
 

REACH Primary 

Evaluation Report 

 

0 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Martin Culliney, Karen Daniels, Josephine Booth, Mike Coldwell, and Sean Demack 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
  

      

 
Evaluation Report 

 
REACH Primary 

 

December 2021 



 REACH Primary 
Evaluation Report 

 

1 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Education Endowment Foundation (EEF) is an independent grant-making charity dedicated to breaking the link 
between family income and educational achievement, ensuring that children from all backgrounds can fulfil their potential 
and make the most of their talents. 
 
 
The EEF aims to raise the attainment of children facing disadvantage by: 
 

● identifying promising educational innovations that address the needs of disadvantaged children in 
primary and secondary schools in England; 

● evaluating these innovations to extend and secure the evidence on what works and can be made to work 
at scale; and  

● encouraging schools, government, charities, and others to apply evidence and adopt innovations found 
to be effective. 

 
The EEF was established in 2011 by the Sutton Trust as lead charity in partnership with Impetus Trust (now part of 
Impetus - Private Equity Foundation) and received a founding £125m grant from the Department for Education.  
Together, the EEF and Sutton Trust are the government-designated What Works Centre for improving education 
outcomes for school-aged children. 
 
 
 
For more information about the EEF or this report please contact: 
 
 

Jonathan Kay 
Education Endowment Foundation  
5th Floor, Millbank Tower 
21–24 Millbank  
SW1P 4QP 

 
0207 802 1653  

 
jonathan.kay@eefoundation.org.uk  

 
www.educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk 
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Executive summary  

The project 

REAding with CompreHension Primary (REACH Primary) is a targeted intervention for struggling Year 3 (age 7–8) 
readers that comprises two strands: Reading Intervention (RI) sessions, delivered twice per week, and Oral Language 
Intervention (OL) sessions, delivered weekly. REACH Primary is designed to be delivered by teaching assistants (TAs) 
who have been nominated by their school and received training from the REACH delivery team in advance. 

RI sessions target word recognition and decoding skills to improve fluent and accurate reading through a variety of 
activities such as tactile letters, worksheets, games, support to read new books, and assembling and writing new 
sentences. OL sessions are discussion based and aim to improve comprehension ability: pupils complete a variety of 
activities based on stories read aloud by the TA. Stories include a range of complex vocabulary, figurative language, 
and opportunities for practicing reciprocal teaching strategies. The intervention was developed by Dr Paula Clarke at 
the University of Leeds, who also delivered the training, alongside Dr Peter Hart.  

Pupils who scored below the national standard in KS1 reading in 2019 received one-to-one reading support by TAs in 
three 30-minute sessions per pupil per week, for 20 weeks. The project was a two-arm, two-level clustered efficacy trial 
for which 780 pupils were recruited from 79 schools. The implementation and process evaluation included qualitative 
fieldwork, such as school visits and interviews, as well as TA and school leader surveys.  

The REACH Primary trial was subject to disruption as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic and school closures in March 
2020. For some schools, this disrupted their 20-week delivery period. It is likely that the knock-on impact of the pandemic 
and associated school workload led to greater attrition from the project than might have been expected. Outcome tests 
did not take place in May 2020 as intended, instead being delayed until November and December 2020. Intervention 
schools were invited to receive additional delivery intended to partly compensate for lost time, and all schools were 
invited to take part in the rescheduled outcome assessment. In the end, 47 schools took part in the primary outcome 
assessment and 32 did not. Participating schools also had attrition at the pupil level, resulting in overall attrition of 53.7%. 

Table 1: Key conclusions 

Key conclusions 

1. Children in REACH Primary schools made the equivalent of two fewer months’ progress in reading, on average, compared to 
children in other schools. This result has a very low security rating: circumstances largely relating to the impact of Covid-19 led to 
very high attrition and therefore no EEF padlocks could be given. 

2. There is some evidence of positive impact on disadvantaged pupils and of negative impact on non-disadvantaged pupils. 
However, these findings are based on small subsamples with high attrition, which limits their security. 

3. REACH Primary required a large commitment of TA time: interview data reported that senior leadership support for the 
programme was crucial to fidelity in the implementation. Baseline assessments and ongoing benchmarking was key to TAs' 
understanding of pupils' needs in reading: in schools visited, this was being implemented effectively.  

4. Evidence from both TA and senior leadership (SL) surveys and interviews during school visits suggested that there were high 
levels of pupil engagement with the programme. TAs also reported a positive impact on pupil engagement in reading, with pupils 
becoming increasingly motivated to read as the intervention progressed. However, this is not a formal causal interpretation. 

5. Some TAs found it more difficult to clearly articulate the value of the OL sessions. It is not clear whether this was due to lack of 
experience in supporting language comprehension processes or sessions being perceived as too challenging for some children, 
and less easy to personalise than the RI sessions. 

EEF security rating 

These findings have a very low security rating. This was an efficacy trial, which tested whether the intervention worked 
under developer-led conditions in a number of schools. It was a well-designed randomised controlled trial, but 
circumstances led to very high attrition of more than 50% of pupils. Other threats to internal validity were identified, 
including schools in both control and treatment groups reporting involvement in other reading-related interventions, 
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missing data, assessments undertaken remotely, and an extended interval between intervention and assessment 
(necessitated by Covid-19) deviating from the intended design. 

Additional findings 

Pupils in REACH Primary schools made, on average, two fewer months’ progress than those in the control group 
equivalent. This is our best estimate of impact, which has a very low security rating. As with any study, there is always 
some uncertainty around the result: the possible impact of this programme also includes negative effects of four months 
of less progress and positive effects of up to two months of additional progress. 

Fidelity was also low: only one TA was fully compliant with the intervention during 2019/2020. Initial training was well 
attended, with 72 of 79 TAs attending the first two sessions and 54 attending all three. However, the gap tasks and 
online seminars were completed by fewer TAs. It is important to note that this fidelity data relates to a period prior to the 
pandemic and therefore suggests that the intervention was not followed as intended. This could be due to the high 
workload associated with the intervention.  

Nevertheless, TAs reported feeling well or very well supported by the Leeds REACH Primary team, and the value and 
depth of the training provided was viewed positively by SLs. 75% of TAs also reported that delivering the intervention 
had a positive impact on their own professional knowledge and confidence about reading. 

The positive impact of the intervention on children's reading skills (decoding, phonic knowledge, word reading) was 
reported by TAs (during school visits) as well as being evident through initial baselining assessments and the ongoing 
assessments of pupils' reading. The results support existing evidence suggesting that motivation to read is linked to 
appropriate reading goals, perceptions of self-efficacy, and social motivation to read (Guthrie and Wigfield, 2000; 
Hempel-Jorgensen et al., 2018). The impact of the intervention on the reading skills of children eligible for free school 
meals (FSM) (as identified by the GL Diagnostic Test of Word Reading Processes)  may therefore be attributed to the 
interrelated impacts of self-efficacy and personalised learning.   

Cost 

The cost of REACH Primary equates to £315 per school over three years. When delivered to ten pupils per year as in 
the current trial, this equates to £10.50 per pupil over three years. However, this does not account for the staff time, 
which is 30 hours per pupil per year, or 300 hours per year in total.  

Impact 

Table 2: Summary of impact on primary outcomes 

Outcome/ 
group 

Effect size (95% 
confidence interval) 

Estimated 
months’ 
progress 

EEF security 
rating 

No of pupils P Value EEF cost rating 

WIAT*/all 
pupils 

-0.10 (-0.320; 
0.128) -2  361 0.400 £ £ £ £ £ 

WIAT*/FSM 
pupils 

0.34 (-0.071; 
0.744) 4 n/a 115 0.106 £ £ £ £ £ 

WIAT*/non-
FSM pupils 

-0.27 (-0.514;  
-0.027) -4 n/a 245 0.029 £ £ £ £ £ 

* Wechsler Individual Achievement Test
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Introduction 

Background 

In 2015, the UK government reported that 29% of students did not reach the expected standard in reading at the end of 
primary school (Department for Education, 2015). According to the Simple View of Reading (Gough and Tunmer, 1986), 
two components are essential to reading with meaning: decoding and language comprehension. REAding with 
CompreHension Primary (REACH Primary) targets both components in one 20-week intervention programme, using 
established techniques. Reading Intervention (RI), which includes Sound Linkage (Hatcher, Duff and Hulme, 2014), is 
used to develop word recognition and decoding skills. Oral Language Intervention (OL) (Clarke et al., 2010; Clarke et 
al., 2013) is used to promote language comprehension and focuses on vocabulary, figurative language, strategy use, 
and narrative. 

A previous efficacy trial found that school staff reported REACH having a positive effect on reading skills, reading 
accuracy, and confidence for secondary school pupils. On average, around six months’ additional progress was 
observed where children had received both the reading intervention and language intervention, and four months’ 
additional progress when experiencing only the reading intervention, using the New Group Reading Test (NGRT) as the 
primary outcome measure (Sibieta, 2016). There was no clear evidence that the interventions improved reading 
comprehension in particular, as opposed to other skills, such as word recognition. 

While the previous trial showed that the impact of the intervention on pupil reading was positive, it received a low security 
rating (two EEF padlocks) as the trial was phased, the sample was less than half its intended size due to recruitment 
difficulties, and differences in characteristics of pupils between intervention and control schools were observed. In 
addition, questions over implementation were raised, for instance, regarding training of teaching assistants (TAs), 
delivery, and ongoing support, with clear implications for reviewing the content of the training materials and intervention 
itself. Changes made to the current intervention in light of these findings are discussed below. This evaluation design 
specifically aims to build on implications and findings from the previous trial and evidence review by evaluating the 
efficacy of the intervention in a primary school setting (Sibieta, 2016; Clarke et al., 2017). 

Intervention 

REACH Primary is a targeted intervention for struggling readers that comprises two strands: RI sessions delivered twice 
per week, and OL sessions delivered weekly, over the course of 20 weeks. REACH Primary was delivered by TAs, who 
were nominated by the school and received training from the University of Leeds, following initial agreement from the 
headteacher. A minimum of two TAs from each school were required to be trained in the intervention, thereby providing 
peer support. An agreed senior leader in the school (such as the literacy coordinator or special educational needs 
coordinator) acted as a point of contact for each school. 

The intervention was aimed at Year 3 children identified as performing below national expectations in reading by their 
school during Year 2. The decision to target Year 3 was pragmatic as the intervention was expected to have larger 
effects in this group due to the RI strand, and to reduce the testing burden on schools by using key stage 1 (KS1) scores 
as a pre-test. Each pupil was due to receive three 30-minute sessions of individual support per week. This amounts to 
30 hours per pupil per year. Ideally, the sessions took place on different days. Pupils were taken out of lessons for their 
sessions, which were delivered on a one-to-one basis, with sessions requiring a quiet, designated space in school, 
outside the pupil's regular classroom. It was also advised that TAs should have access to a designated space for storage 
of materials—schools were required to commit to providing this for the duration of the project. 

The REACH Primary trial was subject to disruption as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic and subsequent closure of 
schools in March 2020. For most schools, this disrupted delivery of the intervention as the 20-week delivery period had 
not finished. It is likely that the knock-on impact of the pandemic and associated school workload led to greater attrition 
from the project than might have been expected. It also meant that the outcome tests did not take place in May 2020 as 
was intended, instead being delayed until November and December 2020. The consequences of the pandemic for the 
REACH trial are discussed throughout this report.  
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Pupil selection 

To be eligible, pupils were required to have scored below the expected standard on the 2019 KS1 reading test. Teachers 
were asked to identify the ten lowest performing pupils in Year 3 with regard to the following word recognition and 
decoding abilities: 

1. Read regular words (e.g. CATCH) aloud accurately and fluently. 
2. Read irregular words (e.g. YACHT) aloud accurately and fluently. 
3. Read nonsense words (e.g. FLENK) aloud accurately and fluently. 
4. Read sentences aloud accurately and fluently. 

Pupils were eligible to take part if they showed difficulties in one or more of these abilities. 
There were no exclusion criteria. Selected pupils included those with English as an additional language (EAL), those 
with special educational needs and disabilities (SEND), and those eligible for free school meals (FSM) to help 
understand if there are differential outcomes for children with differing needs and starting points, although these pupils 
were not targeted specifically. Teachers were asked to select the ten weakest readers starting in Year 3 in September 
2019, with the requirement that each of these pupils had taken the KS1 reading test and their results would be shared 
with the evaluators. Teachers had the option to use data from national tests to inform their selection, or from standardised 
measures, or from their own teacher-designed assessments, or a combination of these. Pupils without KS1 reading 
scores were not eligible. The selected sample therefore included pupils with special educational needs, disabilities, or 
sensory impairments, pupils new to the English language, and those who speak English as an additional language.  

Schools were required to be two-form entry or larger due to the number of pupils required for statistical analysis and the 
workload that could reasonably be expected of participating TAs. Schools were based in the North East, Yorkshire and 
Humber, Greater Manchester, or Lincolnshire regions of England, where training was delivered. The current trial was 
launched as part of the EEF North East Primary Literacy Campaign, with recruitment originally planned for the North 
East and Yorkshire and Humber regions (where the delivery team are based), and extended to increase the number of 
eligible schools to achieve the required sample size. 

Training 

To support the delivery of the REACH Primary programme, TAs received three days of face-to-face training through 
local hubs, with the intention that TAs would not have to travel far to attend. The training tasks were designed to be 
completed in pairs, with peer support built into the approach. There were associated online seminars and eight gap 
tasks linked to these. Both of these activities were considered integral components of the programme and as such were 
included as two of the fidelity measures for the trial. The first two training days were scheduled on consecutive days 
prior to intervention delivery in September 2019, with TA training completed as early as possible in the 2019/2020 school 
year in order to give the maximum amount of time for TAs to deliver the intervention. The third day was ‘top-up training’ 
and took place after the first ten weeks of delivery in January 2020. 

The designated senior leadership team member responsible for oversight of the programme in each school was asked 
to attend the first half day of training. TAs were given a manual, in both printed and digital format, detailing the 
intervention programme. This included baseline assessment instructions and scripted session plans. An online space 
for sharing resources was also provided. Ongoing advice was available from the training team via email and telephone. 
An online forum (moderated by the training and delivery team) was also available, primarily to facilitate peer support 
and discussion. Where necessary, schools could request additional on-site observation and training from the training 
team, or alternatively could submit video/audio recorded intervention sessions to the training team for feedback. 

Following feedback from the previous evaluation of the intervention, the TA training programme was redesigned to 
include top-up training and a blended learning component (online seminars and training tasks). Furthermore, the RI 
section of the training manual was revised to make it more user-friendly and the range of resources available to support 
the RI activities increased; as a result, TAs had access to digital resources as well as printed materials.  

An additional training session was offered to intervention schools in September 2020 to support five weeks of extra 
delivery intended to compensate for the interruption to the programme (see below for further details). The additional 
training was a one-hour online session to TAs, which included a recap of the RI sessions and a recap of the structure 
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of the OL sessions. New content for the OL sessions was also introduced. In addition, TAs were reintroduced to three 
of the baseline assessments to assist them in finding pupils’ levels and identify gaps in phonics knowledge.  

The intervention and resources 

Each school in the intervention group received a book box: a ‘starter set’ of two books per level for levels 1–30 of the 
Hatcher (2000) grading system, which considered word length, sentence length, and grammatical features of text. The 
book boxes were assembled and graded by the delivery team, covering a range of genres and interests. Graded 
passages from a range of online sources were also recommended for each level. Schools were required to contribute 
£300 to cover the cost of the book box, which they could keep. Each intervention school also received a copy of Sound 
Linkage: An Integrated Programme for Overcoming Reading Difficulties (Hatcher, Duff and Hulme, 2014) and a resource 
pack, including tactile letters, bespoke idiom and jokes cards relating to the stories being used, and THRASS (Teaching 
Handwriting Reading And Spelling Skills) charts. Teaching assistants needed access to tablet computers, photocopying, 
and general teaching materials, such as white boards and pens. 

Week 1 of the programme involved the administration of baseline assessments. These took place over three 30-minute 
sessions and covered the following: 

● concepts about print; 
● letter identification; 
● phoneme identification; 
● sound linkage (Hatcher, Duff and Hulme, 2014)— 

o phonological awareness; 
o syllable Blending; 
o rhyme; 
o phoneme blending; 
o phoneme segmentation; 
o phoneme deletion; 
o phoneme transposition; 
o spoonerisms; 

● early word recognition; 
● non-word reading; 
● Burt reading test; 
● text reading—running record; 
● free writing; and 
● dictation. 

The data from these assessments provided the TAs with a detailed and comprehensive profile of each pupil’s strengths 
and weaknesses, which was then used to tailor the content of the RI sessions to each individual. For example, non-
word reading provided a diagnostic assessment of children's phonic decoding skills, allowing for the teaching of specific 
graphophonic knowledge and skills of blending and segmenting. 

In weeks 2 to 20 of the programme, pupils completed two RI sessions and one OL session each week, each lasting 30 
minutes. Initially, RI sessions were planned based on each pupil's baseline assessment, and TAs identified priorities for 
teaching. For some children, this might involve a focus on target phoneme grapheme correspondences, or the skill of 
synthesising phonemes to read words. Sound Linkage materials include a progression of skills, so TAs were able to use 
this as a guide to plan for progression. The running record carried out in RI sessions enabled TAs to monitor children's 
progress in taught skills, and identify areas of focus for subsequent RI sessions. TAs also regularly conducted aspects 
of the baseline assessment (such as letter identification and early word recognition) in order to monitor pupil progress 
during the intervention and plan for next steps in learning.  

The methods used in the programme draw on established teaching practices and principles, including social 
constructivism, authentic literacy pedagogy, and dialogic teaching. The RI sessions comprised three sections: 

First section: 10 minutes 
1) Reading an ‘easy’ book (a book read with at least 95% accuracy). 
2) A running record of an ‘instructional’ book (a book read with 90–94% accuracy). 

