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1. Rationale and Background  

The EEF and Wellcome Trust have previously funded the University of York (CIEC and YTU) to develop 

and evaluate a science assessment suitable for administration to pupils at the end of Year 5, with 

appropriate curriculum coverage and spread of question types. This instrument was primarily 

intended as a measure of Year 5 scientific attainment. It superseded the measure used in previous 

evaluations of Thinking Doing Talking Science (TDTS) (Hanley et al, 2016; Kitmitto et al, 2018) and to 

evaluate the Wellcome Trust’s professional development programme for primary science specialists 

(Abrahams et al, 2014). The development took into account the recommendations made in CIEC’s 

report to the EEF, Validity of the attainment measure: focus on the Year 5 National Curriculum for 

Science in England (internal document, 2019).  

There are currently no appropriate standardised science tests available for the purpose of evaluating 

Year 6 science attainment for research purposes. Therefore, to further primary science education 

research, the EEF now wish to support the development of a science assessment for Year 6 pupils, 

developed with equivalent rigour to the Year 5 measure. Developing a measure which applies to 

Year 6 science will enable the assessment of interventions and approaches targeted at Year 6 pupils, 

as well as the assessment of the longitudinal impacts of science interventions or approaches 

implemented in previous years. It is anticipated that such an assessment will first be needed as a 

longitudinal outcome measure for an EEF/Wellcome Trust-funded re-trial of Thinking, Doing, Talking, 

Science, currently due to be administered in summer 2024. The measure will be developed as an 

outcome measure for future trials and as a generic tool to measure the impact of other primary 

science initiatives across the country. It will not be designed for the purpose of teacher assessment, 

to rank individual pupils, or to make high-stakes decisions about individual pupils. 

It will be published and freely available for use under Crown Copyright. 

2. Assessment Specification 

Aim 

The aim of this research is to produce an age-appropriate assessment matched to the current Year 6 

National Curriculum for Science in England.  

Content 

Initially it was agree that, although the focus would be to measure Year 6 science attainment, the 

assessment would include questions that cover most of the “big ideas” in the KS2 Science Curriculum 

(Harlen, 2010:8) even if they did not feature specifically in the Year 6 curriculum (which, for instance, 

does not cover Chemistry). However, it was decided after Phase 1 that the question focus should be 

on Year 6, with content covered in earlier years permitted if formed an essential part of the question 

as a whole. As a written assessment, it would be less effective at exploring aspects of the curriculum 

that would be better explored through other means, for instance practical science. 

The questions will be a mix of those measuring scientific knowledge and scientific understanding. 

They will cover process and enquiry skills, lower level thinking skills such as simple factual recall and 

higher order thinking skills such as applying knowledge to new situations. The assessment will 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-curriculum-in-england-science-programmes-of-study/national-curriculum-in-england-science-programmes-of-study
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incorporate science topics, reflecting the way they are covered in the curriculum. ‘Working 

Scientifically’ (understanding of the nature, processes and methods of science by focusing on the key 

features of scientific enquiry) will be embedded within the assessment. There will be a focus on 

topics in the Year 6 curriculum: 

• Living things and their habitats (classification and characteristics across microorganisms, plants 

and animals) 

• Animals including humans (circulation and lifestyle)  

• Evolution and inheritance (adaptation)  

• Light (light sources, reflection and shadows) 

• Electricity (voltage, circuits and symbols). 

Level of difficulty of each question will be decided by taking into consideration a combination of the 

conceptual level of the science, the quantity and complexity of the language used, and the type of 

response required (for example, yes/no versus a more open response). 

The level of demand attributed to each question is based on a number of factors. Testbase questions 

specify a difficulty rating of low/standard/high and when asked to justify this rating, Testbase 

responded that “the level of demand was based on the old NC levels system with 3/4 being low 

demand, 4/5 standard and 5/6 being higher demand. The questions comprise parts originally given 

different level attributions so the tagging would be best fit” (email correspondence 27/7/21). The 

science expert took into account the original design of the NC science levels by the Task Group on 

Assessment and Testing (DES, 1988) and progression towards increasingly more abstract ideas in 

each Key Stage (Black, 1993). To allocate a level of difficulty to each item, the science expert 

considered the conceptual level of the science, the quantity and complexity of the language used in 

the question, and the type of response required (for example, yes/no versus open response). The a 

priori level of demand of each item will then be cross-referenced to an analysis of whether the items 

behave as expected when Tests A and B are administered (e.g. harder items are answered correctly 

by fewer students) and where there is a mismatch, the attributed level of difficulty will be adjusted 

accordingly 

Format 

The assessment will be appropriate for group administration. The final version will have a time limit 

that is appropriate for the number of questions developed but with a pragmatic maximum of 45-60 

minutes. It will be designed to allow the majority of Year 6 pupils to address all or most of the 

questions within this timeframe. This time has been chosen (a) to take account of the attention span 

of 10-11 year olds; and (b) to reduce the burden on schools.  

