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Evaluation Final Report Template 

Introduction 
 
The London Schools Excellence Fund (LSEF) is based on the hypothesis that investing in 
teaching, subject knowledge and subject-specific teaching methods and pedagogy will lead 
to improved outcomes for pupils in terms of attainment, subject participation and aspiration. 
The GLA is supporting London schools to continue to be the best in the country, with the 
best teachers and securing the best results for young Londoners. The evaluation will gather 
information on the impact of the Fund on teachers, students and the wider system. 
 
This report is designed for you to demonstrate the impact of your project on teachers, pupils 
and the wider school system and reflect on lessons learnt. It allows you to highlight the 
strengths and weaknesses of your project methodology and could be used to secure future 
funding to sustain the project from other sources. All final reports will feed into the 
programme wide meta-evaluation of the LSEF being undertaken by SQW. Please read in 
conjunction with Project Oracle’s ‘Guidance to completing the Evaluation Final Report’. 
 
 
Project Oracle: Level 2 
Report Submission Deadline:  Round 1 and Round 2 - 30 September 2015  
Report Submission: Final Report to Rocket Science  
 
Project Name: Literacy for Life 
London Schools Excellence Fund  Round: 2 
Author of the Self-Evaluation: Woodland Academy Trust 
Project Number: LSEF107 
Total Approved LSEF funding for Project: £74, 708 
Total Lifetime Cost of the Project: £87,908 
Actual Project Start Date: 7 January 2014 
Actual Project End Date: 31 July 2015 
 
  

https://gallery.mailchimp.com/ab3b363ebe06b9e8ddd882534/files/LSEF_Evaluation_Briefing_Mar15.pdf
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1. Executive Summary 
 
Teachers as writers: 
 
Within this report is included the impact of the Teachers as Writers project which has been 
obtained through analysis of various forms of data.  This data includes analysis of progress 
and attainment of both pupils involved in the project and those who were not.  Lesson 
observations and staff questionnaires were also used to measure the impact.  Furthermore 
staff were also asked to complete written tests both prior to and after completing a six week 
Teachers as Writers course organised and facilitated by the local Adult Education centre. 
 
The key findings from the project are as follows: 

 Teacher’s confidence and subject knowledge of writing composition and grammar and 

punctuation increased. 

 Teacher’s confidence and effectiveness in modelling writing in lessons improved. 

 Progress and attainment of pupils whose teachers were involved in the project also 
improved. 

Power of writing: 
 
The project within Willow Bank Primary school centred around the improvement of 
outcomes in pupils’ writing.  With the support of Alan Peat, an educational consultant, the 
aim was to upskill teachers’ and provide them with ideas for activities which will engage and 

motivate pupils to raise standards.  The data includes analysis of progress and attainment 
compared over two years within the running of the project.  No pupils were excluded from 
the project itself.  Evidence of Alan Peat’s resources, apps and training notes provide 

evidence of his collaboration with the school. 
 
The key findings from the project are as follows: 

 Increase in writing attainment in KS1 results 2015. 
 Where teachers adopted strategies, pupil’s work has been shared with larger audiences. 

 
Power of reading: 
 
The power of reading project was focused on developing the teaching of reading across the 
school.  The intention was to improve teachers’ understanding of the teaching of reading and 

to improve outcomes for children in each group.  All teachers attended the power of reading 
course across the course of the two years of the project. 
 
The key findings from the project are as follows: 

 Teachers’ confidence in teaching reading has improved. 
 The outcomes for children attaining the higher levels at the end of each key stage in 

reading have improved. 
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2. Project Description 
 
Teachers as writers: 
 
The project was set up as it was identified that although writing levels were improving across 
the school the percentage of children achieving the higher levels was not improving at the 
same rate.  When this was explored it became clear that many teachers lacked the skills, 
knowledge and confidence to extend writing with their pupils, often limiting the levels they 
could achieve.  Deeper analysis of teachers’ experience of writing showed that many rarely 
wrote anything creative and had not done so for many years. 
 
