistants) and the wider community: five local primary schools in the London 
borough of Brent.  The small sample size and absence of a control group have made this 
impact difficult to measure quantifiably, but feedback from both teachers and students has 
provided valuable insight in terms of how and where the programme has been most effective 
in school, and has allowed us to make important changes as we move into our second year 
of delivery. 
 
Our Theory of Change model was centred on teacher development: an increase in 
knowledge, skills and confidence in using drama in the classroom.  From this, we hoped that 
student attainment, enthusiasm and enjoyment would increase, and that the culture in 
schools would develop.   
 
There is qualitative and quantitative evidence that teachers’ confidence, skill and knowledge 
has developed significantly following the CPD, 1 to 1 mentorship and programme delivery in 
school. There was a definite and measurable increase in teacher confidence and skills; their 
self assessed ratings in all areas increased by up to 99% (confidence in delivery increased 
from a mean average of 2.29 out of 5 before the project to 4.57 out of 5 following it).  
 
Teachers have reported: 
 

https://gallery.mailchimp.com/ab3b363ebe06b9e8ddd882534/files/LSEF_Evaluation_Briefing_Mar15.pdf
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I would say that drama was a passion before, and now it is a developed skill. 
Charlotte, School 2 

 
[I plan and collaborate on drama lessons] a lot more since the project. This has been 
very beneficial for EAL/SEN students. 

Idil, School 5 
 
In terms of pupil attainment, the impact of Story Lab is much harder to measure 
quantitatively.  The introduction of the new Primary School Curriculum, with the change to 
measures of achievement (in particular, the removal of levels) has rendered progress made 
by students from 2014 to 2015 difficult to map.  In addition, in the absence of a reliable 
control group, it is hard to attribute any increase in attainment (which we did see in a couple 
of schools) to Story Lab directly. The teachers are confident that the introduction of drama to 
English classes, and the developed confidence and enthusiasm of the teachers themselves, 
did mean that students were more enthusiastic and confident in their writing.  However, this 
is not possible to quantify as their end-of-year grades might be attributed to this and a 
number of other factors: a novel they enjoyed reading in class, for example. 
 
Further to this, we do imagine that the impact of the project may be wider than our pupil 
group; extending into the school and into future cohorts of students the participating teachers 
may have, in enthusiasm and engagement if not attainment. Again, with no control group 
and no resources to continue the study, there is no way of measuring this. 
 
Qualitatively, all teachers reported increased engagement of their students, and told 
anecdotally of pupils who had developed a greater enthusiasm for writing.   
 

“The children are becoming increasingly confident when writing narrative. It has been 
a great opportunity for language development. This has helped them to really focus 
and see the detail they need to put in their writing. We found [the project] to be an 
excellent way to build confidence, team building and engagement in the process of 
writing.” 

Jacqui, School 3 
 
More specifically, teachers have reported that specific skills such as spelling, vocabulary and 
writing structure have developed as a result of the project: 
 

“We looked into completing the Story Lab project as we identified the need to rapidly 
improve writing across the school. We felt the project not only benefitted our EAL 
learners but also children who found writing structured pieces/ narratives especially 
challenging... The children’s vocabulary has improved through peer learning and 
children’s confidence in writing has thus increased. KS2 teachers have reported that 
the children are much better at structuring their writing.” 

Emer, School 4 
 
We saw first-hand the excitement of the children when their stories were performed onstage 
here at the Tricycle Theatre.  The pupils remembered their stories well, identifying lines, 
dance moves, props and characters that they had developed  together. 
 

“Story Lab was fantastic, we got to visit a theatre, create our very own stories and 
then most amazingly have it performed by REAL actors!” 