 Second section: 15 minutes 
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3) Letter and word identification activities—using tactile letters, worksheets, and games. 
4) Phonological activities—taken from Sound Linkage (Hatcher, Duff and Hulme, 2014), reinforced 

using THRASS chart and tactile letters and digraphs. 
5) Cut-up sentence activity—assembling a sentence from cut-up sections containing individual 

words or phrases. 
6) Write a sentence activity—creating a new sentence (which is then used in subsequent sessions 

in the cut-up sentence activity). 

Third section: 5 minutes 
7) Introduction to new ‘instructional’ book. 
8) Attempt at reading new ‘instructional’ book. 

The OL sessions were discussion based. Pupils listened to the stories being read aloud by the TA. The stories included 
a range of complex vocabulary, figurative language, interesting storylines, and opportunities for practicing reciprocal 
teaching strategies. Using the stories as the backbone of each session, pupils complete activities in four sections: 

First section: 10 minutes 
1) Vocabulary: Each session includes one ‘word of the day’. These are all tier 2 words (words 
that are high frequency but have multiple meanings and are important for reading 
comprehension), which are present in the story. They are explicitly taught using the Multiple 
Context Learning (MCL) approach (Beck, McKeown and Kucan, 2002). Graphic organisers, 
definition cards, and illustrations are used to consolidate word meanings. 

Second section: 10 minutes 
2) Listening comprehension: Pupils listen to the story and then complete a worksheet or 

game-like activity inspired by Reciprocal Teaching (RT) (Palincsar and Brown, 1984). The 
four RT strategies that the pupils practice are clarification, summarisation, prediction, and 
question generation. 

Third section: 5 minutes 
3) Figurative Language: Pupils discuss figurative language examples present in the story and 

further develop their understanding of figurative language using illustrated cards containing 
idioms, jokes, and riddles that are related in some way to the story. 

Fourth section: 5 minutes 
4) Spoken narrative: Pupils create a story map collaboratively with the TA. They use the map 

to discuss key parts of the narrative content and structure, including characters, places, 
timelines, and key events. Oral story retells, using the story map as a prompt, are also 
regularly practised. 

REACH Primary uses approaches which require personalisation. This is especially true for the RI sessions in which TAs 
are responsible for selecting appropriate level texts (using the Hatcher grading system) and choosing from a menu of 
letter, word, and phonological activities. This is informed by assessments conducted during the week one baseline 
assessments. The OL sessions are scripted and based on specific texts; however, the activities themselves are 
designed to be flexible and responsive to pupils' experiences and needs. TAs were encouraged to include bespoke 
materials to support these activities (for example, photographs and objects from the local community and other contexts 
familiar to the pupils). For some pupils, tablet technology may be particularly suitable and TAs have the option to 
personalise the sessions using paper-based and online texts as appropriate. TAs were trained to use the Hatcher 
grading system in order to check the reading level of books provided for children. The Leeds team also provided 
significant support in recommending additional titles suited to the stages of the programme. Schools are advised to allow 
planning time for TAs, recommended at 15–20 minutes per pupil per week. 

At the point at which schools in England were partially closed due to Covid-19 (at the end March 2020), the majority of 
participating schools were near to finishing the scheduled REACH Primary delivery and had time to reach the threshold 
for optimal compliance described in the protocol and statistical analysis plan (SAP) (see Table 5, below). It was therefore 
agreed that fidelity would be measured for only the delivery period originally scheduled (autumn and spring terms, 
2019/2020). An additional training session was offered to TAs in intervention schools in September 2020 to support five 
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weeks of extra delivery intended to compensate for the interruption to the programme. There were no material changes 
to delivery aside from this.   

Outcome testing, planned for summer 2020, took place in November and December 2020, so there is a longer gap 
between the end of the intervention and testing than was planned. A number of schools declined the opportunity to 
continue with the programme and withdrew from outcome testing. The implications for the sample size and indicative 
power calculations are discussed below. Outcome testing was conducted remotely with test administrators from the 
evaluation team using video calls to connect with participating schools and collect the required data. The outcome 
measures remained unchanged from the final version of the protocol, as is detailed below.  

Theory of change of REACH Primary  

The logic model in Figure 1, agreed with the developer at the set-up stage, presents the theory of change underpinning 
REACH Primary, and the interrelated aspects of impact for both pupils and TAs. In REACH Primary there are two distinct 
but interrelated change processes—the first focused on TA change and the second on pupil change. Furthermore, we 
highlight contextual factors that may impact on the project at each stage. Following the Intervention Delivery and 
Evaluation Analysis (IDEA) Workshop, the agreed logic model (using the design from Coldwell and Maxwell, 2018) is 
presented in Figure 1. 

Figure 1: REACH Primary evidence-informed logic model 

 

Change Process 1: Teaching assistant training in REACG Primary intervention  

The causal theory draws from evidence on effective deployment of TAs (as summarised in the EEF TA Deployment 
Guidance: Sharples, Webster and Blatchford, 2018) and evidence on effective continued professional development 
(CPD) in schools. 

REACH Primary Evidence-informed Logic Model frame ( to be read in conjunction with the supporting information)
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Sharples, Webster and Blatchford (2018) identified a number of factors that impacted on the effective deployment of 
TAs, with three fields of work in which TAs are commonly involved: everyday classroom conditions, the delivery of 
structured interventions, and the close integration of learning from work led by both teachers and TAs. The main findings 
of the report suggest that in everyday classroom conditions, effective deployment of TAs involves them being well-
prepared for their role, adding value to the work of the teacher (not replacing them), and using talk effectively to promote 
pupil independence in learning. TAs are seen as being best deployed in ways that do not always involve supporting 
lower attaining pupils or separating these pupils from the classroom, teacher, and peers. However, TAs working to 
deliver high quality one-to-one or small group work, delivering structured interventions, is seen as beneficial. Such 
interventions are most effective when they are evidence-based; brief and regularly timetabled over a sustained period; 
guided by extensive training by well-qualified trainers; and carried out by TAs maintaining fidelity to the intervention plan 
and structure. Monitoring and tracking of pupil progress and assessment, which informs subsequent intervention 
sessions, is seen as beneficial. Finally, links between in-class learning and interventions, facilitated by liaison with the 
class teacher, should be made. It is important that intervention work is consistent with and extends classroom work and 
that these links are made explicit to pupils.  

Change Process 2: Delivery of REACH Primary intervention to Year 3 weaker readers  

The theory guiding REACH Primary is in the first instance informed by the two components of the Simple View of 
Reading: word recognition (decoding) and language comprehension. Gough and Tunmer (1986) define the reading 
process as:  

Decoding (D) x Language Comprehension (LC) = Reading Comprehension (RC) 

Whilst the Simple View of Reading draws together the relationship between oral language comprehension and word 
recognition, reading comprehension involves the process of constructing meaning from printed words (Hoover and 
Gough, 1990). 

Children at the early stage of reading, or those who lack swift decoding skills, often need to give much of their attention 
to decoding the words on the page, and this may stall reading fluency and confound the processes of reading 
comprehension. Intervention programmes therefore often involve an emphasis on decoding. Due to the complexity 
inherent in reading comprehension, we are particularly interested in how the elements of the REACH Primary 
intervention directly support reading comprehension processes and why there appeared to be less gain in this crucial 
aspect of reading in the previous REACH evaluation. Whilst this previous evaluation suggested that REACH had a 
positive effect on reading skills, reading accuracy, and confidence for pupils, the effect was more pronounced where 
children had received both reading intervention and language intervention (Sibieta, 2016). There was no clear evidence 
that the intervention improved reading comprehension. This evaluation design in the present REACH Primary report 
specifically aims to build on implications and findings from the previous trial and evidence review (Sibieta, 2016; Clarke 
et al., 2017).  

It is noteworthy that the previous evaluation of REACH reported positive attitudinal changes for some children who had 
undertaken the reading intervention. Conversely, TAs noted difficulty maintaining pupil engagement during oral 
language comprehension activities (Sibieta, 2016. p.36). However, it is apparent that the language comprehension 
strand of the intervention accelerated progress in reading. Improving pupil literacy engagement is critically important for 
promoting literacy learning where pupils have fallen behind and this is instrumental in narrowing the gap between 
disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged groups (Ng and Graham, 2018). Reading interventions therefore highlight the 
importance of motivation and self-regulatory strategies in sustaining engagement in reading (Guthrie et al., 2007).  

Literacy engagement when referring to individual cognitions involves motivation, decision making, thinking, effort 
expenditure, emotion, and the commitment of time. Reading can be seen as taking place in a social context of pupil 
perceptual and experiential experiences. Contextual processes may involve collaboration, scaffolding, and critical 
reflection (for example, relating what has been read or relating to a character one has read about) (Ivey, 2014). It is 
clear that there is a bidirectional relationship between the will to read and the development of reading skills (Morgan and 
Fuchs, 2007; OECD, 2010). Hempel-Jorgenson et al. (2018) suggest a 'virtuous cycle' of increased reading confidence 
through self-efficacy that increases pupil reading motivation. This is a significant dimension to the study as recent 
research into reading has heightened recognition of the motivational and behavioural characteristics alongside cognitive 
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characteristics of reading (OECD, 2016; Clark and Teravainen, 2017; Clark and Rumbold, 2016). Motivation to read is 
linked to appropriate reading goals, perceptions of self-efficacy, and social motivation for reading (Guthrie and Wigfield, 
2000). Reading strategies enable engagement as they provide pupils with ways to monitor their progress and overcome 
difficulties during reading (Paris et al., 1983). The current trial then aimed to identify which characteristics of the 
intervention promote children's decoding and comprehension, and consider the sustained impact of the intervention 
through pupils' increased motivation to read.  

It was intended that in addition to impact on reading comprehension (comprising decoding and language 
comprehension), REACH Primary would lead to improved attitudes towards reading and improved motivation to learn 
from text. Longer term, it was envisaged that these impacts would lead to improved KS2 statutory tests and assessments 
and later GCSE performance.   

The vision for REACH Primary involved improved reading comprehension, decoding, word recognition, and language 
comprehension for pupils. For TAs, training and delivery of REACH Primary had intended impacts on TAs' increased 
repertoire of pedagogical approaches to supporting poor readers; improved confidence in supporting poor readers; and 
increased knowledge of skills and processes involved in reading. The successful delivery of the intervention was 
contingent on the following relevant contextual factors: 

● school-level factors (senior leader support, alignment with other school priorities);  
● TA-level factors (motivation and skills of TAs);  
● programme factors (for example, potential variation of quality of training, fidelity to programme); and 
● wider system factors (for example, MAT support, alignment with other policies around reading). 

Evaluation objectives 

This evaluation was led by the Sheffield Institute of Education at Sheffield Hallam University (SHU) and funded by the 
EEF. The impact of REACH Primary was evaluated through a two-arm, cluster randomised controlled trial. Another 
important part of the evaluation was to verify that the programme was properly implemented by TAs with sufficient 
understanding. The evaluation used both primary and secondary outcome measures. The primary outcome measure 
was the Wechsler Individual Achievement Test, Third UK edition for teachers (WIAT III), Reading Comprehension 
subtest). This assessment was delivered by SHU. The secondary outcome measures were the GL Diagnostic Test of 
Word Reading Processes (decoding of words, non-words, and exception words), known as DTWRP, and the 
Understanding Spoken Paragraphs subtest of the Pearson Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals, fifth edition, 
known as CELF-5, both of which were administered by the University of Leeds. The impact evaluation research 
questions were: 

RQ1. What is the impact of REACH Primary on pupil reading comprehension ability, as measured by the 
WIAT III Reading Comprehension subtest? 

RQ2. What is the impact of REACH Primary on pupil word recognition and decoding ability, as measured by 
GL DTWRP? 

RQ3. What is the impact of REACH Primary on pupil language comprehension, as measured by the 
Understanding Spoken Paragraphs module of Pearson CELF-5? 

The evaluation protocol and SAP are available on the EEF website.  

The implementation and process evaluation (IPE) sought to establish how REACH Primary was implemented in schools 
and to elicit the views of TAs and school contacts as to the efficacy of the intervention. This is described in greater detail 
below.  

Ethics and trial registration 

The University of Leeds and SHU obtained full ethical approval through their respective university ethics committees. 

Schools were responsible for selecting pupils who were deemed weak readers and could benefit from additional support. 
Parents or carers were then sent an information sheet containing details of the project. The memorandum of 
understanding, signed by all schools to confirm their participation, includes a condition that schools must ensure that 
parents are informed that their child has been identified as in need of extra reading support. 
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The trial is publicly registered: http://www.isrctn.com/ISRCTN15145068 

Data protection 

SHU and the University of Leeds acted jointly as data controllers for the duration of the project. The EEF will be data 
controller once the data has been submitted to its data archive. A data sharing agreement detailed the personal data to 
be shared, and a fair processing notice was sent to all participating schools as per General Data Protection Regulation 
(GDPR) requirements. This specifies the personal data to be processed: pupil names, pupil ID numbers, FSM status, 
EAL status, and SEN status. For information on how SHU treats data from research participants, please see the 
University's privacy notice. 

Pupil data supplied to the evaluation team by schools was linked with information about the pupils from the National 
Pupil Database (NPD) in order to identify pupils for subgroup analysis. Further matching to NPD data may take place 
during subsequent research through the EEF data archive. 

Updated information letters for parents and carers were issued in September 2020 to describe changes to the trial due 
to Covid-19, including the opportunity to withdraw from outcome testing.   

Special category data (EAL, SEN, and FSM status, accessed from the NPD) was collected and processed for the 
purpose of scientific research as permitted under GDPR Article 9(j). Specifically, we are processing this data to 
determine if the REACH Primary programme has different effects on different subgroups of pupils. The EEF was 
established with a remit to break the link between family background and educational attainment, and all EEF projects 
conduct subgroup analysis on FSM pupils. We were interested in the effects on EAL and SEN pupils as we believed 
that the project could be particularly beneficial to them. 

The memorandum of understanding, parent letter, and fair processing notice are included in Appendix E. The project 
information sheet, sent to schools during the recruitment phase, can be found on the SHU project web page.  

Project team 

Evaluation team (SHU) 

Professor Mike Coldwell: Project director—overarching responsibility for the successful completion of the project.  

Dr Karen Daniels: IPE and literacy lead—responsible for the successful completion of all aspects of the IPE. Karen 
was supported by colleagues in the Primary English team on the observation and school visit elements of the IPE. 

Dr Josephine Booth: Project and trial manager (shared)—day-to-day oversight of all elements of the project, including 
testing management.  

Dr Martin Culliney: Project and trial manager (shared) and trial statistician—conducting quantitative analysis primarily 
on the impact evaluation.  

Sean Demack: Statistical lead—responsible for the successful completion of the statistical design and analysis.  

Delivery team (University of Leeds) 

Dr Paula Clarkeː Intervention developer and project manager of the delivery team—led the recruitment of schools, 
prepared the TA training and intervention materials, and delivered all of the face-to-face training.  

Dr Shirley-Anne Paul: Project co-investigator—supported development of intervention materials and training, led on 
setting up the online elements, and advised on strategies for collecting secondary outcome data.  

Dr Peter Hart: Research fellow for the delivery team—supported the recruitment of schools, development of material, 
and provided ongoing support to the teaching assistants.  

Josh Squire-Watt: Project administrator. 
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Methods 

Trial design 

Table 3: Trial design 

Trial design, including number of arms Two-arm, cluster randomised 

Unit of randomisation School 

Stratification variables Geographical area, school-level mean KS1 reading score for 
participating pupils 

Primary outcome  

Variable 
 Pearson WIAT III (Reading Comprehension subtest) 

Measure 
(instrument, scale, source) Raw scores (0–42 scale) 

Secondary outcomes 

Variables 
 

Diagnostic Test of Word Reading Processes (DYWRP) (decoding 
of words, non-words, and exception words) 
 
CELF-5 Understanding Spoken Paragraphs 

Measures 
(instrument, scale, source) 

DTWRP: standard age scores  
CELF-5: paper version, raw scores  

Baseline for primary outcome 

Variable 
 KS1 Reading 

Measure 
(instrument, scale, source) Raw scores (0–40 scale), data supplied by schools 

Baseline for secondary 
outcomes 

Variable 
 KS1 Reading 

Measure 
(instrument, scale, source) Raw scores (0–40 scale), data supplied by schools 

The impact of REACH Primary was evaluated through a two-arm, cluster randomised controlled trial (RCT) with pupils 
clustered into schools. The main design elements are summarised in Table 3. Schools were randomised within five 
geographical hub areas. The design acknowledges the clustering of the primary outcome (WIAT III Reading 
Comprehension subtest) at the school level. As outlined in the SAP1 on pages 4 and 5, the proposed inclusion of a TA 
level was exploratory—its viability would be undermined if ‘substantial movement of pupils between TAs or poor 
completion of TA logs that link pupils to TAs during delivery’ occurred. The TA logs sent to schools to monitor dosage 
were also intended to provide evidence of pupil movement between TAs, yet these were only returned for 39 pupils 
across six of the 39 participating schools. Additionally, the ICC (intracluster correlation) statistic for the TA level (<0.01%) 
suggested that there was little or no clustering of outcome data at the TA level. Because of the lack of detail on pupil 
movement between TAs, we are unable to determine whether the lack of clustering at the TA level was due to TAs 

 

1 See https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Projects/REACH_Primary_SAP_2020.05.21_Final.pdf 
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working across all pupils, or whether TAs did work with an exclusive group of pupils during delivery. We therefore 
resorted to a two-level clustered RCT design as specified in the SAP. 

Schools randomly allocated to the control group continued with 'business as usual'. They were offered £500 to take part. 
Following the partial closure of schools from March to September 2020, a further £500 was offered to all schools 
(intervention and control) agreeing to resume their participation in the trial during autumn 2020 and take part in outcome 
testing. In total, control schools agreeing to continue after the restart were therefore offered £1,000, with the £500 
increase acknowledging the extra time they contributed to the trial as a result of the extension. Intervention schools were 
offered an additional day of TA training (attended by staff from 15 of the 40 intervention schools) and encouraged to 
provide an extra five weeks of delivery to participating pupils, along with £500 to take part in the outcome testing in 
November and December 2020. All payments were conditional upon completion of outcome testing. 