It was identified that in order to extend pupil’s writing and improve its quality we would first 

have to improve the teacher’s writing as an adult writer.  Rather than aiming to teach them 

how to teach writing it is more about improving their skills as  a writer which they could then 
take into their own classrooms 
 
The project started with an initial questionnaire to gauge the experience and level of 
confidence of teachers in writing.  From this the first group of teachers were selected and 
they completed a Level 6 English, Grammar and punctuation test, including some writing.  
They were also observed modelling writing to pupils and the lessons ‘graded’ by the Head 

teacher.    These teachers then completed a six week writing course run at the local Adult 
Education Centre by one of the staff. 
 
After completing the project the initial questionnaire was repeated, along with the test and the 
observation of the teacher modelling writing.  Writing data from the pupils was also taken. 
 
Power of Writing: 
 
The project was also set up within our institution as a need had been identified through 
previous data that writing required improvement.  This was particularly evident in the end of 
Key Stage 1 results where the higher levels were not being achieved and the school were 
below national expectation at Level 2B. 
 
Alan Peat was approached to support the school with this aim as he has a wealth of 
knowledge and experience working with education and particularly with the intention to 
improve pupils’ writing.  The Trust had, many years ago, received training from him and he 

was known to be a motivating and creative trainer. 
 
Initially an audit was completed by Alan to address current practice and policy and then a 
scheduled of training outlining for the remainder of the project covering a range of aspects of 
Literacy writing.  The outline included training from Alan’s colleagues and culminating in 

observations at the end of the project. 
 
The project took place within our primary school in Thamesmead, London.  Teachers across 
Years 1-5 took part in the training with the targeted beneficiary group being all pupils. 
 
Power of writing: 
 
 
2.1 Does your project support transition to the new national curriculum? Yes  
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Teachers as writers: 
 
Yes this does support the new national curriculum and it addresses the concept of ‘mastery’ 

in writing. It also has a focus towards improving English, Grammar and punctuation 
particularly improving sentence structures within writing.  
 
Power of reading 
 
Yes, the aims were to develop teacher’s ability to effectively teach reading and become aware 

of the latest and most innovative children’s texts to support learning within the classroom. 
 
Power of writing 
 
Yes -This focused on developing teacher’s ability to teach writing particularly focusing on 

imaginative approaches to writing and the development of new technologies.  
 
 
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. 
 
Not applicable in our case. 
 
  

http://londoned.org.uk/
http://londoned.org.uk/
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3. Theory of Change and Evaluation Methodology 
 
Teachers as writers. 
 
DATA 

 16 staff took part in the project from NHP. 
2 left at the end of Summer 2014 (RC and RH) 
1 left at Christmas 2014 (KW) 
1 was a cover supervisor so no class data. 
This is 70% of our current teaching staff (23 teachers) 

 None of them scored full marks in the Level 6 EGPS test before starting the project 
and 75% scored full marks in the repeat at the end. 

 All of them expressed a lack of confidence from slight to extreme in modelling 
writing before starting the course in the original questionnaire and 100% expressed 
that they felt more confident after completing the 6 week course. 

 When observed modelling writing 53% were RI (8 teachers) prior to the course (the 
rest were low good – high good).  All of these 8 improved to good when modelling 
writing upon completion of the course. 

 
PWP and WBP have submitted data for statistical analysis for the project. 
 
A key limitation in these projects was staff leaving during the year. This has meant that the 
projects haven’t had time to make the impact that it could have made on the class data. When 
staff have left at the end of the year an impact has been noticed on their current class. 
However, a limitation has presented itself in that there has not been a continuing impact in 
following year groups and classes.  
 
Changes made to our data tracking programmes and the National curriculum has meant that it 
has become difficult to analyse the impact of the courses.  
 
One of the limiting factors affecting the Power of Writing element of the project was the 
unexpected illness of the consultant and therefore the frequency of training was reduced 
resulting in less impact.   
 
 
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. 
 
The original target outcomes have not changed since the Theory of Change was validated 
for all three schools.  See attached Theory of Change model. 

Unified Theory of 

Change model.docx  
 
Table 1- Outcomes 
 
Description 

Original Target Outcomes 
Revised Target 
Outcomes  

Reason for 
change 

Teacher Outcome 1  Confidence in teaching   
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reading 

Teacher Outcome 2 
Confidence in modelling 
writing 

  

Teacher Outcome 3 
Increased subject 
knowledge 

  

Pupil outcome 1  
Attainment and progress 
increased in reading 

  

Pupil outcome 2 
Attainment and progress 
increased in writing 

  

Pupil outcome 3  An enjoyment of reading.   