To aid contextualisation, the majority of questions will be sub-divided into smaller, incremental 

parts. Where possible, the earliest parts of each question will be the easiest. 

A range of response types will be represented. The exact composition will depend on the final 

selection of questions, but they will be drawn from a pool including binary and multiple choice, 

matching correct items, sequencing, fill-in-the-blank, completing diagrams/graphs, short text and 

long text responses. 

The questions should require as little reading as possible and be phrased to make them accessible to 

pupils with a range of literacy skills. The phrasing of questions should reflect the diverse 
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backgrounds of school pupils in England by using names/representations from a range of cultural 

backgrounds and aiming for gender balance. 

Output 

The test output will be the proportion of marks out of the total marks available (i.e. a score between 

0 and 100). Higher scores can be interpreted as better scientific attainment. Working scientifically is 

planned to be embedded among question parts and is not intended to be used as a separate scale. 

While a normal distribution of total scores within our sample populations is a development goal, the 

science test continuous scale cannot be understood as a true interval scale, as any one mark could 

arise from an easy or difficult question of equal marking weight. 

3. Participants 

Profile 

All state primary schools or middle schools covering this age range will be eligible for this project. They 

will be asked to involve all their Year 6 classes (mixed year classes, i.e. Year 5/6, will not be eligible). 

Schools will be recruited across England using existing contacts (including schools that were involved 

in the development of the Year 5 assessment), third parties, and advertising (e.g. Twitter) if necessary. 

They will be contacted using a combination of email and follow-up phone calls. We will ensure that a 

mix of schools will be recruited to represent a spread of characteristics (e.g. size of school, urban and 

rural coverage, EAL/FSM percentages, higher/lower achievement based on KS2 figures). Schools 

expressing interest will be included in the final sample on a first-come-first-served basis, provided they 

meet the profile requirements, and a waiting list will be put in place. 

Sample size  

Acceptable levels of precision when specifying factors as part of a factor analysis can be achieved for 

an item to participant ratio of between 1:10 and 1:20 (Costello & Osborne 2005). Using a ratio of 

1:15, a maximum of 45 marking units and accounting for 10% attrition, a sample of 760 pupils (19 

schools) is required for each evaluation of the structure and performance of a full version of the 

science assessment. In Phase 2, we anticipate the evaluation of two assessment versions (total 

of 1520 pupils, 38 schools), resulting in a single version to be evaluated in Phase 3 (760 pupils, 19 

schools). 

Repeating the assessment for all Phase 3 pupils will allow the test-retest correlation to be estimated 

to within 1% to 2% precision for a 95% confidence interval, assuming 10% attrition. 

Incentives 

Schools will be paid incentives to participate in the project, as recompense for the extra administrative 

work and disruption caused to the school day. Schools taking part in Phases 1 and 2 will receive £200 

each. Those taking part in Phase 3/4 will receive £300 each (to recognise the additional assessment 

administration that will be involved). 
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4. Assessment Development 

Development Phases 

A multi-stage process will be adopted to develop the assessment, as outlined below. 

Phase 0: Initial question bank selection 

A total of 30 questions were sourced from Testbase1. There was a limited amount of new or amended 

question content to fill any major curricular gaps identified in the existing bank available. 

Each question part was mapped to the relevant National Curriculum reference(s). Questions from 

Testbase were matched to Working Scientifically statements for the Upper Key Stage 2 Programme of 

Study and the “pupils should be taught” statements of the Year 6 Programme of Study in the Science 

National Curriculum. Every statement was addressed by the questions selected, and a new question 

designed to cover Evolution, which does not feature in the Testbase bank of questions. Some 

questions covered more than one statement and some statements were addressed several times, in 

different ways. Priority was given to questions that include elements of Working Scientifically and the 

most recent questions written, as these will often include more engaging context. 