Participant selection 

Recruitment to the project was at school level and led by the University of Leeds, taking place between March and July 
2019. As the trial was funded as part of the EEF North East Primary Literacy Campaign, recruitment was initially limited 
to the North East and Yorkshire and the Humber regions, close to where the delivery institution is based. To achieve 
the required sample size, recruitment was extended to include Greater Manchester and Lincolnshire. Ultimately 79 
schools were randomised, with a total of 780 pupils. 

The intervention was aimed at Year 3 children identified as performing below the expected standard in reading by their 
school during Year 2, as defined by scores on the KS1 reading test. This was the main pupil eligibility criterion. Schools 
were asked to put forward ten pupils but were accepted onto the trial if a smaller number were selected. Two schools 
chose 11 pupils, and three chose fewer than ten (their totals were two, seven, and nine pupils). Pupils with EAL, SEND 
or FSM were eligible but not targeted specifically, and the trial was not powered to support subgroup analysis.  

Outcome measures 

Baseline measures 

Prior to randomisation, KS1 reading test scores for participating pupils were collected from recruited schools. This data 
was used as the baseline measure in the analysis of primary and secondary outcomes. KS1 reading results data is only 
available through NPD in categorical format so raw scores, measured on a scale of 0–40, were collected directly from 
schools. This reduced participant burden as it is a compulsory national test already taken annually in all mainstream 
schools. Pupils without KS1 reading scores were not eligible for the trial as this baseline measure was needed for 
analysis and to meet the inclusion criterion. 

Primary outcome 

The WIAT III test for pupils aged 6–16 measures untimed reading comprehension and was the primary outcome. Various 
types of text are used including fictional stories and informational text. Pupils may read passages aloud or silently, and 
orally respond to literal and inferential comprehension questions read aloud by the examiner. Only the reading 
comprehension section of WIAT III was used. 

The previous evaluation of REACH found a significant impact on reading comprehension as measured by GL New 
Group Reading Test (NGRT), which includes both sentence-level reading/completion and passage comprehension. The 
original plan for the REACH Primary trial was therefore to use the NGRT as primary outcome. As a result, power 
calculations are based on the NGRT. Feasibility was assessed through pilot testing at a volunteer school in November 
2019. Completion of the NGRT was low and the test had to be stopped for some children due to low engagement caused 
by the reading difficulty of text which was too challenging for the weaker readers in Year 3. This indicated that the 
assessment was unsuitable for the targeted pupils. It was agreed that alternative measures should be considered, and 
the WIAT II test was suggested by the delivery team. This was piloted successfully at another volunteer school in January 
2020. As the WIAT II test is out of print, sufficient materials were not available. WIAT III has almost identical content and 
was therefore selected as the primary outcome.  
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Tests were originally scheduled for summer 2020, but school closures due to Covid-19 led to postponement until 
November and December 2020, when the WIAT III test was administered online by the evaluation team. Assessments 
were due to continue into January 2021 but were cancelled because of more Covid-19-related school closures. As pupils 
were then in Year 4, they began the WIAT III at age 8. The test is adaptive and pupils who score less than two on the 
first set of items are routed back to the starting point for age seven so that they have the opportunity to read an easier 
passage. Raw scores for all pupils were recorded in a single comparable scale (0–42 points, with pupils routed back to 
the age seven starting point able to score a maximum of 28).    

The WIAT III test was administered remotely due to restrictions on personal travel and school visits during the Covid-19 
pandemic. Participating TAs or other school staff sat with pupils while the test was conducted via video call. They were 
asked to hold the test book and turn pages but have no other involvement in the process. As the test itself had already 
been piloted successfully in a school, with the content and format deemed appropriate, and as the video call technology 
was not being relied upon for sharing test materials with pupils (as schools had received copies by post), this approach 
was not piloted in advance of the test period. However, training for test administrators included a video call demonstration 
and guidance notes were shared with schools to ensure that the process ran smoothly.   

Schools were sent one response form per pupil and one copy of the stimulus book by post to aid completion. Test 
administrators also had copies of these two items to conduct the test. All test administrators were students or graduates 
who had experience of working with children in school settings, and they attended a mandatory training session given 
by SHU beforehand. Schools were required to provide a suitable room for testing. TAs from the school were asked to 
supervise the tests, as the presence of familiar adults was expected to make pupils feel more comfortable.     

Marking was done by test administrators during the test as the answer booklet specifies whether each response merits 
two, one, or zero points. Tests were observed by Karen Daniels during the first week for quality control. Data entry of 
test results was done by the evaluation team. Raw scores were used in analysis. To maintain blinding, schools were 
asked to not mention their treatment group or have REACH materials in view in the case of intervention schools. Test 
administrators had no knowledge of school allocation. 

Secondary outcomes 

Two secondary outcomes were analysed. To measure word recognition and decoding, we used the Diagnostic Test of 
Word Reading Processes (DTWRP). This has three sets of items that pupils read aloud: (1) 30 exception words, which 
provide a measure of lexical-semantic processes; (2) 30 non-words, which provide a measure of phonological decoding 
processes; and (3) 30 regular words, which can be read by either process. This test aligns with the learning outcomes 
of the RI sessions and allows us to examine whether they are effective in improving word recognition and decoding 
skills. 

To measure language comprehension, we used the Understanding Spoken Paragraphs subscale of the Clinical 
Evaluation of Language Fundamentals (CELF-5). Pupils listen to short spoken passages, and after each passage orally 
respond to a series of comprehension questions. This test aligns with learning outcomes of the C sessions and allows 
us to examine whether the OL sessions are effective in improving listening comprehension skills.  

Due to Covid-19 restrictions, these secondary outcome assessments were administered remotely via video call by 
research assistants (RAs) working for the delivery team, under TA supervision. This took place during the same period 
as the primary outcome testing. RAs were assigned schools at random and blinded to whether schools were intervention 
or control schools. The schools were asked in advance not to disclose to the RA whether they were in the intervention 
or control group. Sessions were recorded to facilitate moderation. Secondary outcome data collection took place on a 
different day to the primary outcome testing. The secondary outcome assessments were piloted remotely by the delivery 
team, with Karen Daniels from the evaluation team present during the online sessions.   

Once the data was collected, RAs worked in pairs to administer tests. With each pupil, one RA led the scoring and the 
other RA check marked. The RA leading the test inputted the data, and the other RA checked for accuracy. Tests were 
posted to the lead investigator of the delivery team. The project administrator checked the completed spreadsheet once 
all data had been entered, cross checking the scores with the paper test forms, before sharing the data with the 
evaluation team. The total scores for both the CELF-5 and the DTWRP were calculated by the delivery team. Test 
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responses and audio recordings of test administration were shared with the evaluation team for independent verification 
of scoring. 

To guarantee the quality and integrity of the data collected by the delivery team, SHU verified 5% of the scores using 
the tests and recordings, shared by the delivery team. Tests were randomly selected for review by the evaluation team 
and scored by a member of staff specialising in literacy measures (Karen Daniels). In the sample reviewed, scoring was 
judged to be accurate across test administrators, although a small number of recordings were difficult to hear where 
pupils' voices were quiet. This did not affect the moderation but raises issues of potential challenges that could arise 
with conducting the process in this manner.    

As administering the tests online was a novel approach, the decision was taken at the request of the EEF to undertake 
extra research on the perceptions of test administrators from both SHU and the University of Leeds, and the perceptions 
of school staff. This qualitative research sought to explore what had worked well in the delivery of the assessments and 
what might need further thought. The findings from this additional research can be found in Appendix H. 

Randomisation  

Randomisation was conducted by the evaluation team. It was carried out at the school level as recruitment was at this 
level. Furthermore, school-level randomisation reduces the risk of 'spillover' from the intervention to the control group. 
The previous REACH trial used within-school randomisation and spillover effects were suspected. 

Randomisation was stratified to improve balance between the intervention and control groups on two school-level 
controls: geographical hub area and school-level KS1 reading attainment. The first stratifying variable grouped the 
schools into five geographical regions: (1) Yorkshire and Humber (North); (2) Yorkshire and Humber (South); (3) North 
East; (4) Lincolnshire; and (5) Greater Manchester. In each of these five regions, schools where the percentage of pupils 
who met or exceeded the expected level in KS1 reading was the mean (67%) or higher were distinguished from schools 
where this percentage was below the mean. This resulted in a total of ten strata, within which half the schools were 
randomly allocated to the intervention group and the remaining schools formed the control group. Analysts did not remain 
blinded to allocation during the evaluation. 

Statistical analysis 

Primary analysis 

Multilevel analysis was undertaken, with pupils clustered into schools. Multilevel linear regression models were 
constructed for the primary and secondary outcomes. The baseline measure is KS1 reading (raw score), obtained 
directly from schools in June and July 2019 ahead of randomisation.  

The first model only includes the school-level group identifier (an outcome-only model). The second model also includes 
KS1 reading as a covariate at the pupil and school level. The final model also includes the variables used within the 
stratified randomisation. This final model is the headline intention to treat (ITT) impact analysis for the primary outcome.  
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Table 4: Summary of analysis models 

Model Level 1 (pupil) Level 2 (school) 

1. ITT sample - Group (1 = intervention; 0 = control) 

2. ITT sample KS1 reading (school 
centred) Group (1 = intervention; 0 = control);  

    Mean KS1 reading (grand mean centred) 
3. ITT sample  
Final (headline) analysis 

KS1 reading (school 
centred) Group (1 = intervention; 0 = control);  

    Mean KS1 reading (grand mean centred)  

    Stratification variables: geographical hub 
area 

 

Secondary analysis 

Analysis of secondary outcomes followed the same approach as for the primary outcome analysis as specified in Table 
4. The same baseline measure was used in analysing all outcome variables.  

Exploratory analysis 

We conducted exploratory analysis to investigate the variation associated with taking part in the additional TA training 
offered to intervention schools during autumn 2020. This session was attended by 15 schools, which had a total of 142 
pupils taking part in the trial. Intervention schools were also encouraged to provide a further five weeks of individual 
support for participating pupils during the autumn term, but no information was available on the extent to which this was 
carried out.  

Analysis in the presence of non-compliance 

Compliance was due to be measured at the TA level, through TA attendance of training and online seminars and 
completion of gap tasks. Dosage, assessed at pupil level, was due to be measured by the number of intervention 
sessions delivered. The recommended session length was 30 minutes. To be counted as complete, sessions were 
required to last at least 25 minutes, as this was considered by the developers to be the minimum length of time required 
to cover all necessary session content. The TA compliance and pupil dosage measures were to be combined to create 
overall minimal and optimal compliance indicators at the pupil level. Table 5 displays these measures in full detail.  

Intervention schools were asked by the delivery team after the testing period to share this information, which was due 
to be recorded on a document designed by the evaluators and distributed to schools at the start of the trial in autumn 
2019. However, it was not possible to conduct the compliance analysis as intended because only six schools submitted 
dosage data (39 pupils), which was deemed insufficient for the planned analysis. The length of time between the end of 
the original delivery period (curtailed due to Covid-19) in spring 2020, and the request for the data in spring 2021, was 
probably a factor in the disappointing return. Yet it was not deemed appropriate to request this data from schools while 
they were closed during 2020. The intention was then to focus on TA compliance. As the main analysis was conducted 
using a two-level approach, with pupils clustered into schools and not into TAs, it was agreed that TA-level compliance 
data could be aggregated to the school level for analysis. Despite this, only one individual TA was categorised as fully 
compliant. In order to conduct the CACE (Complier Average Causal Effect) analyses, the minimal compliance threshold 
specified in the SAP was used. Of the 39 intervention schools, 28 were classed as achieving minimal compliance, 
defined as two TAs having attended the three core training sessions. The information collected is also presented in the 
relevant section of the IPE results.  
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Table 5: Compliance indicators, TA and pupil level 

Activity Description Data source Measurement 
(minimal)  

Measurement 
(optimal)  

TA training (TA 
level) 

        

TA face-toface 
training 

Content covered through 
attending sessions or a visit 
from a researcher 

Attendance list  All three sessions 
attended 

All three sessions 
attended 

TA gap tasks Completed within 14 days of 
expected date 

Short test at the end 
proves completion 

N/A Five of the eight tasks 
must be completed 

Online seminars Sessions attended or video 
summaries watched after the 
event 

Attendance lists in online 
seminar; video watching 
statistics 

N/A Four of the five 
sessions must be 
completed 

Intervention 
delivery (pupil 
level) 

        

Reading 
intervention 

Pupil completes weekly 
session, which lasts at least 
25 minutes 

TA log   18 of 38 sessions 
completed, plus week 
1 

34 of 38 sessions 
completed, plus week 
1 

 

Missing data analysis 

As part of the follow-on analyses, a multilevel logistic regression model with a binary outcome identifying when outcome 
data is missing (= 1) or not (= 0) and the same covariates as the headline ITT model was constructed. This model was 
then replicated with only participants at schools that took part in the outcome testing. These analyses are presented in 
the impact evaluation results section.  

Subgroup analyses 

Follow-on ITT exploratory analyses focused on the impact of the REACH Primary programme on reading attainment for 
disadvantaged pupils, EAL pupils, and SEND pupils. Disadvantaged pupils were analysed, as in all EEF trials, due to 
the EEF remit of severing the link between family background and educational attainment. Pupils with EAL may be new 
to the English language or learning it alongside another language, and there are myriad factors that could explain their 
identification as a ‘weak reader’. SEND pupils are another diverse group, and it was thought that they may respond 
differently to REACH compared with their peers due to their distinct profile of strength and need. Relevant indicators 
from the NPD are used for these subgroup analyses, including the EVERFSM6 variable for identifying disadvantaged 
pupils, in accordance with EEF statistical analysis guidance. The trial has not been powered for these subgroups but 
the analysis was conducted on an exploratory basis.  

In line with 2018 EEF analysis guidance, these analyses were undertaken in two stages. First, three models were 
constructed that included two additional variables: the pupil-level FSM/EAL/SEN binary identifier and an interaction 
between the identifier and group membership (for example, FSM*group). These models examined whether there is 
evidence that the REACH intervention had a differential impact on attainment for pupil subgroups (defined by FSM, EAL 
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and SEN). A statistically significant interaction would provide evidence of differential impact. For the EAL and SEN 
analyses, if the interaction term was found to be statistically significant (two tailed, p < 0.05), follow-on subgroup analyses 
were to be undertaken. In line with EEF analysis guidance, follow-on analyses of FSM and non-FSM pupil subsamples 
were undertaken regardless of the findings from the analyses of interaction effects. 

Estimation of effect sizes 

Effect sizes were calculated using Hedges' g, as specified in the following equation, detailed in Hedges and Hedberg 
(2013), with pupil baseline scores centred around school mean:  

	

𝐸𝑆 = 	
(𝑇 − 𝐶)!"#$%&'"

*𝛿%()* + 	𝛿+$+*
	 

The upper and lower 95% confidence intervals for the model coefficient were converted into Hedges’ g using the same 
formula. 

Estimation of intracluster correlation (ICC) 

The school-level ICC is calculated using the following equation: 

𝐼𝐶𝐶,()--. =	
𝜎%()--.*

(𝜎%()--.* +	𝜎+$+/.* )
 

Implementation and process evaluation 

Research questions 

The implementation and process evaluation (IPE) set out to answer the following questions about the REACH Primary 
programme and its deployment in intervention schools: 

a) Which particular elements of the programme are perceived to support reading comprehension? 
b) To what extent is the deployment of teaching assistants an effective approach to leading the intervention? 
c) In what ways do teaching assistants tailor pupil support in line with programme recommendations, and what 

aspects of the training or resources support this personalisation? 
d) What fidelity issues are observed during the trial (including any aspects of intervention delivery not in line with 

programme recommendations)? 
e) Is there evidence that the programme has a positive impact on pupil motivation to read?  
f) What does the trial indicate about scalability? 
g) What is the cost per pupil of the intervention?  
h) What are the 'business as usual' practices in control schools, and do they change over the course of the 

programme? 

Research methods 

The IPE design drew on guidance from the EEF and the evaluation team’s work developing strong evidence-informed 
logic model approaches (Coldwell and Maxwell, 2018) in prior EEF evaluations to guide choice of methods, specific 
tools, sampling, and analysis. An IPE can provide information on why an intervention has or has not been successful, 
what factors impact on results, and valuable insights into educational practice and research (EEF, 2019). The IPE design 
specifically examined the content and process of TA training and support sessions, the actual extent of intervention 
received by pupils, and TA perception of how far their training and the delivered intervention supported their confidence 
and competence in supporting pupil gains in reading. In addition, TAs and the school lead of REACH Primary were 
asked about their perceptions of the impact of the intervention on pupils’ reading skills, comprehension, and attitudes. 

As noted above, the IPE had several strands, including observations of training events, surveys with literacy leaders 
and TAs, and school visits. School visits included observations of session delivery and interviews with TAs and leaders. 
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Surveys were conducted with senior leaders or literacy leads in both intervention and control schools, to examine 
understanding and practices around reading support in schools. An early-stage and post-test survey of TAs in 
intervention schools was also carried out, to examine any changes in practice. Responses were received from 48 
individuals (from a possible 80) who completed both the pre- and post-intervention surveys. For most survey items 
discussed in the report, there was item non-response. When findings are discussed in the relevant section, the 
percentages mentioned are those from the full set of responses received, including those with missing values. It is not 
possible for us to infer what the missing values would have been had the respondent provided an answer, so the most 
transparent way to present the results is to tabulate the responses in full, including those where non-response has been 
recorded. The post-test surveys in intervention schools also addressed contextual issues raised in the school visits 
experienced as aiding or hindering effective implementation.  

Observations of three of the initial training events, and three of the top-up training events, were conducted by 
experienced literacy specialists, focused on checking engagement, alignment with expected content, and process. 
Secondary analysis examined the content of the CPD training and associated materials, to aid with judgment of 
observation. It also examined records of attendance at training events and other engagement with support (to assist 
with judging fidelity).  