Pupil outcome 4 
An increased 
understanding of EGPS. 

  

Wider system 
outcome 1  

Each of the three schools 
cascaded the approach 
across into the others. 

  

 
3.2 Did you make any changes to your project’s activities after your Theory of Change was 
validated? No, although we were granted permission to allocate the unspend from the Power 
of Writing to the purchase of iPads and Alan Peat’s apps. 
 
 
3.3 Did you change your curriculum subject/s focus or key stage? No 
 
 
3.4 Did you evaluate your project in the way you had originally planned to, as reflected in 
your validated evaluation plan?  
 
Yes. However, due to the new approach in collecting data we have only been able to evaluate 
years 2 and 6 effectively as other data from other classes is not currently quantifiable. 
 
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). 

 
Changes made to our data tracking programmes and curriculum have meant that it has 
become difficult to analyse the impact of the literacy for life strands. This has particularly 
been a problem within this academic year as we have been unable to make comparisons 
between before the children’s outcomes before the project and after. This has meant that it is 
difficult to see the impact on the data. The new data tracking system also makes it difficult to 
compare classes; this has resulted in a challenge when we have tried to make comparisons 
between the control groups. Limitations in the data can also been seen through the differing 
needs of the children and the impacts that have been received from other areas; such as losing 
a class teacher during the year or other influences outside of the school control.  
 
The project also suffered with the changes to the data tracking programme, which meant as 
mentioned above that the way in which data has been recorded has changed following “Life 

without levels”, hence why to ensure a comparative group the project reduced the overall 
measures to just Year 2 where levels were still in place. 
Another limitation faced with this aspect of the project was the unexpected illness of the 
consultant.   This meant fewer sessions were able to take place than originally planned 
resulting in underspend.  At our request and with Alan Peat’s backing, a further proposal was 

sent asking to use the underspend on iPads and Alan Peat’s apps.  This was granted. 
As we are an inclusive Trust, it is not within our ideology to withdraw a group of children 
from the project as was suggested; therefore our comparative data had to be the year group 
over two academic years which meant a different cohort of pupils.   
 
4.2 Are you planning to continue with the project, once this round of funding finishes?  
No 
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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 74708     
Other Public Funding      
Other Private Funding      
In-kind support (e.g. by 
schools)      

Total Project Funding      
 
List details in-kind support below and estimate value. 
 
Table 3 - Project Expenditure  
 

 
Original 
Budget 

Additional 
Funding  

Revised 
Budget 

[Original + any 
Additional Funding] 

Actual 
Spend 

Variance 
Revised budget – 

Actual] 

Direct Staff Costs 
(salaries/on costs)      

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

Management and 
Administration Costs 2875  2875 2875 0 

Training Costs  30980  30980 25716 5264 
Participant Costs (e.g. 
Expenses for travelling to 
venues, etc.) 

     

Publicity and Marketing 
Costs      

Teacher Supply / Cover 
Costs 39270  39270 33827 5443 

Other Participant Costs  1583  1583 1583  
Evaluation Costs      
Others as Required – 
Please detail in full 
resouces 

     

Total Costs 74708  74708 64001 10707 
  
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) 

                                            
1 Please refer to the budget in your grant agreement 
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The underspend is due to: 
 

 Alan Peat being unable to fulfil all his bookings due to ongoing ill health. He has 
recommended that the underspend of £6,477 is used to purchase Ipads for teachers 
and children loaded with the range of Alan Peat Apps in order to access his expertise 
and fulfil this element of the project.  This has been granted. 

 The remaining underspend is due to staff turnover issues at Northumberland Heath 
that made it impossible to release as many teachers as had been anticipated to attend 
the Adult Ed Writing course. 
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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  3 3 3  
No. of teachers  47 47 39 -8 
No. of pupils  1145 1145 1235 +90 
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7. Key Beneficiary Data 
 
 
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). 
 

16 staff took part in the project from NHP. 
2 left at the end of Summer 2014 (RC and RH) 
1 left at Christmas 2014 (KW) 
1 was a cover supervisor so no class data. 
This is 70% of our current teaching staff (23 teachers) 

 
 
 
Table 5 – Teachers benefitting from the programme 
 
 No. 