At this stage, the question coverage was wider than the Year 6 science curriculum since there was a 

desire to also cover the “Big Ideas” of science in Key Stage 2 (Harlen, 2010:8). Questions were also 

chosen to represent a range of item response types (from binary choice to free text and drawing 

diagrams), different levels of processing and content difficulty, and number of marks per question. 

An expert in primary science education selected an appropriate pool of potential questions and a 

second primary science expert peer reviewed the question selection. 

Phase 1: Preliminary question screening (summer 2021)  

Method 

Two schools were selected to pilot the initial bank of 25-30 multi-part questions. Each school was 

asked to select 12 Year 6 pupils (a mix of boys and girls) representing a range of ability levels and 

including some FSM and EAL children. All were reasonably confident verbal communicators capable 

of engaging with the task. Because this may have resulted in a group of pupils with higher than average 

literacy levels, the comprehensibility and readability of the assessment was treated as a “best case 

scenario”. 

Each child worked their way through a series of 5-6 multi-part questions selected at random by a 

statistician from the question bank (ensuring each question appeared an equal number of times and 

the questions for each child covered at least two different subject areas and every level of difficulty). 

They were encouraged to “think aloud” their thought processes to a primary science educator on a 

one-to-one basis. A researcher observed and made notes of the pupils’ responses to each question 

and roughly how long each question took to answer.  

Analysis 

This phase allowed the strongest questions to be identified through qualitative feedback and 

statistical summary. These questions were ones which have accessible language, unambiguous 

 
1 https://www.testbase.co.uk, a bank of SATs/optional SATS questions 

https://www.testbase.co.uk/
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meaning, were interpreted in the appropriate scientific context and represented the predicted level 

of challenge. Problematic questions were either revised (eg by using different vocabulary) or removed. 

Summary   

Data Collection Analysis Outputs 

• N=24 pupils (2 schools) 

• In-depth walkthrough using 
5-6 multi-part questions per 
child (25-30 questions total) 

• Qualitative analysis of 
performance of each item 
 

• Report of qualitative findings  

• Summary statistics of pupil 
demographics  

• Summary statistics of item 
scores 

• Identification of questions 
unsuitable for taking forward 

• Identification of questions 
that require modifying 

• Identification of core and 
secondary items  

 

Phase 2: Question selection (summer 2022)  

Method 

Two versions of the assessment, with around 10 multi-part questions in each, will be devised for Phase 

2 with a balance of marks per subject, item difficulty and topic as far as possible.  Having two versions 

will allow the testing of 20-25 discrete questions altogether. The two versions will be matched as 

closely as possible, and a number of ‘core’ questions will appear on both papers. Core questions cover 

key content or concepts within the curriculum; are good exemplars of easy or difficult material; offer 

good progression from easy to difficult within the question; and/or offer a good variety of question 

and answer types. 

The two versions will be tested in 38 schools (all Year 6 pupils, estimated average 40 pupils per school). 

Each version will have two permutations with the first half and second half of the assessment swapped 

over. This rotation of questions prevents the same items being left unanswered by pupils if time runs 

out, and also allows an analysis of the question order effect. Children will have up to an hour to 

complete the assessment, with the invigilator marking the time taken on each paper. This will help 

gauge the number of questions needed on the final paper to achieve a 45-minute assessment. 

An additional variable to explore within Phase 2 is related to methodology. Most EEF trials use 

independent invigilators for post-testing, although teachers may invigilate pre-tests. At pre-test, 

teachers are not usually aware of their randomisation status, but at post-test they may have a vested 

interest in the trial outcome as a result of their response to the intervention and this may (consciously 

or unconsciously) affect how they invigilate the test. Costs are considerably increased when 

independent invigilators are used.  

Both forms of invigilation will be incorporated in Phase 2, with half the schools randomised to each 

invigilator type. If sub-group analysis fails to detect any difference between the two, teacher 

invigilation can be used in the subsequent test-retest phases. Since this is not a fully powered analysis, 

a recommendation will not rely on statistical significance but will be made based on the variability and 

calculated confidence intervals. If a difference is detected, independent invigilation will be used for 

Phases 3 and 4 to replicate the situation in the trial post-tests for which the instrument is being 
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developed. This design could also help the selection of questions for the final assessment by 

highlighting those questions less influenced by invigilator type (teacher or independent), something 

that might be relevant if schools use the assessment themselves once it is published. 