Student, School 1 
 

The final focus in our Theory of Change was a desired shift in the wider school culture, not 
just in the five participating schools, but across the borough.  We worked to engage Brent 
Council in this goal, attempting to get in touch with the Literacy Manager for the borough. 
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Unfortunately, we were unsuccessful in securing a meeting with him.  Keen to make inroads 
across a borough, and start a dialogue with a group of teachers, we built a relationship with 
the Literacy Manager for Hackney Council, and spoke at an afternoon attended by Hackney 
Primary literacy Co-ordinators.  As a result of this event, we have recruited two Hackney 
schools to take part in the project in 2015/16. 
 
We are continuing the relationship with at least three of three schools who have begun work 
with us on Story Lab in 2015/16.  We are excited to be working with some returning and 
some new schools, a new cohort of teachers and pupils, and hope to continue our work 
towards borough-wide knowledge sharing in the coming year. 
 
In terms of the aims of the LSEF, our project has satisfied the following: 
 
I. Cultivate teaching excellence through investment in teaching and teachers so that 

attention is re-focused on knowledge-led teaching and curriculum. 
 
The CPD and 1 to 1 meetings between teachers and facilitators allowed us to invest 
time and energy in teacher subject knowledge.  The focus was on specific drama 
skills and techniques, and delivering this work was scaffolded both in the training with 
Kate Beales, who developed the programme of work, and then – sessions by session 
– in schools, ensuring that teachers didn’t leave the training without having a chance 
to deliver the work back in class. 
 

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). 

 
The new programme of work that was developed as part of Story Lab was well 
received by all participating teachers:  

“With the pack provided, I now have a bank of activities to use.” 
Andrea, School 4 

 
All exercises can be delivered independently or as part of the programme.  The 
programme as a whole is designed to scaffold students as they investigate 
storytelling, develop characters, explore themes, create a world and finally create a 
brand new and original story.  Each session includes a tangible writing outcome that 
comes directly from the practical work, which develops skills in literacy, in both 
reading and writing. 
 

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. 
 
N/A – this was a pilot programme for the Tricycle Theatre. 
 

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 

 
We have been excited to work on this pilot year of Story Lab.  Already, we have seen 
progression made by teachers, and heard from them about progress made by their 
pupils.  Children who had mostly only seen theatre in school before were excited to 
visit the Tricycle and see their story onstage in a professional production.  Within 
schools, teachers do feel that there has been a slight cultural shift to include more 
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drama within curriculum time, likely linked to our presence within the building. 
Despite not having the attendance we had hoped for at the conference, some 
teachers were asked by Senior Management to disseminate the training the received 
at the Tricycle: 

 
“Since completing the project in January 2015, we have had a whole school 
INSET in which staff were made familiar with some of the strategies and 
activities from story lab. This has also been followed up by the Literacy co-
ordinator to ensure that teachers plan for opportunities for drama in their 
Literacy units.   
Benefits noted so far: 

Staff enthused by teaching this engaging approach to inspire children 
Children enthusiastic, especially when writing about they were acting 
out.  
Increased exposure to language – impacting upon EAL learners 
writing significantly 
Reluctant boy writers more engaged and enthusiastic about writing.  
Cross curricular links.” 

Emer, School 4 
 

 
We are confident that the LSEF’s 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 is supported by our project.  
Though the quantitative data for pupil attainment is inconclusive, there is a clear relationship 
between the tangible increase in the teachers’ confidence, knowledge and skill, and 
increased pupil enthusiasm. 
 
In terms of our meta-evaluation theme: to use hub models of delivery (including those using 
inter-school networks, peer-to-peer support etc.), this was effective within the school 
environment.  As detailed above, it has not yet been possible to create the desired hub 
across the borough, outside of the participating schools.  This is something we will be 
working towards in future years of Story Lab.   
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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 

4.5% £3 200 

Teacher CPD (face to 
face/online etc) 

4% £5 798 

Events/Networks for 
Teachers 

1.5% £1 458.40 

Teacher 1:1 support  45% 
 

£17 020 

Events/Networks for Pupils 45% 
 

£26 572.96 

Others as Required – Please 
detail in full 
 

  

TOTAL 100% £54 049.36  
(same as total cost in section 
5) 

 
Please provide some commentary reflecting on the balance of activity and costs incurred: 
Would more or less of some aspects have been better?  
 