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

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

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

% 
Primary 
(KS1 & 2) 

% 
Secondary 
(KS3 - 5) 

Project  
Total 

39 48.7% 43.7% 7.6% 100%  

NHP 16 37.5%  62.5% 0% 100%  
WBP 9 44.4%  45.5% 11% 100%  
PWP 14 65%  21% 14% 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) 
 
A large portion of our staff, taking part in the project, were NQTs. This is due to the larger 
portion of new teachers who were employed at the school during the second year of the 
project. Some of the teachers with more experience left after the project began which meant 
that they were not involved in the second year of the project. There were not many members 
of staff within the school with experience of 4+years. 
  
 
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) 
 
Tables 6-8 – Pupil Sub-Groups benefitting from the programme 
 No. 

pupils 
% LAC % FSM % FSM 

last 6 yrs 
% EAL % SEN 

Project       
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NHP 390 0.5% 39% 45% 10% 18% 
PWP 229 1.7 42.8 47.2 21.8 20.5 
WBP 165 0 38.8 43.6 38.8 14.5 

TOTAL 784      
 
 No. Male pupils No. Female 

pupils 
% Lower 
attaining 

% Middle 
attaining 

% Higher 
attaining 

Project Total  384 390    
NHP 187 203 No longer comparing 
PWP 119 100 No longer comparing 
WBP 78 87 No longer comparing 

School 4 774     
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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)  
 
Teachers as writers 
 
All classes that had teachers who took part in the project have made good or better 
progress. During the first year of the project, one year 5 class made 3.7 points progress 
overall in writing. After the second year, in year 6, the class made 5.7 points progress. Both 
are these are considered ‘good’ progress, the latter is well on its way to ‘outstanding’. Of all 
the classes that took part, only 2 made less than 3 points progress. Both of these classes 
have still made above satisfactory progress for that year.  
 
When comparing data to national we see that: 
Cohort National  NHP 
Year 2 2b 81% 93% 
Year 2 level 3 31% 46% 
Year 6 level 4 + 85% 91% 
Year 6 level 5 33% 37% 
Year 6 SPAG 4c + 76% 91% 
Year 6 SPAG level 5  52% 58% 
 
 
 
Power of Writing 
 
Data has been submitted for detailed statistical analysis and is awaiting return.  However, 
the results of the KS1 SATS data at the end of the summer term 2015 have shown an 
increase in the percentage of pupils achieving Level 3.  Historically the previous two years 
have recorded no pupils reaching these levels and this year sees an increase of 17.9% 
which is slightly above the national average of 16% last year.  With the purchase of iPads 
and the training already received, we hope that this will be sustained if not improved in 
summer 2016. 
As previously mentioned, no pupils were denied access to the project and therefore no 
control or comparative group was used.  The data shows comparision over two academic 
years but this would result in different cohorts of pupils. 
 
Power of reading - reading data 
 
The results of the end of key stage data at the end of 2015 for reading were: 
 
 EYFS  GLD KS1  level 3 KS2  4b+ 
National 60% 42% 78% 
School 91% 31% 79% 
 
 
 
Useful links: London Data Store, DfE Schools Performance, DfE statistical releases  

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 
 
 
8.1 Teacher Outcomes 
 
Date teacher intervention started: MISSING 
 
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 

Increased 
understanding 
of EGPS 

Level 6 
EGPS test 
before and 
after. 

All teachers’ 
scores increased 
before and after 
the project. 

Score out of 50  Average 35 
 
September 
2013 
 
Average 37 
 
September 
2014 
 

Average 49 
 
June 2014 
 
 
Average 48 
 
June 2015 

Increased 
Teacher 
confidence 

Questionnaire All teachers 
taking part before 
and after the 
course. 
 
 
 
 
 

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) 

Mean score 
2.6 collected 
September 
2013 
 
Mean score 
3.2 collected 
September 
2014 

Mean score 4.8 
collected June 
2014 
 
 
Mean score 4.7 
collected June 
2015 
 

Ability to 
teach English 
improved 

Lesson 
observations. 

All taking part 
before and after 
the project. 

% of RI, good, 
outstanding. 

September 
53% were RI. 
47% good. 

100% good or 
better teaching. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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 
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8.1.1 Please provide information (for both the intervention group and comparison group 
where you have one) on: 
 
Not applicable. 
 