Case study visits took place in early 2020. All schools were contacted by the evaluation team and invited to take part 
in these. From those that accepted, two schools from each area were selected, ensuring that each region involved in 
the trial was represented. These visits were intended to observe both Reading Intervention (RI) and Oral Language (OL) 
sessions taking place, to gather TA and literacy leader perspectives on the impact of the programme on pupil reading 
and on TA professional development, and to identify opportunities and challenges experienced by schools in delivering 
the programme. In addition, the data generated examples of good practice and suggestions and recommendations for 
future iterations of the intervention. Sixteen TAs (the total number delivering the intervention who were available during 
the ten school visits) and ten senior leaders, with responsibility for overseeing REACH Primary, were interviewed.  

During each field visit, SHU researchers, who were Primary English specialists, observed two REACH Primary sessions. 
The aim was to observe at least one RI and one OL session, although on some visits it was not possible to observe an 
OL session. Observations were guided by an observation schedule (Appendix G) which focused the observer on each 
component of the OL and RI sessions. Session observations were followed by interviews with TAs delivering the 
intervention, and the member of teaching staff leading the intervention in school. 

Analysis of interview data involved coding using NVivo, which facilitated a variable-orientated approach to case analysis, 
where a focus on variables and their relationships is taken. This enabled broad patterns and recurring themes, across 
cases, to be identified (Miles et al., 2019). 14 TAs from nine schools were interviewed and inductive coding generated 
the following theme nodes, which have now been summarised under the related research questions.  

● impact on pupil reading; 
● impact on TA knowledge about reading and their role in school; 
● evaluation of training and delivery materials; 
● challenges of delivering REACH Primary;  
● recommendations and suggestions;  
● progress in reading; 
● decoding skills; 
● oral language and reading comprehension; 
● attitude and motivation; and 
● confidence and self-esteem.  

 

Fidelity data included recording attendance at training events and TA logs of sessions delivered. It should be noted that 
Covid-19 impacted on the agreed delivery of two RI and one OL session. 
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Table 6: IPE methods overview 

Data 
collection 
methods 

Participants/data 
sources 

Data analysis 
methods 

Research questions 
addressed 

Implementation/logic 
model relevance 

Observation 
of training 
events  

TAs and Leeds 
team 

Thematic 
analysis IPE RQd Outputs 

Pre- and post-
test online 
survey 

Literacy lead 
(intervention and 
control schools) 

Descriptive 
analysis  IPE RQd, g, h Intermediate and 

longer-term outcomes 

Pre- and post-
test online 
survey  

TAs in 
intervention 
schools 

Descriptive 
analysis IPE RQd Causal process 1 

Observation 
of intervention TAs  Thematic 

analysis IPE RQd Causal processes 1 
and 2 

Semi-
structured 
interviews 

TAs and SLs Thematic 
analysis  IPE RQa–g Intermediate and 

longer-term outcomes 

Fidelity data TAs Descriptive 
analysis IPE RQd Causal processes 1 

and 2 

 

Costs  

Cost data was supplied by the delivery team. This intervention was offered to schools with the recommendation that 
TAs would work with five pupils each for the duration of delivery, scheduled to take place in three 30-minute sessions 
per week over a 20-week period. The intervention is intended to take place within a single school year so there are no 
additional costs for these pupils in subsequent years. TAs could continue delivering the intervention and the only cost 
would be their time, as the training costs are a one-off expense.   

  



REACH Primary 
Evaluation Report 

 

23 

 

 

Timeline 

Table 7:  Timeline 

Dates Activity Staff responsible/leading 

Jan 2019 MoU and parental info sheet to Leeds/EEF SHU 

Jan 2019 Ethics submission SHU 

Jan 2019 Project info sheet to SHU/EEF Leeds 

Feb 2019 Evidence review SHU 

Mar 2019 Protocol first draft SHU 

Apr 2019 Data collection tools (literacy lead and teacher) SHU 

Jan–May 2019 Revise intervention, produce resources Leeds 

Feb–June 2019 Recruit schools, identify TAs Leeds (with SHU support) 

May 2019 Baseline testing (KS1) Schools 

Jun–Jul 2019 Collect baseline data from schools SHU 

Jun–Jul 2019 Pre-intervention survey (literacy lead) SHU 

w/c 15 Jul 2019 Randomisation, schools informed of allocation SHU 

w/c 16 Sep 2019 TA training Leeds 

Sep 2019 TA training observations x 6 (inc. day 3, scheduled for 
spring 2020) 

SHU 

Sep 2019 Pre-intervention survey (TAs in intervention schools) SHU 

Oct 2019 SAP/trial registration SHU 

Oct 2019–May 2020 Intervention delivery in schools (ended in March due 
to Covid-19) 

Leeds 

Oct 2019–May 2020 Case studies in 10 schools SHU 

Feb–May 2020 Post-intervention surveys (TAs in intervention schools 
and literacy leads in all schools) 

SHU 

Nov–Dec 2020 (delayed 
from summer 2020) 

Primary outcome assessment (WIAT III) SHU 

Nov–Dec 2020 (delayed 
from summer 2020) 

Secondary outcome assessments (CELF-5, DTWRP) Leeds  

May 2021 (delayed from 
Oct 2020) 

Report first draft SHU 
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Impact evaluation results 

Participant flow including losses and exclusions  

Figure 1: Participant flow diagram 
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Table 8: Minimum detectable effect size at different stages 

 
Protocol Randomisation Analysis 

Overall FSM Overall FSM Overall FSM 

MDES 0.24 0.29 0.24 0.29 0.40 0.68 

Pre-test/post-
test 
correlations 

Level 1 
(pupil) 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.16 0.16 

Level 2 
(TA) 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 n/a n/a 

Level 3 
(school) 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.54 0.54 

Intracluster 
correlations 
(ICCs) 

Level 2 
(TA) 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 n/a n/a 

Level 3 
(school) 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.09 0.09 

Alpha 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 

Power 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 

One-sided or two-sided? 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Average cluster size 
5 pupils 
per TA, 10 
per school 

2 FSM pupils 
5 pupils per 
TA, 10 per 
school 

2 FSM 
pupils 

7 pupils per 
school 

2 FSM pupils per 
school 

Number of 
schools 

Intervention 40 40 40 40 23 23 

Control 40 40 39 39 24 24 

Total: 80 80 79 79 47 47 

Number of 
pupils 

Intervention 400 160 391 80 166 45 

Control 400 160 389 78 195 70 

Total: 800 320 780 138 361 115 

The protocol stage figures presented in Table 8 are based on recruitment targets from before randomisation using the 
primary outcome originally selected for this trial, NGRT. Figures for the randomisation stage are based on the actual 
numbers recruited and use the same assumptions for calculating MDES as at protocol stage. FSM subgroup figures are 
based on assumptions of two pupils per school. FSM indicators were not available from NPD at the time of randomisation 
but this data was obtained for analysis and reporting. A higher proportion of pupils in control schools (38%) than 
intervention schools (33%) were classed as FSM in the NPD data. This is despite the overall disadvantage levels of 
intervention and control schools being equal, as shown below in Table 10. The analysis sample contained more control 
pupils (n = 195) than intervention (n = 166), but the disparity is larger when comparing the number of FSM pupils 
(intervention n = 45, control n = 70). The reasons for this differential attrition are not clear. 
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Figures for the analysis stage presented in Table 8 are based on the ICC and pre/post-test correlations taken from the 
main analysis of the primary outcome. These have also been used to calculate the analysis stage MDES for the FSM 
subsample, in conjunction with the actual number of FSM pupils taking part in the outcome assessment. As such, the 
analyses stage MDES estimates are indicative2 but provide a perspective on the impact of attrition (largely due to the 
impact of Covid-19) on trial sensitivity. As mentioned elsewhere, the analysis was conducted using a two-level design 
given the very low TA-level ICC and absence of data proving that delivery was always from the same TA for each pupil. 
The high level of attrition has increased the MDES estimate from 0.24 to 0.40 for the whole sample and from 0.29 to 
0.68 for FSM pupils. Further detail on attrition is provided below.  

Sample size calculations are included for FSM pupils at both the protocol and randomisation stages based on 
information provided by the school. For the analysis stage, when the EVERFSM6 variable was available from the NPD 
and the final sample size was known, these figures are incorporated into the MDES calculations as this was the variable 
used to define FSM in the analysis, consistent with EEF guidance. The trial was not powered to support separate 
analysis of FSM pupils or any other subgroups. Pupils were selected for this targeted intervention on the basis of reading 
ability, with only those working below the expected standard as measured by KS1 scores eligible to take part. 

Attrition 

Of the 79 schools randomised, two withdrew from the project before the initial TA training (one intervention and one 
control). There had been no further withdrawals by the time schools were closed to most pupils from March 2020 due 
to Covid-19. The delivery team made attempts to resume contact with schools when they fully reopened in September. 
Intervention schools were invited to receive additional delivery intended to partly compensate for lost time, and all 
schools were invited to take part in the outcome assessment rescheduled for November and December 2020. In the 
end, 47 schools took part in the primary outcome assessment and 32 did not.  

Participating schools also had attrition at the pupil level, resulting in overall attrition of 53.7% (see Table 9). Of the 440 
pupils at schools taking part in the testing, 31 were absent, 35 had left the school, and eight had withdrawn from the 
trial. For the five other pupils not tested, no information was provided on their reasons for not taking part. Attrition was 
higher in the intervention group. Analysis of missing data is presented with the results from the impact analysis.   

Table 9: Pupil-level attrition from the trial (primary outcome) 

  Intervention Control Total 

Number of pupils 
Randomised 391 389 780 

Analysed 166 195 361 

Pupil attrition  
(from randomisation to 
analysis) 

Number 225 194 419 

Percentage 57.5% 49.9% 53.7% 

 

Pupil and school characteristics 

The table below presents descriptive statistics on the participating schools. Schools were split into five geographical 
areas, ranging in size from 13 to 20 schools. Randomisation was stratified by area and school-level KS1 reading 
attainment. 

 

2 Power analysis assumes random allocation, which is applicable to the protocol and randomisation stages. The analysis sample was 
determined by attrition so these estimates are indicative rather than definitive. In other words, the MDES estimate for the analysis 
stage is the statistical sensitivity for a randomised trial with the same number of schools and pupils as the achieved sample. 
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Fewer schools in the trial had the highest level of Ofsted rating than the national average. More schools in the 
intervention group (12.7%) were rated 'Outstanding' than in the control group (7.7%). Schools in the control group were 
more likely to be rated 'Good'. Intervention schools were more likely to be rated as 'Requires improvement' than control 
schools, which in turn were more likely to have that rating than the national average. More intervention schools (87.5%) 
were based in urban areas than control schools (82.1%), but both groups had a higher proportion of urban schools than 
the average for England (51.5%). It is also noteworthy that the recruited schools had higher pupil numbers (intervention 
mean = 467, control mean = 482) than the national average (298). While this could be explained by the two-form entry 
eligibility criterion, the difference compared with the wider population is stark. Table 8 also shows that the mean KS1 
reading baseline test score was slightly higher among pupils in control schools, with an effect size of -0.09. Although of 
moderate magnitude, this is not seen as a problem as it is the result of random allocation and the baseline measure is 
included as a covariate in the headline analysis models. Histograms of the baseline and outcome test scores can be 
found in Appendix D. 
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Table 10: Baseline characteristics of groups as randomised 

School-level 
(categorical) 

National-level 
mean 

Intervention group Control group 

 

n/N 
(missing) Count (%) n/N 

(missing) Count (%) 

Hub area Not applicable     

Lincolnshire 
 

7/40 7 (17.5%) 6/39 6 (15.4%) 

North East  7/40 7 (17.5%) 7/39 7 (17.9%) 

North West  8/40 8 (20%) 9/39 9 (23.1%) 

South Yorkshire  10/40 10 (25%) 10/39 10 (25.6%) 

West Yorkshire  8/40 8 (20%) 7/39 7 (17.9%) 

Ofsted rating      

Outstanding  14.7% 5/40 5 (12.5%) 3/39 3 (7.7%) 

Good 70.7% 27/40 27 (67.5%) 30/39 30 (76.9%) 

Requires improvement 9.7% 7/40 7 (17.5%) 5/39 5 (12.8%) 

Inadequate 2.5% 0/40 0 (0%) 1/39 1 (2.6%) 

Missing 2.4% 1/40 1 (2.5%) 0/39 0 (0%) 

Rural/urban classification of LA      

Urban 51.5% 35/40 35 (87.5%) 32/39 32 (82.1%) 

Significant rural 24.9% 0/40 0 (0%) 3/39 3 (7.7%) 

Rural–50 19.8% 5/40 5 (12.5%) 4/39 4 (10.3%) 

School-level 
(continuous) 

 n/N 
(missing) Mean (SD) n/N 

(missing) Mean (SD) 

Total number of pupils  298 40/40 467 (103) 39/39 482 (142) 

% KS2 disadvantaged pupils 31 40/40 43.7 (18.81) 38/39(1) 43.8 (20.43) 

% pupils with EAL 21 40/40 19.9 (29.29) 38/39(1) 20.3 (29.69) 

% pupils with SEN 18 40/40 20 (9.29) 38/39(1) 18 (8.25) 

% pupils reaching expected standard 
in reading 73 40/40 65.4 (16.36) 38/39(1) 68.4 (13.24) 

% pupils reaching the expected 
standard in reading, writing, and 
maths 

65 40/40 55.2 (17.26) 38/39(1) 57.4 (14.15) 

Pupil-level 
(continuous) 

 n/N 
(missing) Mean (SD) n/N 

(missing) Mean (SD) Effect 
size 

KS1 reading (scored 0–40) Not available 379/391 
(12) 10.6 (7.32) 378/389 

(11) 11.3 (7.24) -0.09 

Outcomes and analysis 

Primary analysis 

Table 11 presents results from the impact analysis of all pupils. All analyses were conducted with the full sample that 
took part in the outcome assessments, although the trial was affected by high attrition due to delays and disruption 
caused by the Covid-19 pandemic. Covariates in the headline model were pupil-level baseline (school mean centred), 
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school-level baseline (grand mean centred), and geographical hub (reference category: North East). The primary 
outcome measure (WIAT III) was scored on a scale of 0–42. The mean score was 15.76 for intervention pupils and 
17.03 for control pupils. The effect size was -0.10 standard deviations but the upper confidence interval was above 0 
(lower 95% CI: -0.320, upper 95% CI: +0.128) and the p value was 0.400. This shows no evidence of REACH Primary 
having an effect on pupil reading as measured by the primary outcome. 

Table 11: Primary outcome analysis 

 Unadjusted means 
Effect size 

 Intervention group Control group 

Outcome n 
(missing) 

Mean 
(95% CI) 

n 
(missing) 

Mean 
(95% CI) 

Total n 
(intervention; 
control) 

Hedges’ 
g 
(95% CI) 

p value 

WIAT  166 (225) 
15.76 
(14.603; 
16.915) 

195 (194) 
17.03 
(16.004; 
18.058) 

361 (166; 195) -0.10 (-0.320; 
+0.128) 0.400 

Table 12 compares the explanatory power of the main ITT model (which includes baseline measures at both pupil and 
school level) with a model with only pupil-level baseline. Geographical hub is included in both models. By comparing 
the explanatory power statistics, this illustrates the value of including the baseline KS1 reading covariate at both school 
and pupil levels. For example, the explanatory power for the main ITT model (including both school and pupil-level 
baseline measures) is 0.19 overall—0.54 at the school level and 0.16 at the pupil level. This compares with values of 
0.16 overall—0.19 school level and 0.16 pupil level—for the model that only includes the baseline measure at the pupil 
level. So, including the KS1 covariate at the school level increases the overall explanatory power by around three 
percentage points (0.03) and this predominantly relates to the increased explanatory power at the school level 
(increasing from 0.19 to 0.54, a 35 percentage point increase). 

Table 12: Comparing explanatory power for models with and without school-level baseline 

 Null model Including KS1 reading at pupil and school 
levels Including KS1 reading at pupil level only 

 Variance Variance 
remaining 

Explained 
variance 

Explanatory 
power (r2) 

Variance 
remaining 

Explained 
variance 

Explanatory 
power (r2) 

School level 4.765 2.208 2.556 
 

0.54 3.871 0.894 
 

0.19 

Residual / 
pupil level 50.066 42.032 8.034 

 
0.16 42.074 7.992 

 
0.16 

Total 54.830 44.240 10.590 
 

0.19 45.945 8.885 
 

0.16 

 

Secondary analysis 

The first secondary outcome, CELF-5, also showed a small negative effect (-0.05, see Table 13) with wide confidence 
intervals (lower 95% CI: -0.306; upper 95% CI: +0.213) and a p value of 0.724. The other secondary outcome, DTWRP, 
showed a small positive effect (+0.14), again with confidence intervals on both sides of zero (lower 95% CI: -0.157; 
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upper 95% CI: +0.431). The main impact analyses therefore show no evidence of REACH Primary having an effect on 
pupil reading as measured by the three specified outcomes. 

Table 13: Secondary outcome analysis 

 Unadjusted means 
Effect size 

 Intervention group Control group 

Outcome n 
(missing) 

Mean 
(95% CI) 

n 
(missing) 

Mean 
(95% CI) 

Total n 
(intervention; 
control) 

Hedges’ 
g 
(95% CI) 

p value 

CELF-5  142 (249) 8.7 (8.12; 
9.275) 164 (225) 8.62 (8.097; 

9.147) 306 (142; 164) -0.05 (-0.306; 
+0.213) 0.724 

DTWRP 142 (249) 51.4 (48.97; 
53.833) 169 (220) 

50.9 
(48.601; 
53.198) 

311 (142; 169) 0.14 (-0.157; 
+0.431) 0.362 

Analysis in the presence of non-compliance 

As discussed above, it was not possible to conduct the analyses specified in the SAP as only one individual TA was 
categorised as fully compliant. CACE (Complier Average Causal Effect) analyses were therefore based on the minimal 
compliance threshold for TAs defined in the SAP. To reiterate, for a school to be classed as compliant under this 
definition, two TAs must have attended the three REACH Primary training sessions. The information collected is 
presented in the relevant section of the IPE analysis. Insufficient data was available to conduct analysis on pupil-level 
dosage. 