Importantly, any findings will not be generalisable to invigilation situations where teachers may have 

vested interests, eg in RCT post-tests or high-stake exams. In other situations, such as baseline 

testing carried out pre-randomisation, the findings would help determine whether outcomes from 

teacher invigilation are likely to differ from independent invigilation. 

Analysis 

The results from the analyses below, will be discussed by the development team and the primary 

science expert. Questions and question parts will be identified that perform well or badly, in terms of 

the different reliability and validity metrics for example score distribution and discriminatory ability . 

Item performance will be balance against curriculum requirements,  which will determine those to be 

carried forward to the next stage. . By the end of this phase, we aim to have one 45-60 minute 

assessment.  

Summary 

Data Collection Analysis Outputs 

• N=2x760 pupils (2x19 
schools). There will be 
four permutations of 
the assessment: 2 
versions with different 
questions (some 
overlap), and two 
variants of each 
swapping which half of 
the questions come first 
on the paper. This 
ensures we get 
adequate attempts at 
each question even if 
few children complete 
the whole assessment. 
The four permutations 
will be distributed 
equally by class/school. 

• Internal reliability statistics 

• Factor analysis  

• Floor/Ceiling effects  

• Missing data  

• Known group (gender, FSM, 
age, Y6 question level) 
discrimination and differential 
item functioning (DIF) 

• Hybrid item response theory 
(IRT) model (including item 
characteristic curves) 

• Criterion validity against 
Maths and English KS1 scores 

• Completion time 

• Effect of question order 

• Effect of invigilator type 
(teacher or independent) 

• All analyses at scale/question 
/item level as appropriate 

• Statistical report of 
analyses, including 
detailed quantitative 
performance of each item 

• Recommendation of 
preferred items , based 
on qualitative and 
quantitative findings 

• Modifications to the 
marking scheme, as 
necessary 

• Modifications to the 
categorisations of item 
difficulties, as necessary. 

• Modifications to question 
positioning, as necessary.  

 

Phase 3: Evaluation of final assessment (summer 2023)  

Method / Analysis 

The final instrument will be tested in 19 schools (all Year 6 pupils in each school, estimated average 

40 pupils per school i.e. n=760). This sample size will enable us to conduct a full evaluation of the 

structure and performance of the final instrument items, allowing for a minimum of 20 pupils for every 

marking unit (45 marks from 40 sub-questions, item to subject ratio based on Costello & Osborne 2005 

recommendations). Because Phase 3 will take place a year later than Phase 2, thus involving a different 

Year 6 cohort, schools will be eligible to participate in both phases. 
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Summary 

Data Collection Analysis Outputs 

• N=760 pupils (19 schools)  

• Completion of single 
assessment version 
developed after Phase 2 

• Analyses as described for 
Phase 2 and additionally 
validating against KS2 SATs 
data  

• Descriptive summary 
statistics of time to complete 

• Statistical report of 
performance of final 
assessment (to be reported 
alongside Phase 4) 

• Final scoring guidance and 
modifications, as required.  

 

Phase 4: Stability of final assessment (summer 2023)  

Method / Analysis 

The assessment and testing procedure will remain unchanged for Phase 4, to allow the test-retest 

reliability to be accurately assessed. Repeating the assessment with all Phase 3 pupils (assuming 10% 

attrition) will be enough to investigate test-retest reliability to within 1% to 2% precision with 90% 

power. Pupils will take the same assessment again about 6 weeks later to check consistency, ie how 

reliable it is at producing similar results twice. A six week interval has been chosen because it is short 

enough to minimise the amount of new learning that can take place whilst allowing time for pupils 

to forget the detail of the assessment..  

Results from this phase will allow a decision on whether to adopt the final assessment or refine and 

re-evaluate. 

Summary 

Data Collection Analysis Outputs 

• N=760 pupils (19 schools)  

• Completion of single 
assessment version as 
administered in Phase 3 

• Analyses as described for 
Phase 3 with the addition of 
test-retest reliability 

• Descriptive summary 
statistics of time to complete  

• Statistical report of 
performance of final 
assessment and test-retest 
reliability 

• Final test version with mark 
scheme 

 

Further Analyses 

We aim to assess the correlation of the total test scores between the previously developed Year 5 

Science Assessment and this current Year 6 Science Assessment. To do so, results from the control 

arm of the EEF Thinking Doing Talking Science (TDTS) randomised controlled trial will be used. Year 5 

pupils are due to take the previously-developed Year 5 Science Assessment in Summer 2023 and will 

take the Year 6 Science Assessment in Summer 2024 (provided that the assessment meets 

acceptable levels of validity and reliability when assessed during Phases 3 and 4 of the project). 