 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) 
 
8.2 Pupil Outcomes 
 
Date pupil intervention started: 
 
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 

Improved data 
for each 
class.  

Assessment 
learning 
journeys.  

See data sent.  New ‘assessment 
without levels’ 
system 

September 
2014 

July 2015 

Table 12 - Pupil Outcomes for pupil comparison groups [if available] 
Not available as explained above. 
 
Target 
Outcome  

Research 
method/ 
data 
collection 

Sample 
characteristics   

Metric used 1st Return 
and date 
of 
collection 

2nd Return 
and date of 
collection 

      
      

      
      
      
 
 
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) 
 
We did not have a comparison group as this project was applied to all pupils as we 
did not wish to exclude anyone.  
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8.3 Wider System Outcomes  
 
Table 13 – Wider System Outcomes 
 
Target Outcome  Research 

method/ 
data 
collection 

Sample 
characteristics   

Metric  1st Return 
and date of 
collection 

2nd Return 
and date of 
collection 

Sharing resources across 
the schools through 
meetings. 

Evidence 
through 
register from 
Professional 
development 
meetings. 

All teachers to take 
part in moderation 
and evaluation 
signing the sheet. 

Number of 
attendees. 

All teaching 
staff. 

All teaching 
staff. 

Work in books to 
improve. 

Evaluation 
of work 
through 
moderatio
n. 

Teachers 
moderations to 
be graded. 

All 
teachers. 

September 
books 
moderated 
as good/RI. 

July all 
books good 
and Alan 
peat to 
publish 
work in his 
new book. 

 
 
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. 

 
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?  
 
This has developed across the year dependent on the experience and ability of the 
teachers to embed this into their teaching.  

  
At what point during/after teacher CPD activity did you expect to see impact on 
pupils? Did this happen as expected?  
 
At pupil progress meetings every half term and at the end of year outcomes. 
 

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

This was a continuing process throughout the year of sharing ideas and moderating 
progress. 
 

 Reflect on any continuing impact anticipated. 
 

The expected impact was that teachers would improve in lesson observations and practice 
would then be disseminated across all schools and teaching staff.  
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9. Reflection on overall project impact (maximum 1,500 words) 
 
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. 
 
Teachers as writers 
There has been a significant improvement in both the teaching of writing and the 
understanding of grammar from teachers within the school. Teachers have been observed 
teaching writing. This can be seen in the results from lesson observations. During the first 
round of observations 53% of the teachers received a grade of RI. There was a significant 
change in this number and by the end of the course all teachers observed were graded as a 
high good.  
 
Teacher confidence has also made a massive improvement within the school. Teachers 
filled out questionnaires before and after the project. Average scores of confidence in their 
abilities increased significantly. This has enabled the teachers to teach in a variety of 
different ways. Writing has become less focused on including a variety of written techniques 
and has become more focused on an imaginative approach. This has allowed the children to 
access their imaginations and thus improved their willingness to write as well. Feedback 
from all the teachers involved has stated that the course has enabled them to share their 
own pieces of writing with the children and some teachers have even been inspired to write 
at home.  
 
Understanding of the new curriculum has increased since the project started. This is 
particularly notable with reference EGPS. All teachers took part in a level 6 test both before 
and after the project took place. Teacher scores varied during the first test range from middle 
scores to nearly full marks. No teachers received full marks during the first round of tests. On 
the second round of test all teachers improved in their scores. 75% of all teachers in this set 
of tests received full marks.  
 
All of this has allowed pupils to improve their abilities in writing and has allowed the school to 
develop their teachers as a whole. This will be an ongoing process and the LSEF aims of 
developing a self-sustaining culture of development have been met in that the school intends 
to carry on with their project through the training of teachers. This will allow the teachers to 
run the course and mean that other schools within the trust can be provided with training in 
developing writing. 
 
Power of writing 
 



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

 

20 
 

The data would suggest that the project has had impact on pupils and to some extent this 
can be attributed. However, significant additional work with Booster groups and extra-
curricular clubs has also contributed to the improvement.  In the training sessions delivered 
by Alan Peat, teachers were inspired and motivated with his ideas and used these 
approaches within classes.  One teacher in particular engaged wholeheartedly with these 
methods and as a result will have some of his pupil’s work published in one of Alan Peat’s 
upcoming books.  
 