The balance of expenditure seems relatively consistent with the amount of time spent on 
each aspect.  We’re not sure that an alternative appropriation would have been possible, 
and our budget for 2015/16 is similar in terms of its financial distribution. 
 
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 money spent on teacher CPD, events and 1:1 support has been well spent, as we 
achieved our goals in these areas.   
 
The events for pupils were (as anticipated) the most expensive aspect of the project, 
particularly when we were able to spend the additional funding from the Topinambour Trust.  
The initial theatrical intervention and final production of the children’s stories: Things Will 
Never Be the Same Again were relatively cheap to produce, in terms of other theatrical 
productions, but still expensive compared to a production that the children might normally 
see in school.   
 
10.3 Value for money calculations 
Note: This section is only required for projects with control or comparison groups 
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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.   
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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)? 
 

 One of the teachers who took part in the project was a Teach First teacher, 
who attended the CPD training on her third day at school. She was also in a 
single-form entry school, so didn’t have the support that some of the other 
teachers had.  She was committed to the project and worked hard to ensure 
she was getting as much as possible out of it, but her workload on Teach First 
did seem to overwhelm her at times. 
 
We offered this teacher additional support and meetings here, to ensure she 
had someone to bounce ideas off. After the close of the project, as she was 
planning her summer term in literacy, we met with her to offer advice and talk 
through additional exercises with her. 

 
 As is inevitable when a team of facilitators deliver across a programme, it was 

interesting how varied the exercises and activities were in the sessions in 
school.  It became clear to us quite quickly that the lesson plans were 
ambitious in terms of timing, especially considering that most workshops 
started late and that time was needed for reorganising of rooms and general 
administration.  As such, the practitioners selected sections of the workshop 
to deliver, which didn’t always match the training that the teachers had had.  
Though the teachers and facilitators didn’t note any real concerns with this, it 
was something we were aware of, that might have had an impact on teacher 
confidence.   
 
We ensured that the teachers and practitioners communicated effectively, 
and discussed in advance the aspects of the session that would be delivered. 
For the 2015/16 programme, we have simplified the lesson plans and 
activities, ensuring there is a clear key exercise, some writing and options on 
warm ups for each session. This should ensure there is consistency in 
delivery across the classes and give the teachers some confidence and 
reassurance that they are familiar with all activities that will be delivered in 
class. 

 
 The attitude of the Head Teacher and Senior Leadership Team in each of the 

five very different schools, with their very different cohort of teachers, seemed 
to have an impact on the success of the project in schools. Early on, one of 
the schools shortened the session time we would have with the teachers, and 
was unresponsive to any requests for information on their pupils.  This is the 
same school that saw a significant decrease in the number of students 
attaining at the expected level at the end of year 5, and two of the teachers 
not fill in the evaluation form.   
 
It was difficult to manage the relationship with this school, as they resisted 
any attempts to reach out and meet with them.  The facilitators worked hard 
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with the individual teachers (who did seem to enjoy the project), but 
investment from the top and any desire to continue the project into the second 
year was minimal. 

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

 
The teachers all noted that two full days here at the Tricycle was invaluable in terms 
of their subject knowledge development.  Kate Beales, a Primary School Curriculum 
expert, who has developed Learning resources for a range of theatres, including the 
National Theatre, wrote the series of workshops and exercise handbook, and also 
delivered the CPD.  Her expertise, passion and skill in teaching were ideal in terms of 
inspiring the teachers: 
 

It has given me a fresh set of ideas, which would help immensely to 
contribute to my planning of lesson in Literacy. I enjoy the whole course and 
was fired up after each session and couldn’t wait to bring back what I have 
learned and implement it in to my lessons.  

Andrea, School 4 
 
However, it is clear that this training is just the beginning, particularly in terms of 
teachers having the confidence to implement this subject knowledge.  Having a 
facilitator/mentor in-class was an important second step, as the teachers could 
observe the activities being modelled, and then take over in a supported 
environment.   
 