The SAP specified a 2SLS and instrumental variable approach in order to account for endogeneity of compliance. 
However, the assumption of endogeneity was tested using the Wu-Hausman test and found not to be statistically 
significant (F statistic = 0.011, p = 0.92), indicating that compliance was exogenous. We have therefore adopted 
alternative approaches to examining the effect associated with compliance than was specified in the SAP.  

With the assumption that compliance was exogenous, the estimate for the CACE for the primary outcome was obtained 
by dividing the ITT effect size and confidence intervals by the proportion of intervention pupils located in the 28 schools 
achieving minimal compliance, as specified by Jo et al. (2008) and Schochet and Chang (2011). Minimal compliance 
was met by 270 of the 391 pupils in intervention schools (69%).  

This is shown below as an equation, and the effect size for the primary outcome is used to illustrate how the CACE 
estimate is calculated. 

𝐶𝐴𝐶𝐸	𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒 =
𝐼𝑇𝑇	𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒	

𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛	𝑜𝑓	𝑝𝑢𝑝𝑖𝑙𝑠	𝑖𝑛	𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑎𝑛𝑡	𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑠 	=
−0.10
0.69 = 	−0.14	𝑠𝑑𝑠 

Table 14 summarises the CACE estimates for the primary and secondary outcomes. 
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Table 14: CACE analyses 

Outcome ITT effect size 
(confidence intervals) 

Proportion of pupils in 
compliant schools 

CACE effect size 
(confidence intervals) 

WIAT -0.10 (-0.320; 0.128) 270/391 = 0.69 -0.142 (-0.466, +0.181) 

CELF-5 -0.05 (-0.306; 0.213) 270/391 = 0.69 -0.067 (-0.444, +0.310) 

DTWRP 0.14 (-0.157; 0.431) 270/391 = 0.69 0.185 (-0.238, +0.609) 

The CACE estimate focuses solely on compliance within the intervention group. As control schools did not have access 
to the training or resources underpinning the intervention, we assume the control (business as usual) condition was 
maintained across the control schools. However, the pupil-level rate of compliance, as defined by the TA-level minimal 
compliance threshold (attended all three training sessions) aggregated to school level, was 69%. This results in 
increasing the negative ITT effect size for the primary outcome from -0.10 to -0.14 SDs. The rate of compliance also 
widens the effect size confidence interval from 0.47 SDs in the ITT estimate (-0.320; +0.128) to 0.65 SDs for the CACE 
estimate (-0.466; +0.181). The negative effect size for the CELF-5 secondary outcome also increases from -0.05 at ITT 
to -0.07 for CACE. The positive effect size for DTWRP increases from +0.13 at ITT to +0.19 at CACE. For both 
secondary outcomes, the confidence interval also widens.  

Maintaining the assumption that compliance was exogenous, a second approach for the compliance analysis repeated 
the ITT multilevel analysis but excluded intervention group pupils from schools below the threshold of minimum 
compliance. Specifically, the group identifier was changed so that 1 = pupils in intervention schools above the threshold 
of minimum compliance, and 0 = pupils in control schools. In each case, the effect size is very similar to that estimated 
in the main analysis. The effect size for the primary outcome measure is -0.07 (CI: -0.310; +0.176) compared with -0.10 
for the ITT model. With regard to the secondary outcomes, the effect size for CELF-5 is the same here as in the ITT 
analysis (+0.05), although the confidence intervals are slightly wider (-0.333; +0.225). The positive effect size for 
DTWRP is +0.12 (CIs: -0.20; +0.434), compared with +0.14 in the ITT model. These figures, presented in Table 15, 
suggest that non-compliance as defined by the minimal compliance threshold (TAs attending all three training sessions) 
did not have a substantial bearing on the ITT trial results (no evidence of impact across both primary and secondary 
outcomes).       

Table 15: Analysis comparing pupils in compliant schools with the control group 

  Unadjusted means 
Effect size 

  Intervention group Control group 

Outcome 

n Mean n Mean Total n Hedges’ g 

p 
value (missing) (95% CI) (missing) (95% CI) (intervention;  

        control) (95% CI) 

WIAT 117 
(153) 

15.88 (14.49; 
17.271) 

195 
(204) 

17.03 (16.004; 
18.058) 312 -0.07 (-0.310; 

+0.176) 0.590 

CELF-5 109 
(161) 8.74 (8.063; 9.423) 164 

(235) 8.62 (8.097; 9.147) 273 -0.05 (-0.333; 
+0.225) 0.703 

DTWRP 109 
(161) 

51.17 (48.224; 
54.106) 

169 
(230) 

50.9 (48.601; 
53.198) 278 +0.12 (-0.200; 

+0.434) 0.468 

 

Missing data analysis 

As part of the follow-on analyses, a multilevel logistic regression model with a binary outcome identifying when outcome 
data is missing (= 1) or not (= 0) and the same covariates as the headline ITT model was constructed (Table 16, Model 
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1). This was to examine whether any of the other factors in the analysis model were associated with the likelihood of 
having missing data. The model shows that only two variables had a statistically significant relationship with the missing 
outcome. Firstly, pupils in the intervention group were more likely to have missing data for the primary outcome, as also 
shown through the attrition figures presented above. Secondly, disadvantaged pupils (as defined by EVERFSM6 in 
NPD) were also more likely to have missing outcome data. This is discussed below in relation to subgroup analysis. 
This missingness in the data stems from whole schools withdrawing from the outcome testing and pupils within schools 
that did participate in the outcome testing. To examine missingness accounting for whole school withdrawals, this model 
was then replicated with only participants at schools that took part in the outcome testing (Table 16, Model 2). Once the 
sample is limited in this way, neither of these variables is significantly associated with the primary outcome being missing. 
We therefore cautiously conclude that data is missing at random once school membership is accounted for.   

Table 16: Missing data analysis 

 Model 1  Model 2 

Missing Odds ratio Std. err. p value [95% CI]  Odds ratio Std. err. p value [95% CI] 

Allocation 1.41 0.21 0.022 1.05 1.89  0.88 0.22 0.626 0.54 1.45 

Pupil baseline 0.99 0.01 0.372 0.96 1.01  0.98 0.02 0.283 0.94 1.02 

School baseline 1.03 0.02 0.049 1.00 1.07  0.98 0.03 0.436 0.92 1.04 

Hub (reference North 
East)            

West Yorkshire 1.43 0.36 0.151 0.88 2.33  0.73 0.32 0.473 0.31 1.73 

South Yorkshire 1.02 0.23 0.945 0.65 1.60  0.85 0.31 0.655 0.41 1.75 

North West 1.29 0.30 0.277 0.81 2.05  1.07 0.40 0.860 0.51 2.23 

Lincolnshire 1.38 0.35 0.201 0.84 2.26  1.31 0.50 0.490 0.61 2.78 

FSM 1.44 0.23 0.021 1.06 1.97  1.41 0.35 0.171 0.86 2.29 

Constant 0.65 0.13 0.031 0.44 0.96  0.23 0.07 0.000 0.13 0.42 

            

N 739      448     

LR chi2(8) 16.52      6.92     

Prob > chi2 0.036      0.545     

Pseudo R2 0.016      0.016     

Log likelihood -503.732      -218.482     
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Subgroup analyses 

A multilevel model following the same approach as the headline ITT analysis was estimated, including an interaction 
effect between intervention/control allocation and pupil FSM status. The interaction effect was statistically significant for 
both WIAT and DTWRP, indicating that FSM pupils in the intervention group scored more highly on the test than non-
FSM pupils. Subgroup analyses were then conducted for both FSM and non-FSM pupils. Table 17 shows the results 
from the subgroup analysis of FSM pupils. For the primary outcome measure, there is tentative evidence of a positive 
effect (0.34) but the confidence intervals are wide and the lower bound is below zero. The p value is 0.10 and the sample 
size is small, with only 45 FSM pupils in the intervention group and 70 in the control group.   

Regarding the secondary outcome measures, there is a positive effect (+0.26) for CELF-5, but this is not statistically 
significant and confidence intervals are wide (CIs: -0.233; +0.762). However for DTWRP, there is a positive effect of 
+0.59 standard deviations (CIs: +0.216; +0.967). This is based on analysis of only 96 pupils, of whom only 35 were in 
the intervention group, yet is tentative evidence that the programme has a positive effect on disadvantaged pupils when 
using this measure.  

The primary outcome measure was also examined for interaction effects between intervention/control allocation and 
pupil EAL status and SEN status. In both models, the interaction effects were not statistically significant so further 
analyses of these subgroups were not conducted. We therefore found no evidence of a differential effect of REACH for 
EAL or SEN pupils. 

Table 17: FSM subgroup analysis 

 Unadjusted means 
Effect size 

 Intervention group Control group 

Outcome n 
(missing) 

Mean 
(95% CI) 

n 
(missing) 

Mean 
(95% CI) 

Total n 
(intervention; 
control) 

Hedges’ g 
(95% CI) p value 

WIAT 45 (77) 
16.4 
(14.228; 
18.572) 

70 (71) 
14.67 
(12.939; 
16.404) 

115 (45; 70) +0.34 (-0.071; 
+0.744) 0.106 

CELF-5 35 (87) 8.37 (7.167; 
9.576) 59 (82) 7.64 (6.717; 

8.571) 94 (35; 59) +0.26 (-0.233; 
+0.762) 0.298 

DTWRP 35 (87) 
55.43 
(51.296; 
59.561) 

61 (80) 
47.54 
(43.761; 
51.321) 

96 (35; 61) +0.59 (+0.216; 
+0.967) 0.002 

 

Table 18 repeats the same analyses for non-FSM pupils. For the primary outcome, there is a statistically significant 
negative effect for non-FSM pupils (-0.27; lower CI: -0.514; higher CI: -0.027). This analysis is based on a larger 
subsample than for FSM pupils (245 pupils), with better balance between intervention (n = 121) and control (n = 124) 
pupils.  

The difference in primary outcome test results for the two subgroups is stark. It is difficult to say with any certainty why 
this has happened. One possibility is that the attrition and resulting very small subsample sizes have led to somewhat 
curious results. Further evaluations could consider recruiting enough disadvantaged pupils to examine these differential 
effects more thoroughly. REACH Primary is a targeted intervention in its current form based solely on KS1 attainment, 
yet may prove more efficacious if targeted to disadvantaged pupils who do not meet expected attainment levels in future.   

 

Table 18: Non-FSM subgroup analysis 
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 Unadjusted means 
Effect size 

 Intervention group Control group 

Outcome n 
(missing) 

Mean 
(95% CI) 

n 
(missing) 

Mean 
(95% CI) 

Total n 
(intervention; 
control) 

Hedges’ g 
(95% CI)  value 

WIAT 121 (270) 
15.52 
(14.14; 
16.902) 

124 (265) 
18.36 
(17.121; 
19.605) 

245 (121; 124) -0.27 (-0.514;  
-0.027) 0.029 

CELF-5 107 (284) 8.8 (8.136; 
9.471) 104 (285) 9.16 (8.538; 

9.789) 211 (107; 104) -0.21 (-0.484; 
+0.071) 0.144 

DTWRP 107 (284) 
50.08 
(47.164; 
53.005) 

107 (282) 
52.92 
(50.021; 
55.81) 

214 (107; 107) -0.01 (-0.346; 
+0.319) 0.935 

Exploratory analysis 

Exploratory analysis was conducted to estimate any variation associated with uptake of the additional TA training in 
autumn 2020. Schools whose TAs attended the extra session were treated as the intervention group for this analysis. 
Table 19 shows that the negative effect size for the primary outcome measure was slightly lower (-0.08) than for the ITT 
sample, with wider confidence intervals and a larger p value, which are unsurprising given the intervention group sample 
size is halved.   

Table 19: Analysis contrasting schools that took part in additional training (autumn 2020) with control schools 

  Unadjusted means 
Effect size 

  Intervention group Control group 

Outcome 

n Mean n Mean Total n Hedges’ g 

p 
value (missing) (95% CI) (missing) (95% CI) (intervention;  

        control) (95% CI) 

WIAT 57 (85) 15.82 (13.764; 
17.885) 

195 
(204) 

17.03 (16.004; 
18.058) 252 (57; 195) -0.08 (-0.349; 

+0.199) 0.591 

CELF-5 56 (86) 7.75 (6.9; 8.6) 164 
(235) 

8.62 (8.097; 
9.147) 220 (56; 164) -0.31 (-0.600; -

0.016) 0.039 

DTWRP 56 (86) 54.93 (50.968; 
58.889) 

169 
(230) 

50.9 (48.601; 
53.198) 225 (56; 169) +0.26 (-0.081; 

+0.609) 0.134 
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Implementation and process evaluation results 
The implementation and process evaluation (IPE) results are drawn from pre- and post-intervention surveys, 
observations of TA training sessions and top-up sessions, and school visits, and were guided by the research questions 
below. 

School visits took place at ten intervention schools during February 2020, across the five geographical regions (hubs) 
as follows:  

● Lincoln Hub: 3 schools L1, L2, L3 
● North East Hub: 2 schools NE1, NE2 
● North West Hub: 2 schools, NW1, NW2 
● South Yorkshire: 1 school, SY1 
● West Yorkshire: 2 schools, WY1, WY2 

Key findings from the IPE data  

The findings are organised in relation to the IPE research questions, repeated here for ease: 

a) Which particular elements of the programme are perceived to support reading comprehension? 
b) To what extent is the deployment of teaching assistants an effective approach to leading the intervention? 
c) In what ways do teaching assistants tailor pupil support in line with programme recommendations, and what 

aspects of the training or resources support this personalisation? 
d) What fidelity issues are observed during the trial (including any aspects of intervention delivery not in line with 

programme recommendations)? 
e) Is there evidence that the programme has a positive impact on pupil motivation to read?  
f) What does the trial indicate about scalability? 
g) What is the cost per pupil of the intervention? 
h) What are the 'business as usual' practices in control schools, and do they change over the course of the 

programme? 

REACH Primary has its theoretical basis in the Simple View of Reading (Gough and Tunmer, 1978), which defines 
reading comprehension as comprising two distinct but interrelated components: decoding and language comprehension. 
In reporting on the impact of the programme on reading comprehension, it is therefore important to report on each 
component. The secondary outcome measure DTWRP indicated some potential impact on word reading for FSM 
children. This is an important finding of the evaluation. However, there was little evidence to suggest that the programme 
had an impact on pupil oral language and reading comprehension, as measured by CELF-5 and WIAT III. Therefore, 
we have been unable to identify evidence that does or does not support the Simple View of Reading. It is important to 
stress that this may not be indicative of theory failure proposed in the logic model, but the impact of Covid-19 on 
implementation of the intervention, and the delay in testing. A significant positive finding from the IPE data is the impact 
of the intervention on pupil self-efficacy in reading and motivation to read. These findings and their significance are 
further explored in sections that follow.  

RQa: Which particular elements of the programme are perceived to support reading 
comprehension?  

The positive impact of the intervention on children's reading skills (decoding, phonic knowledge, word reading) was 
reported by TAs during school visits. TAs reported that progress was evident through the process of initial baselining 
assessments and the ongoing running record assessments of pupils' reading. These assessments provided TAs with a 
way of measuring and recording reading progress, and as way of sharing this with pupils and class teachers. Out of ten 
references to a positive impact on reading attainment, three comments referred to benchmarking, the assessment 
process used to determine the reading stage and appropriate graded book for each pupil. Examples include: 

‘They’ve all moved up, because they were benchmarked, weren't they? They were all benchmarked last term 
and they’d all moved up.’ (TA, NW1) 
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‘We’ve seen massive leaps in some of the children. Some of them at a slower rate, but they’ve all progressed 
massively though.’ (TA, NW2) 

‘I was surprised how well they had progressed when we took the baseline again. It has had a big impact, I feel, 
on the children that we had and they’ve improved massively.’ (TA, NW2) 

TAs referred to the positive impact on phonic decoding and sight recognition of words. These comments suggest that 
pupils had 'gaps' in their phonic knowledge prior to the interventions and that identifying and addressing these 
enabled pupils to make progress.  

‘It made a lot of my kids more aware of not missing the middle parts of words and the end and the initial sounds. 
A lot of them, when I first started doing the baseline assessment, they were just reading things and not really 
looking at that. Now they are a lot better at it.’ (TA, SY2) 

‘Yes—to break it down. They’ve probably never done that before. It is almost going right back, to go forward, 
isn’t it?’ (TA, L2) 

‘So a lot of the ones I did couldn’t get the sounds, so we did work on some sounds for the first bit, but then since 
then, since they’ve realised actually the sound is this, that’s boosted them quite a way.’ (TA, NE1) 

‘A number of children who came through didn’t know all the graphemes … They had slipped through that, plus 
others had, instead of saying the sound of a single letter, they were saying the names of letters.’ (TA, NW2) 

Improvement in pupil recognition of sight words was also seen as supporting reading fluency. 

‘We’ve said children are a lot more confident now, fluent reading and they’re recognising more of those 300 
sight words.’ (TA, NE2) 

TAs could often confidently explain the impact of the programme on children's decoding, but they articulated the impact 
of OL sessions to a lesser degree. Positive impact reports related to children’s comprehension included comprehension 
self-monitoring strategies and pupil confidence in talking about what they have read. 

‘He interacts usually really well, very chatty and he has developed over the programme much more fluency in 
what he says and can express what his understanding is.’ (TA, NW2) 

A number of cases however, reported on the level of challenge in the OL sessions, and referred to the figurative 
language component, judging this as too difficult for pupils. One TA, for example, described how the narratives in 
the OL sessions often contained sentences with multiple words that were unfamiliar to pupils. She described how she 
often paraphrased the sentences to support children's understanding. One school with a high proportion of EAL pupils 
made similar comments. 