Our Theory of Change thought that the project would have impact on writing outcomes for 
pupils at the end of Key Stage One and an increase above 70% of pupils achieving a Good 
Level of Development (GLD) in the Early Years Foundation Stage (EYFS).  In both cases, 
this has been achieved with the summer 2015 data showing an improvement with 75% 
achieving the age related expectation of Level 2b, 5% above the national average for 2014.  
The school also achieved 17.9% of pupils writing at Level 3 which is 1% above the national 
average.  The school did not have a KS2 Year 6 class. 
 
Our project has contributed to the overall aims of the LSEF by developing new technologies 
and using these as a means of reaching a wider audience, therefore giving pupils purpose 
for their audience.  With the purchase of apps and iPads the pupils now have access to 
improved resources.  Also, Alan Peat is an expert in his field and therefore he was able to 
impart knowledge to our teachers and offer new ideas and methods of teaching that would 
engage and motivate pupils to write.  This then led to an increase in attainment and 
progress. 
 
The long-term aim of the project was to disseminate Alan Peat’s methods across the Trust.  
This is something that could still happen although due to his illness and the inability to attend 
all the planned days, this would not have the same impact as if all the days had been 
completed.   The Trust’s ideology is always to improve outcomes for pupils and this is one of 
the LSEF’s aims too. 
 
Power of reading 
 
The power of reading project has impacted on the children’s outcomes in reading and the 
teacher’s knowledge of the teaching of reading.  This has been reflected in teachers’ 
confidence and the outcomes for children this year. 
Our theory of change thought that teachers would use a wider range of children’s books in 
their teaching. Teachers would be more adept at planning a cross-curricular approach based 
on reading. Teachers would have increased knowledge of children’s books, raised 
awareness of their role in enthusing children as readers and are able to develop creative 
approaches to learning literacy. 
 
How your project has contributed to the overall aims of LSEF: 
 
The project has cultivated excellence in the teaching of reading and was focused on 
developing knowledge led teaching and curriculum through providing professional 
development for teachers and high quality provision for children.  Achievement was raised in 
reading and the implementation of the new curriculum was supported. 
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10.   Value for Money  
A value for money assessment considers whether the project has brought about benefits at 
a reasonable cost. Section 5 brings together the information on cost of delivery which will be 
used in this section.  

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

activity 
£ Estimated cost, including 
in kind 

Producing/Disseminating  
Materials/Resources 

  

Teacher CPD (face to 
face/online etc) 

  

Events/Networks for 
Teachers 

  

Teacher 1:1 support    
Events/Networks for Pupils   
Others as Required – Please 
detail in full 

  

TOTAL 100% £ (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?  
 
10.2 Commentary of value for money 
 
It is very difficult to comment on whether the project delivers better or worse value than 
alternatives due to the bespoke nature of the project. 
 
10.3 Value for money calculations 
Note: This section is only required for projects with control or comparison groups 
 
We do not have a comparison group. 
 
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 
 
 
 
The largest external factor affecting this course in particular was staff turnover within the 
schools. When teachers stayed within the trust it was evident that there was a larger impact 
on the pupils. However, when teachers left the school during the year it had a negative effect 
on the data. When teachers left at the end of the year, the impact was only evident for one 
academic year. There was no doubt an impact on their data at their new school however, we 
are unable to record and evaluate this data. As a response to this, we were able to place 
other staff from schools across the trust on the course. However, this only amounted to 2 
members of staff as we were unable to do this in the Spring term.  
 
Where teachers have taken part in the course there is evidence that their subject knowledge 
has improved. All teachers took a level 6 SATs test before and after the course and all of 
their scores improved. None of the teachers scored 100% in the first round of tests. After the 
course, 75% of the teachers scored full marks. This has then had an impact on the teacher’s 
lesson. Through lesson observations before and after the course there has been an 
improvement 53% of staff involved moved from RI to good in their observations. Teaching 
has become less formulaic in approach and more focused on imaginative, open tasks that 
allow pupils to explore their own creative techniques. 
 
With the increased skill set that teachers have gained from this course we intend to run our 
own course across the trust.  
 
We have already shared some of the resources across the trust by sending other staff 
members, from other schools, in order to develop their the teaching of reading and writing. 
 