Total test scores from Year 5 pupils in Summer 2023 will be correlated with the total test scores from 

the same Year 6 pupils in Summer 2024, presented using Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient and a 

95% confidence interval. This analysis will be conducted as part of the TDTS trial. 
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Marking Process 

All papers (Phase 1 to 4) will be marked manually by trained, independent markers with complete 

fluency in written English, scientific knowledge (ideally at least one A-level in a science subject), and 

the ability to work accurately with attention to detail. To check for reliability between markers, 10% 

of papers (pre-selected within each school at random) will be marked twice (by two different markers). 

Second marking and its data input will be done in parallel with first marking so that any questions with 

a large number of discrepancies can be explored at an early stage. Where there are difficulties and 

ambiguities, these will be discussed, recorded as additional guidance for markers and incorporated in 

revisions to the mark scheme. When large discrepancies are found, and/or the mark scheme changes 

significantly, the affected questions will be marked again across all papers to ensure consistency.  

 

5. Deliverables 

We will provide three reports for the different development phases, as per the table below. Each report will be 

provided as an interim document and finalised following EEF comments. A final report will combine all 

previous reports and complete the research.  

Phase Content of Reporting EEF Input / Feedback 

Phase 1 • Report of qualitative findings  

• Summary statistics of pupil demographics  

• Summary statistics of item scores 

• Identification of questions unsuitable for 
taking forward 

• Identification of questions that require 
modifying 

• Identification of core and secondary items 

 

Phase 2 • Statistical report of analyses, including 
detailed quantitative performance of each 
item 

• Recommendation of preferred items, based on 
qualitative and quantitative findings 

• Modifications to the marking scheme, as 
necessary 

• Modifications to the categorisations of item 
difficulties, as necessary. 

• Modifications to question positioning, as 
necessary.  

Review of combined Phase 1 and 
Phase 2 analyses and decisions 
around question selection 

Phase 3 • Statistical report of performance of final 
assessment (to be reported alongside Phase 4) 

• Final scoring guidance and modifications, as 
required 

Review of Phase 3 analyses and 
decisions around test 
modifications 

Phase 4 • Statistical report of performance of final 
assessment and test-retest reliability 

• Final test version with mark scheme 

Review of Phase 4 analyses and 
decisions around final test 
specification 

End of research • Amalgamation and integration of Phase 1 to 
Phase 4 reports, including context and 
recommendations 

• Fully editable version of the measure and 
mark scheme, including administrative 
guidance and outline of training/support 
needs for markers 

Review of end of research report 
and sign off for final EEF 
publication 
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6. Ethics 

This project gained ethical approval from the University of York’s Department of Health Sciences' 

Research Governance Committee (HSRGC) on 10 May 2021 (HSRGC/2021/448/A). 

  

7. Data protection 

Data will be handled in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulations (GDPR). Personal 

data will be processed under Article 6 Section (e) of the GDPR (‘Tasks carried out in the public 

interest’) as the research is being conducted to support education provision in the UK (and, if 

applicable, Special Category data under Article 9(2)(j)). A Data Sharing Agreement will be put in place 

with schools for Phases 2 and 3/4.  

The University of York will be the Data Controller and will also process data. Data subjects are the 

participants in the evaluation, which includes pupils in participating schools. 

All participant data will be treated with the strictest confidence and will be stored in accordance 

with the GDPR.  

Parent/carers will be informed about the research through an information sheet with linked privacy 

notice sent on behalf of the evaluation team by schools to parents/carers. For Phase 1, 

parents/carers were asked to give informed consent for their children to participate. For Phases 2, 3 

and 4, parents/carers will be asked to return a signed ‘withdrawal from research’ form if they are 

unwilling to share their child’s data with the evaluation team and/or they do not wish their child to 

take part in any assessments. 

For the purposes of the research, details of participating pupils (e.g. name, date of birth, UPN, 

gender, FSM, EAL, KS1 and KS2 SATS results) will be collected from schools. The details will be fully 

specified in the Data Sharing Agreement which will be put in place with participating schools before 

data transfer. The exception will be Phase 1, where the school will provide details of anonymised 

pupils (gender, FSM and EAL status, KS1 results). 