I think the more I take part in the sessions delivered by the practitioners the 
more confident I will feel. The CPD courses also helped immensely.  

Idil, School 5 
 

11.2 Management and Delivery Processes 
 How effective were the management and delivery processes used? 

 
The programme was delivered in school by Tricycle recruited and trained facilitators, 
who gradually handed this responsibility over to the teachers.  In terms of 
management, the programme was small enough that our small team here at the 
Tricycle were able to oversee the whole process, from writing the programme, to 
training, to delivery in schools, to the final production. 
 

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

There was nothing particularly innovative, but the concept of slowly handing the 
programme delivery over to the teachers was something many of them hadn’t 
experienced before. As detailed above, this was a success, and had a positive 
impact on the project. 
 

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

 
No 
 

11.3 Future Sustainability and Forward Planning 
 Do you have any plans for the future sustainability of your projects?   
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We do; we are now already into our second year of delivery.  We also hope that the 
stories created and turned into performances each year can be brought back and 
performed to a wider audience as well; after a couple of years of the project, we will 
have a bank of over 30 stories we can draw on. 
 

 What factors or elements are essential for the sustainability of your project? 
 
Continued funding is key, as the cost of the project is too high to put back on to the 
schools.  We have charged a small amount per class for the project this year, which 
will support the delivery, and have been successful in applications for some funding 
so far.  This search is ongoing, as we would like to deliver the programme twice each 
year, in the Autumn and the Summer terms. 
 
It is also key that we continue to evaluate the programme at a high level, seek to 
improve it each year and continuing to strive for the initial aims; for an inter-school 
hub across the borough of Brent (and other London boroughs, where appropriate) to 
be established. 
 

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

We aim to share our resource online within the coming year, but are keen to test the 
changes we have made following the pilot year before disseminating it further.    
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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? 
 
The evaluation suggests that, in terms of Teacher Outcomes 1-3, teachers did 
demonstrate increased subject knowledge and greater awareness of subject specific 
teaching methods in English; felt an increase in confidence in using drama based 
strategies for teaching and learning in English; and reported increased use of drama-
specific subject knowledge and teaching methods in planning and delivering lessons.  
This is supported by both qualitative and quantitative analysis. 
 
It is clear, from qualitative analysis that the Pupil Outcome 2 was achieved, and that 
pupils and teachers reported increased pupil enjoyment and enthusiasm for 
English/literacy. 
 
In many of the schools, it is clear that the skills and knowledge developed during 
Story Lab have been utilised outside of the project as well.  As such, we are 
confident that Wider System Outcome 1: teachers/schools involved in intervention 
making greater use of networks, other schools and colleagues to improve subject 
knowledge and teaching practice in drams, has been achieved, in some schools if 
not all.  
 

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

 
At this point, it is clear that Wider System Outcome 2: teachers/schools outside the 
intervention group have the opportunity to increase their subject knowledge through 
the programme has not yet been achieved.  We will continue to work towards this 
goal in the future, ideally with the support of Brent council. 
 

 What outcomes, if any, is there too little evidence to state whether they were 
achieved or not?  
 
At present, there is insufficient evidence to analyse whether or not Pupil Outcome 1: 
increased educational attainment and progress in English, has been achieved.  In the 
absence of a control group and with such a small sample size, patterns in data have 
been near impossible to map.  There is considerable variation in the outcome 
between different schools, which some Head Teachers have attributed to the change 
in the National Primary School Curriculum; certainly we no longer have a consistent 
measure of attainment between schools. 

 
Key lessons learnt for assessment of project delivery 
 

 What activities/approaches worked well? 
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The teacher training and ongoing relationship between teachers and practitioners 
was, on the whole, successful.  The teachers felt supported and, as a result, their 
confidence, knowledge and skills developed across the course of the project.   
The final performance, Things Will Never Be the Same Again, was a resounding 
success.  The children were excited to see their work onstage, and the teachers were 
impressed by the quality of the work.  It was  
 

“Story Lab was fantastic, we got to visit a theatre, create our very own stories 
and then most amazingly have it performed by REAL actors!” 