Best practice will continue to be shared across the schools through continuing professional 
development and the whole Trust moderation and monitoring process. 
 
Management and delivery processes 
 
Throughout this project we have been working across three schools. Each school has taken 
on a different aspect depending on the school’s needs. NHP focused on developing writing 
within their school, PWP used the power of reading and WBP used Alan Peat to develop 
writing. Schools selected courses to run based on the current data of their pupils.  
 
Courses where there was an external provider, such as ACR (teachers as writers) and the 
power of reading, were more reliable. The course was run by a company and therefore there 
have been no failings within provision. The main failing was through loss of teachers and not 
being able to fill the courses. However, this was only evident at NHP. The power of reading 
scheme provided resources for the school as well as training this meant that it was more 
reliable and teachers could carry the scheme on even if they were new to the school.  
 
However, courses where the school became reliant on an individual rather than a company 
had more troubles. WBP were only able to use 6 out of the 12 training sessions booked. The 
reason for this was that the provider became unable to run the training through illness. As 
such, with no one to cover, it meant that the school was missing out. The schools intention 
was to carry on through this provider, using the surplus money, the school intends to provide 
access to iPads and apps created by Alan Peat. These will allow children and teachers to 
access resources on a continuing basis in order to continue with the project in following 
years.  This has now been approved by LSEF. 
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Where teachers left throughout the year, the provision for the teachers as writer’s course 
had to change. As teachers were unable to attend the course, teachers were taken from 
other schools within the trust. This meant that the knowledge was shared across the school 
and also meant that the project could continue rather than coming to an abrupt end.  
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12. Final Report Conclusion 
 
 
Power of reading 
 
The key outcomes from the project for the power of reading was initially the impact on the 
teacher’s pedagogy for the teaching of reading and how this impacts on children’s 
attainment and progress in reading.  Over the two years of the project the outcomes for 
children at the end of key stage one showed the best data for reading that the school has 
ever had and in particular the number of level three children at the end of key stage one. 
 
Teacher’s confidence in reading was improved and teacher’s knowledge of most recent 
children’s texts. 
 
The difficulties encountered were ensuring that key stage teachers could be released 
together to attend the training at the same time in order to bounce ideas and share practice.  
The implementation of the new curriculum and assessment systems proved to be a barrier in 
comparing levels and assessment without levels between the end of year outcomes between 
2014 and 2015.  For this reason we only looked at the data for years two and six at the end 
of 2015.  Another problem occurred when teachers left the school for various reasons which 
meant that it was difficult at the beginning of the project to say which teachers would be part 
of the project at the end of the two years.   
 
I would recommend other schools to take part in the power of reading project but it may be 
possible to send one or two teachers from each key stage and for them to disseminate the 
power of reading approach to other teachers in the school. 
 
Power of writing 
 
The project has had some impact on the quality of writing at Willow Bank Primary.  This is 
evident in the data submitted for summer 2015 with increases in percentages of pupils 
achieving national expectation for the end of EYFS and KS1.   
Due to the unforeseeable events of Alan Peat’s illness, the project was unable to be fully 
completed and therefore this can only be partly attributed to these gains.  If the project had 
run as initially planned, the impact of the project would have been increased. 
 
Teachers attending the courses were very complimentary about the delivery and content of 
the sessions and came away from the training with new ideas and approaches for delivering 
writing to pupils.  Alan Peat focused on the development of new technologies and sign 
posted staff to popular apps that can be used to motivate and engage pupils whilst 
developing writing at the same time.  
Where the training had most impact was on the teachers who then took the ideas 
immediately back into class and used with pupils.  This was evident in Year 3 who published 
work to a forum and the development of Twitter to share writing with larger audiences. 
 
The difficulties have been not only the absence of the consultant, but change in teachers 
over the two years has resulted in inconsistency of the training being received.  Teacher 
retention is out of our control and particularly where we are placed geographically can result 
in migration to the neighbouring borough where an increase in salary is obtained due to the 
London weighting. 
 
The project was left with a considerable underspend as a result of the incompletion of the 
training.  A request was sent to use this money on the purchase of iPads and Alan Peat’s 
apps as a means of continuing the project.  This was not originally planned for, but will 
enable the project at Willow Bank to be sustained longer term. 
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The project would have benefitted from more training from Alan Peat and the consistency of 
teachers attending. It would have been more beneficial to use the Professional training days 
to enable all staff to access the project, however these had already been booked and we are 
required to complete a certain number of days with pupils. 
 