Schools will transfer data directly to YTU on an encrypted spreadsheet via the University of York's 

secure file transfer service (DropOff). 

A unique trial identification number (Trial ID) will be generated for each participant when their 

details are entered into the trial management system.  

The trial management system and all electronic data will be held on secure University of York servers 

with access limited to specified members of YTU staff. Paper documents and assessment papers will 

be held securely in a controlled access area in locked cabinets.  

The dataset for statistical analysis will hold pseudonymised data and no schools, teachers or children 

will be identifiable in the report or dissemination of any results.  

Electronic data and paper documents including identifiable personal child data will be securely 

archived and disposed of by YTU 5 years after the end of the study. Pseudonymised electronic data 

and paper documents will be kept indefinitely.  

The University of York’s data protection policy is publicly available at: 

https://www.york.ac.uk/records-management/dp/  

https://www.york.ac.uk/records-management/dp/
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8. Personnel 

York Trials Unit, University of York 

Pam Hanley (PI) will be responsible for the day-to-day management and coordination of the project, 

including overseeing recruitment of schools from Phase 2 onwards. 

Louise Elliott will be responsible for co-ordinating the fieldwork aspects (invigilators, markers) and 

for managing the database of participants. 

Ada Keding and Kalpita Baird will provide the statistical expertise. 

Imogen Fountain will lead the project support. 

 

Manchester Metropolitan University 

Zoe Crompton is the primary science education specialist who will lead Phase 1 (selecting potential 

questions and conducting fieldwork) and will continue to advise in later stages as necessary.   
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9. Risks 

 

Risk Preventative measures/mitigation Likelihood Impact 

Insufficient schools 

recruited 

• Very low burden on schools 

• Financial incentive being offered  

• Schools can participate in more than one phase 

Low (Phase 

1)/Medium 

(Phases 2-4) 

High 

School dropout • At recruitment all schools will be required to sign an 

MOU 

• Ensure buy-in at head and teaching staff level 

• Very low burden on schools 

• Short period of involvement 

• Financial incentive only payable after school testing 

completed and all admin data provided (end of Phase 

4 for schools involved in Phases 3&4)     

Low (Phases 

1,2&3)/Medi

um (Phase 4) 

High 

Attrition of pupils  • Short interval between collecting pupil data and 

assessment will minimise pupils leaving; issues will be 

limited mainly to absence on one or both dates 

• Gap between test and retest (Phase 4 only) is only 6 

weeks, so attrition here is likely to be due to absence 

(eg illness) not pupils leaving 

Low Medium 

Project staff 

turnover 

• York Trials Unit has a range of experienced staff to 

substitute if necessary 

• All procedures will be documented to assist any 

replacement personnel 

Low Low 

Delays in schools 

providing necessary 

documentation 

• Provide some details as a prerequisite of sign-up 

• The team has extensive experience of chasing up 

data/documentation from schools 

• The team includes dedicated project support 

Low Medium 

School closures • In-school fieldwork does not start until summer 2021, 

when hopefully the Covid-19 pandemic will be more 

under control and/or schools will have better-

developed alternative strategies. Scaled-up tests not 

until summer 2022 and 2023. 

Low/medium High 
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10. Timeline 

 

Dates Activity 

 Phase 0 

Apr-Jun 2021 Select potential questions  

 Phase 1 

Apr-May 2021 Recruit 2 pilot schools 

July 2021 Test potential questions with 1-to-1 “think aloud” 

March 2022 Submission of draft Phase 1 report to EEF 

 Phase 2 

Oct-Dec 2021 Design 2 versions of assessment from Phase 1 findings 

Feb-Mar 2022 Recruit 38 Phase 2 schools  

Apr 2022 Randomise schools to invigilator type 

May 2022 Statistical analysis plan for Phase 2-4 completed 

Last 2 weeks June 2022 Assessments completed in schools 

Aug-Oct 2022 Conduct data analysis 

Dec 2022 Submission of draft Phase 2 report to EEF 

 Phase 3/4 

Feb-Mar 2023 Design single version of assessment from Phase 2 findings 

Sept 2022-Mar 2023 Recruit 19 Phase 3/4 schools 

Apr-May 2023 Assessments completed in schools 

May-July 2023 Retest completed in schools 

May-Oct 2023 Conduct data analysis 

Dec 2023 Submission of draft overall report to EEF 

Apr 2024 Submission of final report to EEF 
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