The Simple View of Reading indicates that both components—word recognition and language comprehension—
facilitate reading comprehension. The perceived impact of both components of the programme was explained by two 
TAs: 

‘With the benchmarking comes the comprehension. They have all gone up so I would say it has worked.’ (TA, 
L1) 

‘He wasn’t talking much and he wasn’t blending or anything. All of a sudden he’s started sight-reading, he’s 
started talking about what he is reading.’ (TA, L2)  

‘I think they are willing now to say when they don’t understand something … Sometimes you just assume that 
they know the meaning of something when they don’t. It gives them that “I don’t know what that means” and 
you can go over it.’ (TA, L2) 

The above comments indicate that children's increasing understanding of vocabulary has had a positive impact on 
reading comprehension—that is, here pupils are seen as much more confident in monitoring their own reading 
comprehension, and checking their understanding of what is read.    
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Overall, these comments demonstrate TA perceptions of the impact of the intervention on pupil reading. Skills such as 
swifter decoding and improved sight recognition of words led to improved fluency in reading. Reading fluency, coupled 
with self-monitoring for understanding of the text, led to improved reading comprehension.   

Selecting the 'right' pupils for the intervention was viewed as an important factor in the success of the programme.  

‘The time that you have to commit to it and the level of detail that the programme actually goes into, I don’t think 
has been beneficial for all our children.’ (TA, L1)  

A number of TAs commented on pupil attendance, and how the intervention was most effective when delivered regularly. 
Poor attendance was seen as impacting on some children's reading progress. The intervention had less impact on these 
children, compared with those who attended school regularly. For TAs, the issue of 'gaps' in pupil reading skills was 
seen as significant to selecting the right pupils, and this may have been prevalent in discussions with TAs due to the 
requirement to personalise the RI sessions. Given that the intervention covered a wide range of reading skills, and had 
a strong graphophonic focus, it was seen by TAs as particularly beneficial for those children who had gaps in this area. 
This is also reflected in the post-intervention online survey, where TAs were asked which activities they felt were most 
impactful on pupil reading progress. The activity most likely to be perceived as having a high impact was ‘letter and 
word identification’, as 39.6% of TAs said this had high impact on pupil progress and 39.6% said it had some impact. 
The ‘running record of an instructional book’ was the second most likely activity to be rated as high impact, with 37.5% 
of TAs reporting this, and a further 39.6% reporting that it had some impact (see Table 19).  

A major concern raised by TAs was that pupils may be missing out on teaching of other curriculum areas in order to 
attend intervention sessions.  

‘It's pulling them out of lessons. I think it has to be done, it's benefiting their reading, but they are dropping 
behind and it is noticeable. It's really noticeable within class, because I'm the TA in one class and then I'm in 
the other class, so I see it. I see that they don't understand. They've got to do this intervention but at the detriment 
of other core subjects that they're not understanding and they're getting behind on.’ (TA, NE1) 

Choosing a time of day to run the intervention when pupils would not miss out on other essential lessons was seen as 
important to schools. 

The main pattern apparent in Table 20 is that those elements related to the RI sessions were seen as having higher 
impact than those of the OL sessions. It is not clear, however, whether this is due to TAs having less confidence in 
delivering OL sessions, or their perception that these sessions were too challenging. Activities related to the assessment 
of reading (running record) and word reading skills (letter and word identification, word recognition, and phonological 
activities) were seen as particularly effective. 
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Table 20: What was the impact of the following activities on pupils' progress, on average, in your opinion? 

  Session  High 
impact % 

Some 
impact % 

No impact 
% 

Missing 
% Total 

Running record of an instructional book RI 37.5 39.6 2.1 20.8 48 

Letter and word identification RI 39.6 39.6 2.1 18.8 48 

Phonological activities RI 37.5 39.6 2.1 20.8 48 

Cut-up sentence activity RI 22.9 45.8 10.4 20.8 48 

Writing a sentence RI 18.8 56.3 6.3 18.8 48 

Introduction to a new instructional book RI 29.2 41.7 10.4 18.8 48 

Attempt at reading a new book RI 33.3 43.8 4.2 18.8 48 

Vocabulary (mixed context learning) OL 18.8 58.3 4.2 18.8 48 

Listening comprehension OL 25.0 54.2 2.1 18.8 48 

Figurative language OL 16.7 54.2 10.4 18.8 48 

Spoken narrative OL 14.6 60.4 6.3 18.8 48 

Word recognition RI 33.3 43.8 0.0 22.9 48 

Comprehension of oral language, including idiom and 
metaphor OL 18.8 54.2 4.2 22.9 48 

Source: Evaluator survey of REACH TAs. Row percentages; N = 48. 

RQb: To what extent is the deployment of teaching assistants an effective approach to 
leading the intervention? 

Senior leaders and support for the programme 

One of the most significant themes arising from the interview data was that effective TA deployment to the 
intervention was determined by senior leadership support for the programme. Support from senior leaders (SLs) 
was crucial to fidelity in the implementation of REACH Primary. Table 21 shows that 75% of TAs responding to the 
survey felt well supported by the SL team. Only two from 48 respondents reported that they did not feel very well 
supported. All respondents answering this question reported that they were well or very well supported by the delivery 
team. Some SLs supported TAs by providing protected time to attend training, plan, and prepare, and ensured that 
REACH was visible and recognised across school: SLs took an interest in children and sessions as they were taking 
place and the programme overall. Where this was the case, there was much more likelihood that the intervention was 
being implemented consistently and effectively. Fourteen participants commented on the support provided by SLs. 
However, during one of the ten school visits, TAs reported SLs were not invested in the programme and had not 
allocated sufficient time for delivery, planning, or preparation. Fidelity to the delivery of the two RI and one OL session 
weekly and investment in the intervention overall then was very low. 

Table 21 also shows that all respondents felt well or very well supported by the Leeds REACH Primary team. 

TAs valued the opportunity to work together at training events and on the training materials. This was facilitated by 
leadership arranging time for TAs to plan and work on these tasks together. 

‘We sat and looked at the gap tasks together. We had planning time together as well, so that’s quite beneficial.’ 
(TA, L1) 
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‘We had certain and specific time to do it, so we managed to fit it in. I think if you weren’t given that time, you’d 
really struggle.’ (TA, L2) 

‘The training days, that was protected time, seminars, where they had to do the online things, they were released 
from class to be able to do that. They’ve got all of the books as well that they have been prepped and labelled. 
I made the ‘do not remove’ labels, so they have a designated area to store these in. They have the drawers, 
storage areas, things like that that we brought in to make sure they’ve got an area to work in and they’ve got 
everything they need, basically.’ (SL, SY1) 

Table 21: In delivering the REACH Primary programme, how well supported did you feel by … ? 

  Very well Well Not very well Missing Total 

Senior leadership team 35.4 39.6 4.2 20.8 48 

REACH lead (if not SLT) 35.4 35.4 2.1 27.1 48 

The Leeds REACH Primary 
team 50.0 29.2 0.0 20.8 48 

Source: Evaluator survey of REACH TAs. Row percentages; N = 48. 

Impact on TA knowledge about reading and TA role in school 

Deploying TAs to deliver the intervention had a positive impact on TA professional knowledge and confidence 
about reading, with 75% of TAs reporting this to be the case, and 65.6% noting a positive impact on their 
professional role (see Table 22, below). Initially, some TAs found the content quite challenging and felt more secure 
once the programme was running in school. However, as they became more experienced with the materials, this was 
less of an issue. Confidence in assessment activities, such as benchmarking and using the Hatcher grading system, 
also grew as the delivery progressed.    

TAs reported that their knowledge of how to assess and how to support reading was enhanced: 

‘I think probably, it’s the first reading intervention I’ve delivered. I think it’s helped me in terms of the 
understanding of particularly being able to identify where support is needed. It's good, because I’d never really 
had to do that before, so for me that was good.’  (TA, NW21) 

‘It's been really interesting finding out more about them [pupils], what they need extra help with.’ (TA, L2) 

‘It’s given me more of an understanding of what I should be looking at in terms of the kids’ reading.’ (TA, WY2) 

‘I think it has just broken it down more, and let us really, like I say, even with hearing the sounds … you have to 
get to the nitty gritty of what she is finding hard.’ (TA, NE2) 

TAs gained increased understanding of the importance of reading comprehension and how to support pupils. 

‘I think how to support comprehension, I like the games that come with the comprehension because that is 
probably something I would never have time to do.’ (TA, SY2) 

‘It’s made me think a little more about vocabulary and not assume that just because I know that word, that 
actually a child would know that word.’ (TA, SY2) 

‘One of mine really likes reading, so that wasn’t the thing. It might be the case that she’s not understanding what 
she’s reading, which is where the comprehension part comes in and breaking down, using the strategies, tell 
me if you don’t understand what the word means.’ (TA, L2) 

Overall, TAs felt that being involved in the intervention enhanced their role in school, and they enjoyed and valued 
the sense of autonomy they experienced in delivering the programme: 
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‘Being a TA you don’t ever have any ownership over anything. You’re kind of here to do that, do this, do this … 
This has given me that’s my thing, that’s what I do, that’s what I plan, you can’t touch it kind of thing. It’s quite 
nice to be able to have right this is mine, this is what I’m going to do, I’ve decided.’ (TA, NE1) 

‘For me, it's been really good. It’s been nice to be put forward to do something. It’s got some substance, hasn’t 
it?’ (TA, SY2)  

‘Obviously we were chosen for a reason, a good reason, so it gives your confidence a bit of a boost.’ (TA, L1) 

‘It has given me confidence just to think yes, I can do that.’ (TA, L1) 

‘She [senior leader] praises because she’s heard from the teachers—they’re praising us, so she then passes it 
on the others or she says it’s going well and glad to hear. It’s just a big thing for us because there’s nothing here 
telling us what’s right and wrong.’ (TA, WY2) 

For some TAs, running the intervention gave them a sense of satisfaction in the impact of their work on pupil reading 
and the relationships they were building working one-to-one with children.  

‘I do really enjoy it and I’ve built nice relationships with the kids. I wouldn’t have any reason to spend time with 
them because they’re not in my class, and it’s really nice seeing them improve.’ (TA, NE1) 

The impact on TAs’ role in school was reflected by SLs, who commented how, as a result of their involvement in REACH 
Primary delivery, TAs were seen as ‘specialists’ or ‘experts’ in reading:   

‘[TA] is definitely an expert in knowing that that book is really suitable for that child, and being able to monitor 
that.’ (SL) 

‘I think both of them [TAs] have grown in confidence and knowing that they are on the right track with it has 
been really good. It’s a skill isn’t it? Being able to pick up a book and grade it.’ (SL, SY2) 

‘I think it’s also really great for the TAs because often you come into schools and there are so many skilled TAs 
… But actually it's so nice for them to be able to have an independence in leading something, in doing 
something, in being an expert on something. I think it is really good.’ (SL, NE1) 

‘I hope she will continue being a reading specialist in school, now that we’ve got her with the training.’ (SL, NE1) 

Training to deliver REACH Primary  

Attendance at the training events provided by the Leeds team was high. All TAs delivering the intervention attended the 
two-day training. Observations of training events, top-up sessions, and online sessions were conducted by a member 
of the SHU team, and training materials were examined. The events included the following opportunities for TAs to 
develop confidence and expertise: 

● detailed and thorough training on how to assess a child's reading and identify areas for development; 
● detailed breakdown of each component of the intervention; 
● guidance on how to use the range of materials provided, with illustrative examples; 
● guidance on how to maintain fidelity to the intervention; and  
● a broad range of other teaching strategies and guidance. 

The TAs provided largely positive feedback on the online training. Survey data shows that over half of TAs found the 
initial training event to be extremely or very effective. Pre-intervention gap tasks also received mostly positive responses 
from TAs. Online seminars were viewed less favourably, with one in four respondents labelling them ‘not effective at 
all’. This may be partly due to connection issues that some TAs experienced and the difficulty of finding time to join a 
seminar during a busy school day. Ongoing support from the Leeds team was seen as extremely or very effective by 
almost all TAs who responded to the relevant survey question, but half of respondents did not provide an answer. These 
figures are presented in Table 22. 
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Table 22: TA feedback on REACH Primary training and support 

  Extremely 
effective 

Very 
effective 

Moderately 
effective 

Slightly 
effective 

Not 
effective 

at all 
Total Missing n 

REACH initial training 
event 14.3 38.8 36.7 6.1 0.0 95.9 4.1 49 

Pre-intervention ‘gap’ 
tasks 2.0 26.5 40.8 4.1 6.1 79.6 20.4 49 

Online seminars 0.0 4.1 36.7 10.2 24.5 75.5 24.5 49 
Ongoing support 10.2 22.4 8.2 6.1 2.0 49.0 51.0 49 

Source: Evaluator survey of REACH TAs. Row percentages; N = 49. 

 

Interviews showed that the value and the depth of the training provided by Leeds was viewed positively by SLs.    

‘The theory behind it and they [TAs] understand and they think it is a really valuable tool.’ (SL, NW1) 

‘I think it has been a steep learning curve … But I think they are both getting a lot from delivering it, personally 
and professionally as well.’ (SL, NW1) 

SLs commented on the impact of the training on TAs and the importance of training TAs in reading interventions. One 
example indicates the value of providing training specifically for TAs:  

‘So the initial training, I think it was really useful and I think it is really, really great that the TAs are getting this 
training, because I often do feel that teachers are sometimes prioritised in getting training and actually most of 
the time, it is your TAs that are delivering it.’ (SL, NE1) 

 

Table 23: What was the impact of the programme on these aspects of your professional role and development? 

  High impact Some impact No impact Missing Total 

Your professional role in school 20.8 43.8 12.5 22.9 48 

Your professional knowledge and 
confidence 29.2 45.8 2.1 22.9 48 

Source: Evaluator survey of REACH TAs. Row percentages; N = 48. 

RQc: In what ways do teaching assistants tailor pupil support in line with programme 
recommendations, and what aspects of the training or resources support this 
personalisation? 

Through one-to-one delivery of a highly structured programme, it is possible to tailor the approach to individual pupils. 
TAs experienced success in personalising the programme in two ways. Firstly, they were able to tailor sessions in line 
with children’s identified learning needs, and secondly, they were able to take into account children's learning and 
reading preferences. There was much scope to personalise the RI sessions, facilitated by the programme's initial 
baseline assessment and ongoing benchmarking assessment. In addition, the range of graded reading books and digital 
books provided, the Hatcher Grading System, and a range of phonic activities, such as Sound Linkage, provided a 
variety of materials from which TAs could select appropriately-levelled activities for individual pupils. TAs were also 
encouraged to use school-based resources to support the programme delivery where appropriate. There were 19 
references that explained how TAs personalised the intervention to meet pupil learning needs. This was often based 
on TAs’ assessment of pupil learning during baseline assessments (Week 1) and subsequent running records as an 
integral part of RI sessions.  
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‘It was quite daunting at first … but once we got up and running with the programme, we completely understood 
that it needed to be so in-depth so that we could tailor every session to their individual needs.’ (TA, SY1) 

‘Depending on what she’s found difficult in the text I might change my activity that I’m going to do with her, 
because if I think she’s really struggled with something I might think well I’ll not do what I’d planned to do, but 
I’ll focus on this so next time it makes a bit more sense.’ (TA, SY2) 

‘I think some of mine, quite often they are children who have to over-learn everything and that aspect I’ve found 
sometimes they’re still having to over-learn. They’re not remembering from one session to the next session. I 
think that’s always going to be the case, because of how they are. I think it’s helped, like I say, break down the 
areas where they are really struggling that you can help them with.’ (TA, L2) 

This final comment indicates how the repetition and practice integral to the highly-structured REACH Primary 
programme is beneficial for some children who are struggling with reading, and in particular, those who need repeated 
practice to learn essential reading skills.   

Identifying gaps in children's skills and addressing these was seen as important to TAs. At times, this meant focusing 
more specifically on different components in the RI sessions, giving them more emphasis. 

‘There were a couple of times that I haven’t done the phonological activities in here because I thought it was 
more important that they needed the graphemes, more knowledge of the graphemes before they started doing 
these. So I probably missed a couple of weeks of that, got them a bit better, and then went on to that.’ (TA, 
NW2) 

‘I think what we’ve found, particularly with some of my children, is they’re really good with the flashcards and 
identifying and saying the sounds, but actually reading it within a word and actually writing it and seeing it, 
they’re not necessarily making those connections. That’s why I’ve put in a little bit of actually let’s write the word, 
let’s read it in a sentence and try to build it in, to make sure they’re not just learning it from a flashcard.’ (TA, 
NE2) 

The ongoing assessments in REACH Primary, including benchmarking, were beneficial in supporting TAs to identify 
what children needed to learn next. This also appeared to impact on TA knowledge and confidence of the reading 
process: 

‘That’s one thing that we’ve really picked out, you can delve deeper into what you think it is that they’re struggling 
with, whereas normally in our time, we can’t delve that deep, can we? I think having the specific activities broken 
down, it has allowed us to really, really find out where they are struggling and pick those areas out and help 
them. That has been really useful.’ (TA, L2) 

Some TAs also became skilled in selecting texts and activities that they knew would appeal to the reading 
preferences of pupils. Selecting texts to secure pupil engagement in RI sessions is seen as an important consideration 
for TAs. 

‘I’ve tried to include a lot of books with rhyme and rhythm, because that was a massive gap in her learning, to 
try and make sure that she’s got that. I think sometimes we know the kids well enough to know which book and 
stuff, because some of the non-fiction ones have been great, and some we’ve looked at, knowing the kids, and 
thought there’s no point looking at that one.’ (TA, SY2) 

We’ve been doing things like, because he loves joke books, so instead of using that easy read at the beginning, 
I was finding joke books and we’d share a joke book together, or he’d read one and I’d read one. Just something 
so it’s not we’re going to sit down and we’re going to read. That’s the thing, as soon as you get the book out, 
it’s like, “Oh, we’ve got to read.” It’s just to try and get different ways of getting him to know, and also know that 
he can read.’ (TA, L2) 

One TA described how she brought an element of competition into the activity to motivate the pupil: 
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‘One of my boys is very competitive and everything needs to have a game, so I’ve tried to make sure that I’ve 
included, so in the reading intervention, that there’s a game element with a winner and a loser.’ (TA, SY2) 

It is clear that the one-to-one delivery of the intervention, the range of materials provided to deliver the intervention, and 
the ongoing assessment of reading integral to the programme, allowed significant opportunity for TAs to personalise 
the sessions based on pupil learning needs and interests.   