Pupil feedback 
“My class absolutely LOVED the show! They were so proud to see their hard 
work on stage and were thrilled with the quality of the performances.” 

Isra, School 5 
 
The initial intervention, a visit to the Story Laboratory (here at the Tricycle Theatre), 
was an inspiring and stimulating start to the project.  Each class was excited by their 
visit and went back to school looking forward to their first visit from the facilitator. 
When they spoke about making a story to be told on the Tricycle stage, it was 
invaluable that they had already seen the space. 
 

“The children loved it and can't wait for the next visit.” 
Andrea, School 4 

 
 What activities/approaches worked less well? 

 
The planned conference for the end of the school year was not successful in its aims.  
Though it was a useful morning, which allowed the teachers who took part in 2014/15 
and those who will take part in 2015/16, it was not attended by many teachers 
outside of the project.  We will aim to host this event again in the future, hopefully 
with more support from the local council and Literacy Team. 
 

 What difficulties were encountered in delivery and how could they be mitigated in the 
future?  

 
It became clear to us quite quickly that the lesson plans were ambitious in terms of 
timing, especially considering that most workshops started late and that time was 
needed for reorganising of rooms and general administration.  As such, the 
practitioners selected sections of the workshop to deliver, which didn’t always match 
the training that the teachers had had.  Though the teachers and facilitators didn’t 
note any real concerns with this, it was something we were aware of, that might have 
had an impact on teacher confidence.  In 2015/16, we have edited the programme to 
reflect this, and have structured each lesson thus: 
  
 Warm Up 

Key Drama Exercise 
Key Writing Task 
Follow-Up Drama Exercise 

 
 Were there any additional or unintended benefits (e.g. increases in student 

attendance as a result of an intervention aimed at teachers)? 
 

There are none we are currently aware of. 
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Informing future delivery 
 

 What should the project have done more of? 
 

Ideally, in terms of evaluation, the project should have a control group.  Without this, 
it is very difficult to quantitatively measure the impact the project is having on the 
pupils.   

 
 What should the project have done less of? 

 
We have made alterations for the 2015/16 programme, including a reduced and 
simplified series of workshops.  Most of the rest of the programme is remaining as is 
– the training for teachers, initial visit here to the Tricycle, followed by workshops in 
school and the performance of the stories: Things Will Never Be the Same Again. 

 
 What recommendations would you have for other projects regarding scaling up and/ 

or replicating your project? 
 

It is important to note that, if scaling up the project, a management team would need 
to oversee the delivery of workshops within school to ensure consistency and that the 
teachers are supported.  All aspects of the project are completely scalable, given 
sufficient budget.  Indeed, we hope to run the programme with around 25 classes a 
year from 2015/16 onwards.   

 
In short, the first year of Story Lab has been a success.  Teachers have reported increased 
knowledge, confidence and skill in terms of using drama to aid in teaching literacy.  In some 
schools, this has extended beyond the teaching team working directly on Story Lab, and has 
an impact on the school as a whole.  Despite a lack of quantifiable evidence in terms of 
attainment, we are confident that the project has had an impact on pupil enjoyment and 
enthusiasm.  In future years, we look forward to seeing a greater Story Lab impact in more 
schools, on more teachers and with more students. 

 
 
 

 



 

Initial CPD Course 

Outputs 

In-class CPD 

Teacher 

Observation 

Creating a piece of 

theatre 

Supported Teacher 

Delivery 

Practitioner 

Feedback – for 

teachers 

Self-Evaluation 

Teacher-led End 

Point Conference 

Theatre visit to see 

adapted work 

onstage 

In-class 

Workshops 

Immersive 

Workshops at the 

Tricycle 

Improved teacher subject knowledge 

and confidence.  

Outcomes 

Increased use of drama techniques in 

the classroom. 