If somebody were to run a similar project, it would be beneficial to release all staff to 
complete the same training at the same time or ensure that a company is used rather than 
relying on one consultant to deliver the project. 
 
Teachers as writers 
 
All teachers who attended the course enjoyed the opportunity to develop their own learning 
and improved their skills as writers. This enthusiasm was then brought back to the 
classroom allowing more engagement from the children in lessons. 
The outcomes relating to data are more difficult to quantify because of the change in the 
National curriculum and the life after levels. 
Whilst, the data changes caused a limitation in terms of quantative and qualitative data the 
quality of work in children’s books showed a distinct improvement. During observations of 
lessons there was also a visible increase in children and teachers enjoying writing together 
and valuing the creative process. As discussed earlier limitations occurred due to staff 
turnover/ change in curriculum and the removal of NC levels. 
 
The approach of releasing teachers to attend training at an Adult Education Centre rather 
than within the school building worked well. In house training can invariably be interrupted by 
the demands of class and school responsibilities. At the centre there were no interruptions 
allowing the teachers to give their full attention to the project. The tutor employed was also 
effective, differentiating the course to meet the needs of the different cohorts of teachers. 
 
Teachers for Writers 
 
It is difficult to comment on future delivery. Certainly the data issue would now be easier as 
we could use the same data collection process throughout, unless of course, the Department 
for Education introduces any more new measures. However, staff turnover cannot be 
quantified. Nationally, there is an acknowledged difficulty with both recruitment and retention 
of staff and this is a difficulty the trust acknowledges. 
 



Unified Theory of Change model – Woodland Academy Trust 
 

 Activity Outputs Assumptions Long term goals 

Peareswood • 12 Teachers participate attend The 
Power of Reading training over the 
course of Year 1. 

• Teachers are mentored at school in 
the approaches learned at the training 
events. 

• Cascade the training to a total of 47 
teachers across the Trust with trained 
teachers from PWP 

Teachers use a wider range of 
children’s books in their 
teaching. 
Teachers are more adept at 
planning a cross-curricular 
approach based on reading. 
at all three schools.  
Teachers have increased 
knowledge of children’s 
books, raised awareness of 
their role in enthusing 
children as readers and are 
enabled to develop creative 
approaches to learning 
literacy. 

Increased percentage of 
children at age related 
expectation for reading  
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Willow Bank  Alan Peat completes an initial audit of 
the writing curriculum and of teachers’ 
practice at WBP 

 3 days during Summer term 2014 – 
working with all teachers to develop 
consistent approaches to writing. 

 4 days during Autumn term 2014 – 
Working with al teachers to develop 
use of ICT in writing, challenging the 
more able and moving from reading to 
writing. 

 3 days during Spring term 2015 – 
working with all teachers to develop 
innovative approaches to writing. 

 The WBP approach is evaluated and 
considered when reviewing NHP and 
PWP curricula. 

Teachers have expertise in 
cross-curricular teaching of 
English including the use of 
ICT within lessons. 
Teachers have confidence 
using a range of strategies to 
teach and assess writing 
effectively. in cross-curricular 
teaching of English. 
Whole school approach to 
writing is embedded into WBP 
curriculum including 
adherence to policy. 
 
 

Increased percentage of 
children exceeding the age 
related writing expectation at 
KS1 
% of children at a good level 
of development in EYFS will 
rise above 70% 
Teachers attend training and 
apply the principles to their 
practice. 
The two other schools commit 
resources to the training and 
development 
 

Appendix 1



Northumberland 
Heath 

 16 staff took part in the project 
om NHP. 
2 left at the end of Summer 2014 

(RC and RH) 

1 left at Christmas 2014 (KW) 

1 was a cover supervisor so no 

class data. 

This is 70% of our current teaching 

staff (23 teachers) 

 

None of them scored full 
marks in the Level 6 EGPS 
test before starting the 
project and 75% scored 
full marks in the repeat at 
the end. 

 

Teachers displayed 
confidence in writing skills 
and were able to model 
writing at a higher level in 
class. 

 