Overall, TAs spoke less about the impact of OL sessions. This may be for a number of reasons. There was less 
opportunity to personalise OL sessions and some TAs suggested that they found these more difficult to deliver, 
particularly where the vocabulary being taught was perceived as too challenging for pupils. It is not clear whether this is 
reflective of TAs' lack of confidence in teaching oral language skills or that the materials were too challenging for some 
children accessing the programme. Opportunities to personalise, or further training in how to personalise OL sessions, 
may be beneficial.    

RQd: What fidelity issues are observed during the trial (including any aspects of 
intervention delivery not in line with programme recommendations)? 

Only one TA was fully compliant with the intervention during 2019/2020. As noted previously, the training was well 
attended, with 72 of 79 TAs attending the first two sessions and 54 attending all three. However, the gap tasks and 
online seminars were completed by fewer TAs. Only three TAs attended all five online seminars, and 12 attended four 
of the five, which was the compliance threshold for this activity specified in the protocol. Information was only available 
on five of the eight gap tasks due to a technical problem with the online system used to record this, yet none of the TAs 
did all of the five gaps tasks for which data was retrieved, and only six TAs completed four of them (see Table 24).  

Table 24: REACH Primary fidelity data on participating TAs 

Frequency of attendance/completion Training % Gap task % Seminar 
% 

0 1.3 43.0 24.1 

1 3.8 10.1 36.7 

2 26.6 32.9 12.7 

3 68.4 6.3 11.4 

4 n/a 7.6 11.4 

5 n/a 0.0 3.8 

Total N 79 79 79 

Source: Management information from delivery team. Column percentages. 

This fidelity data all relates to a period prior to the pandemic and therefore suggests that the intervention was 
not followed as intended. This could be due to the workload associated with the intervention. A member of the SHU 
team attending the seminars also noted that some schools had connection issues initially. It is possible that the number 
of activities amounted to an excessive demand on the time of TAs who were already expected to provide 7.5 hours per 
week of one-to-one support sessions for selected pupils.  

Despite the considerable investment in staff time for schools taking part in REACH Primary, it is important to note that 
schools were mostly positive about the impact of the programme on TAs and pupils. 

Finding the time and dedicated space to deliver the intervention and store resources was challenging for some 
TAs, according to responses provided during interviews (18 comments). This was reflected in the TA survey, where 
only 54% of respondents said that they always had a dedicated space to deliver the intervention (see Table 25).     

‘We do sometimes work both of us in that space. It’s not ideal, because both have quite loud voices.’ (TA, SY2) 
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‘We are really short of space. Where you were stood near the library, there is a table there that we do try to 
grab.’ (TA, L2) 

‘They are coming through that corridor constantly from 11.45 until 12.15, so you’ve got a pretty much constant 
flow of children while you‘re trying to work.’ (TA, NE2) 

 

Table 25: Please tick one box for each row to indicate how frequently you… 

  Always Sometimes Never Missing Total 

Dedicated 30 minutes to deliver each intervention session for each 
pupil 52.1 31.3 0.0 16.7 48 

Delivered one OL session each week 56.3 22.9 0.0 20.8 48 

Delivered two RI sessions each week 50.0 33.3 0.0 16.7 48 

Had a dedicated space to deliver the intervention 54.2 27.1 2.1 16.7 48 

Had time to plan and prepare resources for each session 47.9 31.3 4.2 16.7 48 

Source: Evaluator survey of REACH TAs. Row percentages; N = 48. 

Time created a challenge for maintaining fidelity to the programme, and often TAs would omit sections of the sessions 
that they felt were less beneficial for the child. Covering all components of the RI and OL sessions proved challenging. 
TAs felt that they would like to dedicate more time than was allocated to discussing texts read by pupils during RI 
sessions. 

‘It is so difficult to get those things in. I’m finding even like the phonics, that I’m doing with them, I‘m having to 
make sure that it is so short.’ (TA, NW1) 

OL sessions appeared to cause more challenges to pupils than RI sessions, and TAs were concerned about 
children’s understanding of vocabulary, seeing the OL passages as too challenging for some children.  

‘Some of the words, he just doesn’t understand the words in the story, therefore that doesn’t allow him actually 
to understand the story as a whole because the words are far too complex for them. I've seen that with a lot of 
children—they don’t know what the words mean, so if they don’t know, they’ve got no idea of what is going on 
in the story.’ (TA, NE1) 

The level of challenge in OL sessions was seen as particularly high in the figurative language component, which TAs 
claimed was too difficult for some children. As can also been seen in Table 25 (above), figurative language in OL 
sessions was less frequently delivered. While there is consistency in the delivery of the sessions, it was clear that TAs 
prioritised some components of both the OL sessions and RI sessions over others and made decisions about what to 
omit and what to include, based on their assessments of the child's learning needs or pupil response to the particular 
component of the session.  

It is clear that TAs gained confidence in planning RI sessions based on their assessments of pupils' reading. However, 
the programme afforded less scope for personalisation of the OL component. As a consequence, TAs felt that the OL 
sessions were too difficult for some pupils. This may also suggest that TAs are less confident in teaching oral language 
skills than they are in teaching reading skills. 

Pupil attendance and access to the curriculum 

Children’s attendance was seen as significant for the success of the programme by SLs.   

‘I think to some extent attendance has been an issue with one of our children.’ (SL, WY1) 
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Schools worked to manage what they saw as the potential negative impact of withdrawing children from other lessons 
and ensuring that pupils had access to a broad and balanced curriculum. One SL described how children found it difficult 
to transition back into class when a lesson was already in progress. 

‘We’re very careful that it’s never the same child at the same time every week. So [TA] mixes the children. We 
are really careful about that, because as a school, we have a lot of interventions.’ (SL, NE1) 

‘It is really hard as well … I’m a big believer in curriculum as well and I didn’t want it just being in the afternoon. 
So we looked really carefully at the timetabling of it and made sure that they were getting the time but weren’t 
being taken from other things that they would want to be in.’ (SL, L1) 

Some leaders described how the intervention took place when usual English teaching might be taught—for example, 
one leader described how the sessions took place while other pupils were being taught spelling. As with TA interviews, 
SLs commented on the difficulty of finding time to deliver the programme. The intervention was seen as a large 
commitment in terms of TA time.   

RQe: Is there evidence that the programme has a positive impact on pupil motivation 
to read? 

There was considerable evidence from both TA and SL surveys and interviews during school visits to suggest 
that there were high levels of pupil engagement in REACH Primary. Furthermore, there was evidence to suggest 
that the intervention had a significant impact on pupil engagement in reading, and that pupils became 
increasingly motivated to read as the intervention progressed. Table 26 indicates that TAs considered overall pupil 
engagement in sessions to be high. The activity in which pupils were most likely to be  ‘very engaged’ is the running 
record of an instructional book—TAs reported that 33% of pupils were ‘very engaged’ with this, and a further 37.5% 
were ‘mostly engaged’. The activity with the second highest level of engagement was introduction to a new instructional 
book, emphasising that pupil engagement with instructional books was a successful element of the intervention. The 
activities that were most likely to see pupils not engaged were the cut-up sentence activity and figurative language, 
although only 6% of respondents reported this lack of engagement. Overall, TAs found pupils to be engaged with the 
specific activities.  

Table 26: Pupil engagement in REACH activities 

  Very engaged Mostly engaged Engaged at times Not engaged Missing Total 

Running record of an instructional book 33.3 37.5 10.4 2.1 16.7 48 

Letter and word identification 22.9 45.8 12.5 2.1 16.7 48 

Phonological activities 27.1 39.6 14.6 2.1 16.7 48 

Cut-up sentence activity 22.9 39.6 14.6 6.3 16.7 48 

Write a sentence 14.6 43.8 20.8 4.2 16.7 48 

Introduction to a new instructional book 29.2 45.8 8.3 0.0 16.7 48 

Attempt at reading a new book 25.0 47.9 10.4 0.0 16.7 48 

Vocabulary (mixed context learning) 18.8 43.8 20.8 0.0 16.7 48 

Listening comprehension 18.8 35.4 29.2 0.0 16.7 48 

Figurative language 16.7 39.6 20.8 6.3 16.7 48 

Spoken narrative 12.5 45.8 20.8 4.2 16.7 48 

Source: Evaluator survey of REACH TAs. Row percentages; N = 48. 



REACH Primary 
Evaluation Report 

 

46 

 

High levels of pupil engagement during REACH sessions appeared to be in part attributed to having one-to-one time 
with a TA, and in part attributed to improvements in children’s self-perception and confidence as a reader as their reading 
skills improved. There is also some evidence from TA and SL interviews that this has impacted positively on pupil 
reading in the home and increased participation in class lessons. Interview data contained 20 references to 
improvements in pupils’ motivation to read and attitude towards reading. Pupil confidence was seen as having an impact 
beyond the intervention session, into classroom contexts. This provides further evidence of a 'virtuous cycle' of increased 
reading confidence through self-efficacy that increases pupil reading motivation (Hempel-Jorgenson et al., 2018). This 
theme has emerged as a significant dimension to the study as recent research into reading has heightened recognition 
of the motivational and behavioural characteristics alongside cognitive characteristics of reading (OECD, 2016). 

‘One lad in my class would avoid reading at all costs but actually he enjoys coming to read with me.’ (TA, NW1) 

‘They enjoy coming to read, don’t they?’ (TA, NW1) 

‘I know in the beginning when we started to take them at first it was “Urgh we are reading”, whereas now it’s 
“You haven’t had me this week”. So they are more eager to come and read.’ (TA, NE1) 

‘Overall it has been a really positive impact on the children in terms of their confidence and interest in reading. 
Certainly the boys have got more interested in reading and I know that’s a big push for us.’ (TA, SY1) 

Three TAs described how one pupil was now reading at home and that pupils were enjoying reading much more. 

‘He’s started reading more now at home with Mum, because some of them don’t read at home, but he has 
started to want to.’ (TA, L2) 

‘They are very keen now on reading and the determination to move within that level. I’ve got one child who didn’t 
used to be heard at home and he is mithering his dad to death. “Will you hear me read? Will you sign my book?” 
… So it has had a massive impact I think all round for those children.’ (TA, NW2) 

‘Reading books are coming back more often, aren’t they? They’re reading more because they’re enjoying it.’ 
(TA, WY2) 

Improved attitude towards reading was seen as having an impact on children’s attitude towards learning overall 
and their participation in class.  

‘They’re enjoying learning a lot more. I’ve noticed being with them. They’re a lot more enthusiastic. Even if it is 
not with English or reading, some of them are flying at maths because they want to learn now, because it’s 
giving them that boost as well. You can see it in other areas. It’s really nice.’ (TA, SY2) 

TAs described how children were more resilient in challenging themselves as their self-perception as a poor reader 
had changed.  

‘I think they have more confidence to have a go at reading a book that they would have before said “That’s too 
hard for me”. I think they have the confidence to approach an unfamiliar word and know at least to have a go. 
Some of them have quite poor self-esteem, so I think it’s a bit of a boost. It’s definitely made them more 
confident. They don’t think they’re rubbish at reading any more.’ (TA, SY2) 

‘We have one child who would barely read if you’d asked him in class to read out loud. He stood up at the front 
of the class and he actually led the rest of them. The children are able to read aloud, which they couldn’t before, 
they didn’t want to read.’ (TA, WY2) 

SLs also perceived that the programme was well-received by pupils and that this was impacting on confidence, 
motivation, and reading skill.   

‘They love it. I’ve never seen them move so quickly. They like one to one, they like being together. We praise 
with stickers and it's all very positive. I just think they like to see that they’re doing well.’ (SL, L1) 
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‘The pupils have been incredibly positive about it, they’ve been overwhelmingly positive about coming out to do 
it.’ (SL, L2) 

‘Actually, it's been a really good motivational thing for him because he can really see he is making progress and 
he’s quite hungry for it as well.’ (SL, SY2) 

Pupils’ new-found motivation and self-esteem was supported by regular feedback on their progress in reading: 

‘I think it’s the pride you see every time. [TA] who reads with [pupil] is very aware of her progress and how far 
she has come and you can see it spreading into other areas, because obviously there are cross-curricular things 
you need to read and she is much more able to access this now.’ (SL, SY2) 

‘When I tell them how they are doing, in the space of ten weeks one of our girls went up three or four book 
bands. When I told her she was just over the moon, so that really has an impact on them.’ (SL, NW1) 

‘We picked a lot of children that almost really benefit from one-to-one time … The benefits are mostly reading 
but it’s also very pastoral as well.’ (SL, NE1) 

RQf: What does the trial indicate about scalability? 

The discussion of fidelity data (RQd) showed that full compliance with the intervention was limited to only one 
participating TA. There were also strong indications from the IPE fieldwork that the intervention required a considerable 
investment of time and resources for schools, which initially schools may have underestimated. These factors suggest 
that scaling up the intervention in its current form would be very challenging. Attendance at the first two training days 
was extremely high, but participating TAs did not take part in all other aspects of the programme, suggesting that these 
elements would need to be modified for scaling up to be more viable. Given that TAs in participating schools were now 
trained and had grown in expertise and confidence, the programme's continuation, once established in schools, would 
seem manageable. Most of the schools that took part in the IPE visits were considering continuing with the key 
components of the programme after the trial. The investment in the training provided by the Leeds delivery team was 
seen as forming a basis to continue to run the intervention. Effective scaling up should however involve SLs providing 
dedicated space to carry out intervention sessions and some consideration and revision of OL training and taught 
elements. As evaluators, we suggest that the selection of pupils to undertake the intervention also warrants further 
exploration and the number of weeks and sessions could be tailored to suit individual pupil progress in the intervention.  

RQg: What is the cost per pupil of the intervention? 

The cost per pupil can be found below in the dedicated section of the report where figures on monetary cost and staff 
time are presented in full.    

RQh: What are the 'business as usual' practices in control schools, and do they change 
over the course of the programme? 

No fieldwork was conducted in control schools, which limits what can be said about this. Literacy leads and SLs in 
control schools were surveyed both before and after the intervention. Questions pertained primarily to perceptions of 
school strengths and weaknesses as opposed to teaching practices, yet there were also items on other interventions 
that have been used in schools during the study period. These were asked of participants in both intervention and control 
schools in the pre- and post-intervention survey, and were presented in multiple-response format. Of the 41 individuals 
who took part in the post-intervention survey, 26 stated that at least one reading intervention other than REACH Primary 
was being used with the relevant cohort in their school. Results are displayed in Table 27.  

Reading Recovery was the most commonly selected option, but more respondents indicated that other schemes were 
in use. Among those specified in the free text field were Accelerated Reading, Better Reading, Catch Up Reading, Fresh 
Start Phonics, Lexia, Reading Friends, Reading Buddies, Read Write Inc, and Switch on Reading. Among the control 
group, there was no increase in the use of any of the specified programmes during the trial period. 



REACH Primary 
Evaluation Report 

 

48 

 

Table 27: Other reading schemes and phonics programmes used in school 

 Control Intervention 

Name and format of intervention Pre Post Pre Post 

Reading Recovery KS1 (small group) 0% 0% 19% 8% 

Reading Recovery KS1 (one to one) 17% 8% 44% 38% 

Reading Recovery Y3 (one to one) 0% 8% 0% 15% 

ReadingWise KS1 (small group) 0% 8% 0% 0% 

ReadingWise Y3 (small group) 0% 8% 0% 0% 

Integrated Group Reading Programme KS1 (small group) 17% 15% 6% 0% 

Integrated Group Reading Programme KS1 (one to one) 17% 8% 6% 0% 

Integrated Group Reading Programme Y3 (small group) 17% 15% 13% 0% 

Integrated Group Reading Programme Y3 (one to one) 0% 15% 13% 0% 

Other KS1 (small group) 50% 46% 25% 38% 

Other KS1 (one to one) 33% 31% 38% 38% 

Other Y3 (small group) 33% 46% 25% 54% 

Other Y3 (one to one) 17% 46% 50% 38% 

Total respondents of the survey question 6 13 16 13 
Source: Evaluator survey of REACH TAs. N = 48. 

 

TAs in intervention schools were surveyed prior to the commencement of delivery. Responses to the relevant 
questionnaire items provide some insight into business as usual, and although this does not pertain specifically to control 
schools, there is no reason to believe that they would be any different. 

TA roles prior to the intervention      

TA roles in school prior to REACH Primary involved TAs working mainly with groups and whole classes. The most 
frequently reported role was working with groups, with 84% of TAs reporting that they did this. Supporting the whole 
class was the next most commonly mentioned role, followed by leading group interventions. However, in the survey, 
fewer TAs (63%) responded that they were involved in one-to-one interventions or working with specific children (see 
Table 28). 

TA roles after intervention 

In the post-intervention online survey, TAs were asked about their roles in school (see Table 28). The most commonly 
selected responses were leading group interventions and supporting the whole class. While 71% of respondents 
mentioned leading one-to-one interventions as part of their role, fewer than half reported that their role included planning 
for individual pupils (41.7%) or working with individual pupils (also 41.7%). This suggests that working on a one-to-one 
intervention such as REACH Primary for two school terms did not change the delivery patterns of TA roles, which prior 
to the intervention were characterised by work with groups of pupils or whole classes.     
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Table 28: TA roles before and after participating in REACH Primary 

Role Pre-intervention Post-intervention 

Working with groups 83.7% 77.1% 

Supporting whole class 75.5% 72.9% 

Leading group interventions 71.4% 75.0% 

Leading one-to-one interventions 63.3% 70.8% 

Working one-to-one with specific child 63.3% 41.7% 

Organising teaching resources 49.0% 54.2% 

Attending TA team meetings 46.9% 60.4% 

Supervising a class 42.9% 29.2% 

Planning activities/group work/individual work for pupils 38.8% 41.7% 

Other (please specify) 14.3% 10.4% 

Leading TA team meetings 0.0% 2.1% 

Total 49 48 

Source: Evaluator survey of REACH TAs, pre- and post-intervention. Multiple-response question.   