Increased pupil attainment, enjoyment 

and enthusiasm. 

 

Improved use of teacher networking 

and cascading of teacher learning, with 

Tricycle as a hub for Brent (in the 

absence of a primary teaching school in 

the borough).   

Indicators Long Term Goals 

The proportion of pupils across the five 

schools attaining at least the expected 

levels in English at the end of Year 5 will 

rise by an average of 10% on the 

proportion of that cohort attaining the 

expected levels for Year 4.  

 

Teachers demonstrate and report 

confidence in planning and delivery of 

lessons incorporating their new subject 

knowledge. 

Participating teachers consolidate their 

learning and to cascade it to other 

teachers. 

 

Pupils report increased enjoyment and 

enthusiasm for English and motivation in 

their studies. 

Pupils 

Improved pupil experience of learning 

in English. 

Higher attainment for future cohorts. 

Schools 

Schools understand and value the 

important role that knowledge sharing 

through teacher networks can play in 

raising attainment. 

 

Teachers 

Teaching improves with regard to: 

- creating a positive climate for 
learning in which pupils are 
interested and engaged 

- a wider range of subject 
knowledge in drama and drama 
teaching strategies, enable 
teachers to match individual 
needs 
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Artist-practitioners observe improved 

confidence in use of new subject 

knowledge & techniques. 

30 non-participant teachers attend the 

end-of-project conference at the Tricycle 

to share the outcomes of the project. 



 Outcomes Indicators 
Baseline data collection 
 
 

Impact data collection 
 
 

Teacher outcomes 
 
Sub Groups 
As part of establishing the 
baseline, the characteristics of 
the eligible cohort should be 
analysed across the following 
sub groups:  
 NQTs 
 3 years + 
 Primary/ secondary 
 Other (project specific) 

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

reason  

 Increased subject 
knowledge and greater 
awareness of subject 
specific teaching 
methods in English 
 

 Increased teacher scores in 
subject knowledge/ teaching 
method questionnaires 
Questionnaires to be taken by all 
teachers involved in the 
intervention.  Questionnaire has 
been developed by the Tricycle, 
based on: 
- Institute of Education Subject 

Knowledge Audit for Drama 
- The Drama for Learning & 

Creativity school self-review 
and evaluation  
 

 

 Scores collected for individual 
teachers from pre intervention 
subject knowledge/ teaching 
method/ confidence 
questionnaires, week commencing 
01 September 2014 
 

 Scores collected for individual 
teachers from subject knowledge/ 
teaching method/ confidence 
questionnaires at the end of the 
summer term 2015, week 
commencing 6 July 2015. 

 Increased teacher 
confidence in using 
drama based 
strategies for teaching 
and learning in English 

 Increased teacher scores in 
confidence surveys 

 
Survey to be completed by all teachers 
involved in the intervention 

Questionnaire has been developed 
by the Tricycle, based on: 
- Institute of Education Subject 

Knowledge Audit for Drama 
- The Drama for Learning & 

Creativity school self-review 
and evaluation  

 
 
 
  50% of teachers involved in the 

intervention design and lead/co-
lead seminars to cascade their 
learning from the project to other 
teachers 

 

 Scores collected for individual 
teachers from pre intervention  
subject knowledge/ teaching 
method/ confidence questionnaires 
, week commencing 01 September 
2014 

 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 No. of teachers who have delivered 

training/ cascading sessions in the 
previous 12 months prior to 
intervention 

 Scores collected for individual 
teachers from post intervention 
confidence surveys, week 
commencing 6 July 2015. 

 
 
 Interviews/ focus group of sample 

of survey respondents and Head 
Teachers to moderate survey/ 
observation findings, week 
commencing 6 July 2015. 

 
 
 
 
 No. of teachers delivering 

cascading sessions at the end-of-
intervention conference  
 

 Increased use of 
drama-specific subject 
knowledge and 
teaching methods in 
planning and 
delivering lessons 

 

 Development of subject specific 
lesson plans with 50% increase in 
use of drama exercises and 
activities 
 

 Previous term’s lesson plans for 
English/ literacy collected from all 
participating teachers. September 
2014. 

 
 

 Lesson plans for summer term 
2015 and/ or autumn term 2015 
collected from all participating 
teachers. June 2015. 



Pupil outcomes 
 
Sub Groups 
The characteristics of the 
eligible cohort should be 
analysed across the following 
sub groups:  
 LAC continuously for 6 

months+ 
 FSM 
 FSM at any time during 

last 6 years* 
 Disadvantaged pupils  
 EAL 
 Gender 
 Ethnicity 
 Statement of SEN or 

supported at School 
Action Plus 

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

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

reason 
 
 

 Increased educational 
attainment and 
progress in English 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Increased enjoyment 

and enthusiasm for  
English/ literacy 

 

 The increase in the proportion of 
students reaching the expected 
levels at the end of Yr5, vs the 
proportion of pupils in that same 
cohort reaching the expected 
levels at the end of Yr4 is 10% 
higher than expected, based on the 
mean development from Yr4-Yr5 
experienced by the previous 5 
cohorts of students and accounting 
for trends in overall school 
improvement during that same 5yr 
time period. 
 
 
 
 

 

 Intervention group: assessed level 
at end of academic year 2013/14 
(Yr4)  

 Intervention group: estimated point 
score without intervention at end of 
Summer term 2015 (collected 
September 2014) 
 

 Trend data for Yr4-Yr5 progress in 
previous 5 cohorts at all 
participating schools. (collected 
September 2014) 

 
 Trend data for year-on-year overall 

attainment. . (collected September 
2014) 
 

 Intervention group: actual pupil 
attainment levels at end of Yr5 
(summer 2015) 
 

Because attainment is based on 
teacher assessments, a sample of pupil 
assessments will be moderated in a 
blind assessment swap by literacy 
coordinators from schools in the cohort. 
(June/July 2015) 
 
 
 Intervention group: difference 

between actual attainment and 
expected attainment without 
intervention (June/ July 2015) 

 



 
 

School system outcomes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 75% of teachers attend each of the 
network CPD sessions at the start 
and midpoint of the intervention 
 

 75% of teachers and head 
teachers involved in the 
intervention attend the end-of-
intervention conference at the 
Tricycle 
 
 

 Increased number of teachers who 
are able to extend the use of 
drama techniques and subject 
knowledge i.e. through ‘cascading’ 
training/ support 

 Numbers and profile of teachers 
attending numbers of network 
meetings, conferences, taking 
advanced courses etc. over 12 
months previous to the 
intervention. Data collected 
(September 2014) from school 
records of CPD and from individual 
teachers in pre-intervention 
questionnaire. 
 

 Number of staff who report in pre-
intervention questionnaire feeling 
able to  extend to colleagues the 
use of drama-specific techniques 
and subject knowledge pre 
intervention (September 2014).   

 Numbers and profile of teachers 
attending numbers of network CPD 
sessions as part of the intervention 
and the end-of-intervention 
conference (June/ July 2015) 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 Number of staff who report feeling 

able to  extend the use of drama-
specific techniques and subject 
knowledge in end-of-intervention 
questionnaire (June/ July 2015) 
 

 Numbers of teachers who deliver 
seminars to other teachers at the 
end-of-intervention conference 
(June/ July 2015) 

 
 

 Teachers/ schools 
outside the 
intervention group 
have the opportunity to 
increase their subject 
knowledge through the 
programme 

 30 teachers outside of the 
intervention group schools improve 
their subject knowledge as a result 
of this programme 
 

 30 teachers and/or head teachers 
attend the post-intervention 
conference  
 

n/a  Number of teachers/ head teachers 
outside of the intervention group 
attending end-of-intervention 
conference (June/ July 2015) 
 

 Delegate feedback survey 
following end-of-intervention 
conference(June/ July 2015) 