A separate survey question asked about how many one-to-one interventions TAs had been involved with prior to the 
programme. Of the 48 respondents, 18 (37%) had not been involved in one-to-one interventions prior to REACH. This 
was the modal response. By way of contrast, nine respondents (18%) had worked on five or more one-to-one 
interventions, demonstrating the range of responses to this question. Results are presented in Table 29.  

Table 29: Number of one-to-one interventions TAs have been involved in over the past three years, excluding REACH Primary. 

Number of interventions N Some experience 

None prior to REACH 
Primary 18 36.7% 

1 7 14.3% 

2 10 20.4% 

3 2 4.1% 

4 2 4.1% 

5 or more 9 18.4% 

Total 48 98.0% 

Missing 1 2.0% 

Total 49 100.0% 

Source: Evaluator survey of REACH TAs, pre-intervention. Multiple-response question.   
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Prior to REACH Primary, supporting weaker readers in school was a significant focus of some TAs’ work. Table 30 
shows that 63% of TAs had some experience and 29% had extensive experience of working one to one to support 
weaker readers. Where support for weaker readers was undertaken in small group work, 49% of TAs had some 
experience and 39% had extensive experience. Of the 48 TAs who mentioned a specific intervention in which they had 
taken part, Guided Reading (70%) and phonics programmes such as Read Write Inc (47%) were the most commonly 
cited. The full tables are available on request.  

Table 30: Experience of REACH TAs in interventions to help weaker readers prior to trial 

Intervention type No experience Some experience Extensive 
experience Missing Total 

1:1 in class 4.1 57.1 28.6 10.2 49 

1:1 outside class 6.1 63.3 22.4 8.2 49 

Small group in class 4.1 49.0 38.8 8.2 49 

Small group outside 
class 10.2 38.8 36.7 14.3 49 

Source: Evaluator survey of REACH TAs, pre-intervention. Row percentages. Multiple-choice questions. 
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Key findings from IPE 

● The one-to-one delivery of the intervention by TAs enabled the fine-graded progression required by the 
programme. Interviews with TAs indicated that they had become confident and skilled in the delivery of the 
programme, due to the training and ongoing support from the Leeds team. This provides further evidence to 
support the findings of Sharples et al. (2018), who noted that TAs working to deliver high quality one-to-one 
small group work, in structured interventions, is beneficial.  

● SL commitment to and support of REACH Primary was high. This often involved ensuring that TAs had 
dedicated time to plan and prepare materials and deliver the intervention. Leadership support also involved 
promoting and building staff awareness of the intervention across school. Where SL commitment and support 
was high, TAs engaged with the initial training and delivery of the programme, and this impacted positively on 
their role in school and knowledge about assessing. TA involvement in delivering the intervention had a positive 
influence on their role and status in school, knowledge of the reading process, and knowledge of strategies to 
support weaker readers. 

● Baseline assessments and ongoing benchmarking were key to TAs’ understanding of pupils’ needs in reading, 
and these were being implemented effectively in schools visited. TAs reported how they personalised the 
programme based on children’s text and activity interests. TAs could clearly articulate the value of the RI 
sessions. This was less so for the OL sessions for some TAs. It is not clear whether this was due to lack of 
experience in supporting language comprehension processes, or the perceived high level of challenge in the 
teaching materials for the OL sessions.  

● TAs and SLs felt that selecting the right pupils for any further iteration of the intervention would be important, 
particularly to meet the needs of children identified as having gaps in their reading skills, or those who would 
benefit from a highly-structured approach to teaching reading.   

● TAs and SLs reported finding the timing and scheduling of sessions challenging in an already busy school 
timetable. Some raised concerns about children's reduced access subject lessons where these were missed so 
the child could attend an intervention session. The amount of TA time needed to implement REACH Primary 
consistently was a considerable investment for schools. Where time was short, TAs reported prioritising those 
components of the intervention that they had identified as most significant to pupil gaps in reading skills. OL 
sessions were seen as too challenging for some children, and less easy to personalise.  

● A significant outcome from TA and SL interviews was the perceived impact on pupil motivation and self-esteem 
when engaging in reading and intervention sessions. While the trial did not show any quantitative evidence of 
improved reading efficacy, TAs noted that pupils often made good progress in reading skills and there was some 
impact on language comprehension for some pupils. As stated above, ongoing assessment of pupil reading 
was integral to the programme. Pupil progress in reading therefore may be due to the one-to-one delivery and 
the personalisation of the programme. This is suggestive of the virtuous cycle of reading efficacy and motivation 
to read.  
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Cost 

This intervention was offered to schools with the recommendation that two TAs would work with five pupils each, so ten 
pupils per year can receive the intervention each year under this model. These numbers were recommended so that 
TAs would have a colleague in school also working on the same intervention available for discussion and support. 
Delivery was scheduled to take place in three 30-minute sessions per week over a 20-week period.  

Once trained, TAs can continue delivering the intervention in school, making it more cost-effective—the return on the 
training investment increases over time unless the trained TAs leave the school. Over three years, TAs could deliver to 
three cohorts of pupils, reducing per pupil costs in terms of materials as the only expenses of this type are start-up costs.  

However, it is important to note that the greatest burden placed upon schools by this intervention is the recurring cost 
of staff time for delivery. We have not quantified this in terms of monetary value, principally because it is not clear 
whether it comes from time when existing staff are already working, or whether staff would be hired specifically for this 
intervention. In the latter case, the monetary cost of delivery would increase in line with the time requirements set out 
below. Please note also that the cost of covering for staff attending training has not been included.   

Table 31: REACH Primary staff time (training and delivery) 

Item  Type of cost  N staff N hours per year 

SL training  Start up 1 6 

TA training (days 1 and 2, 6 hours each) Start up 2 12 

TA training (day 3, 6 hours, and online, 4 hours) Start up 2 10 

TA preparation Recurring (through delivery period)  2 60 (6 per pupil) 

TA delivery time   Recurring (through delivery period)  2 300 (30 per pupil) 

Total    388 
Source: Data supplied by delivery team. 

Table 32:  REACH Primary material costs 

Item  Type of cost  Cost Total cost over 3 years Total cost per pupil per year over 3 
years 

Printing training manuals Start up £15  £15  £1 

Purchase book box Start up £300 £300 £10 

Total   £315 £315 £11 
Source: Data supplied by delivery team. 

Table 33: Cumulative costs of REACH Primary (for two TAs working with ten pupils each year) 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 

REACH Primary £315 £315 £315 

Source: Data supplied by delivery team. 
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Conclusion  
Table 21: Key conclusions 

Key conclusions 

1. Children in REACH Primary schools made the equivalent of two fewer months’ progress in reading, on average, compared to 
children in other schools. This result has a very low security rating: circumstances largely relating to the impact of Covid-19 led to 
very high attrition and therefore no EEF padlocks could be given. 

2. There is some evidence of positive impact on disadvantaged pupils and of negative impact on non-disadvantaged pupils. 
However, these findings are based on small subsamples with high attrition, which limits their security. 

3. REACH Primary required a large commitment of TA time: interview data reported that senior leadership support for the 
programme was crucial to fidelity in the implementation. Baseline assessments and ongoing benchmarking was key to TAs' 
understanding of pupils' needs in reading: in schools visited, this was being implemented effectively.  

4. Evidence from both TA and senior leadership (SL) surveys and interviews during school visits suggested that there were high 
levels of pupil engagement with the programme. TAs also reported a positive impact on pupil engagement in reading, with pupils 
becoming increasingly motivated to read as the intervention progressed. However, this is not a formal causal interpretation. 

5. Some TAs found it more difficult to clearly articulate the value of the OL sessions. It is not clear whether this was due to lack of 
experience in supporting language comprehension processes or sessions being perceived as too challenging for some children, 
and less easy to personalise than the RI sessions. 

Impact evaluation and IPE integration 

Evidence to support the logic model 

There were many similarities in the views of TAs and SLs regarding the impact of the programme and the challenges 
schools overcame to deliver it effectively. The programme’s impact was reflected in SL comments, though with less 
specific detail than the comments of TAs. Overall, training by the Leeds team was very well received, and TAs 
demonstrated a detailed knowledge of the intervention and its aims, and the learning needs of the pupils they were 
working with one to one. The cross-case analysis of interviews with TAs and SLs confirmed that REACH Primary has a 
number of potential positive impacts on both pupils and TAs.  

Primary outcome and IPE data provide evidence to support some elements of the theory of change underpinning the 
logic model for REACH Primary. The two change processes identified are as follows: Change Process 1, impact of 
training for TAs to deliver REACH Primary; and Change Process 2, delivery of the intervention for pupils. In reviewing 
Change Process 1, we drew from existing research on the effective deployment of TAs (for example, Sharples, Webster 
and Blatchford, 2018). Change Process 2 has its theoretical basis in the Simple View of Reading (Gough and Tunmer, 
1978), which defines reading comprehension as composed of two distinct but interrelated components: decoding and 
language comprehension. It is therefore important to report on each component, and then consider what the evidence 
says about the relationship between the two. 

In relation to Change Process 1, the impact on TAs included increased knowledge and confidence in the assessment 
and teaching of reading. Their involvement in leading the intervention in schools raised their status and role in school.   

Turning to Change Process 2, starting with outcomes for pupils, the secondary outcome measure DTWRP indicated 
some impact on word reading for FSM children, based on small subsamples with high attrition. This is an important 
evaluation finding. However, there was little evidence to suggest that the programme had an impact on pupils’ oral 
language and reading comprehension, as measured by CELF-5 and WIAT III. Therefore, we have been unable to 
identify evidence that supports the Simple View of Reading. It is important to stress that this may not be indicative of 
theory failure proposed in the logic model, but rather the impact of Covid-19 on implementation of the intervention, and 
the fact that a longer period elapsed between the end of the scheduled delivery period and the time when outcome data 
was finally collected. It seems fair to assume that both factors would weaken any impacts associated with the 
intervention. However, while it is not possible to disentangle the effects of lost learning due to school closures and the 
delay in testing as all intervention (and control) pupils experienced both, it is clear that Covid-19 caused severe 
disruption to the trial, and results should be interpreted with appropriate caution.  
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In addition, TAs expressed less confidence in the delivery of the OL sessions, and they were more likely to miss out the 
OL session, or elements of it, where time to deliver the intervention was an issue. This may point to the need for further 
training of TAs in supporting OL skills, if an intervention underpinned by the Simple View of Reading is to be delivered. 
As this is a new area of focus for many TAs, they may need further training and support.   

Related to this, the time required for TAs to deliver the intervention was challenging for many schools. In the main, SLs 
were very supportive of the intervention. However, finding the necessary time and space was often difficult. 

A significant finding from the IPE data is the impact of the intervention on children’s self-efficacy in reading and 
motivation to read. These findings and their significance are explored in the next section.  

Interpretation 

The main impact analyses showed no evidence of REACH Primary having an effect on pupil reading as measured by 
the three specified outcomes. However, some effects were discovered in relation to disadvantaged pupils.  

For the primary outcome—WIAT, a test of reading comprehension—there is a clear negative effect on non-FSM pupils 
and tentative evidence of a positive effect on FSM pupils, based on subsample analysis. The trial was not powered to 
conduct these analyses, which should be considered exploratory, yet the suggestion that the programme may have 
differential effects on disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged pupils warrants further attention. This is particularly 
important as the current trial has not produced any evidence of the reasons for these findings, which are based on 
analysis of relatively small samples with high attrition, conducted amid circumstances so unique that one might 
reasonably question the replicability of any research conducted during this time.   

For DTWRP, the secondary outcome used to measure word recognition and decoding, there is a positive effect of 0.59 
standard deviations for FSM pupils. Although this is based on analysis of a small subsample of 96 pupils, of whom only 
35 were in the intervention group, it is tentative evidence that the programme has a positive effect on disadvantaged 
pupils when using this measure.   

Overwhelmingly, TAs and SLs highlighted the positive impact of REACH Primary on pupil self-esteem and motivation. 
Guthrie and Wigfield (2000) suggest that motivation to read is linked to appropriate reading goals, perceptions of self-
efficacy, and social motivation to read. This positive impact highlighted by TAs and SLs was the case for most pupils, 
but may be of particular significance for children from disadvantaged backgrounds who were reported to have a lack of 
confidence or self-esteem with respect to their reading efficacy and confidence to talk about what they had read. The 
intervention clearly promoted pupil engagement in reading, and improving pupil literacy engagement is critically 
important for promoting literacy learning. Ng and Graham (2018) see this as instrumental in narrowing the gap between 
disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged groups. Delivery of the intervention to disadvantaged pupils is a significant 
contextual factor identified in the logic model. The evaluation of REACH Primary suggests that the one-to-one delivery, 
personalisation of learning, and fine-graded progression of the intervention may have a significant impact on pupil 
reading, particularly with reference to disadvantaged groups. The one-to-one delivery enabled TAs to tailor the 
intervention to pupil need, and provide ongoing personalised feedback to the child, supporting pupil sense of 
achievement through involvement in the programme. This finding is also suggestive of the bidirectional relationship 
between the willingness to read and reading skills (Morgan and Fuchs, 2007; OECD, 2010).   

Two further points should be made in relation to potential development if the intervention were to be subject to further 
evaluation. Firstly, opportunities to share pupil progress in reading with class teachers, and to make explicit links with 
classwork, could be strengthened (Sharples et al., 2016). Secondly, in some cases, schools shared pupil success with 
parents, and where this took place, TAs believed that it had a positive impact on home and school reading. This element 
could be further developed. Some schools informed parents about their child’s involvement in REACH Primary, and 
shared communication on their child’s progress in the programme. Building strategies to maintain consistency in 
home/school communication in REACH Primary may be beneficial, supporting pupil confidence and motivation. 
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Limitations and lessons learned 

● Fidelity was poor even before the pandemic closed schools in March 2020. This suggests the intervention may 
have been too demanding on the time of participating TAs. The absence of comprehensive pupil dosage data 
also raises the possibility that delivery deviated from the recommended approach during the original intervention 
period.  

● Outcome testing was conducted long after the main intervention was finished, which was a deviation from the 
original plan, as was conducting the tests remotely via video call. This also has potential implications for 
generalisability, as the unique context of the trial period is unlikely to be replicated. The findings from additional 
research on perceptions of the online testing can be found in Appendix H. 

● Attrition was high as fewer than half of the pupils starting the trial reached the outcome assessment.  
● There appears to be more promise for the intervention working with disadvantaged pupils. The extent to which 

this was affected by the unique challenges of the context is unclear, and as disadvantaged pupils were more 
likely to have missing outcome data, particularly in the intervention group, drawing firm conclusions is even 
more difficult. Nevertheless, future research should perhaps seek to include enough FSM pupils for robust 
analysis of this subgroup.   

● The study indicates that there is considerable and unexplored potential in training and drawing on the expertise 
of TAs in order to deliver one-to-one interventions where personalisation of learning is required. The confidence 
of TAs and their professional standing and knowledge in school increased for many involved in the intervention.  

Future research and publication 

Drawing on the discussion above, the following questions are worthy of further study:  

1. What evidence is there to suggest that the bidirectional relationship between reading efficacy and reading 
motivation exists?   

2. What are the impacts of REACH Primary on the reading skills, attitudes, and motivation of disadvantaged 
children? How does this impact on reading comprehension? 

3. How can TAs be best supported in teaching and personalising the OL component of REACH Primary?  
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Appendix A: EEF cost rating 
Figure 2: Cost rating   

Cost rating Description 

£ £ £ £ £ Very low: less than £80 per pupil per year. 

£ £ £ £ £ Low: up to about £200 per pupil per year. 

£ £ £ £ £ Moderate: up to about £700 per pupil per year. 

£ £ £ £ £ High: up to £1,200 per pupil per year. 

£ £ £ £ £ Very high: over £1,200 per pupil per year. 
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Appendix B: Security classification of trial findings 
OUTCOME: Reading comprehension (WIAT III) 

Rating Criteria for rating Initial 
score 

 Adjust  Final score 

 Design MDES Attrition   

 

Adjustment for 
threats to internal 
validity 

-1   

 

 
5  

Randomised design 
<= 0.2 0-10% 

   

4  
Design for comparison that 
considers some type of 
selection on unobservable 
characteristics (e.g. RDD, Diff-
in-Diffs, Matched Diff-in-Diffs) 

0.21 - 0.29 11-20% 

 
   

3  
Design for comparison that 
considers selection on all 
relevant observable 
confounders (e.g. Matching or 
Regression Analysis with 
variables descriptive of the 
selection mechanism) 

0.30 - 0.39 21-30% 

 
   

2  
Design for comparison that 
considers selection only on 
some relevant confounders 

0.40 - 0.49 31-40% 
   

 

1  
Design for comparison that 
does not consider selection on 
any relevant confounders 

0.50 - 0.59 41-50% 
    

0  
No comparator 

>=0.6 >50% 
0   0 

	

Threats to validity Risk rating Comments 

Threat 1: Confounding Moderate 
Well-designed RCT with random assignment by the evaluation team. 
Moderate imbalance in KS1 Reading score observed at baseline (effect 
size of -0.09) but controlled for in analysis. 

Threat 2: Concurrent Interventions Low/moderate 

Information on control school activity is limited, but schools in both 
control and treatment groups reported involvement in other reading-
related interventions. The extent to which these interventions would 
have involved the same pupils as in the trial is unclear. 

Threat 3: Experimental effects No information 
No specific evidence on whether control groups received aspects of 
REACH. Pre-post changes in some intervention uptake have not been 
fully discussed and may have impacted the findings. 

Threat 4: Implementation fidelity  Moderate 
Fidelity was fairly low, even prior to Covid-19. IPE suggests that the 
resource demands of the intervention may have been challenging for 
schools. 

Threat 5: Missing Data Moderate 

High levels of missing data and differential attrition across treatment 
groups. Analysis of characteristics associated with missingness cautiously 
concludes that data is missing at random once school membership is 
accounted for. 
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Threat 6: Measurement of 
Outcomes Low/Moderate 

Appropriate choice of outcome measures, although the need to 
undertake the assessments remotely and the extended interval 
between the intervention and the assessment necessitated by Covid-19 
deviate from the intended design. Adequate blinding during 
measurement. 

Threat 7: Selective reporting Low 
No evidence of selective reporting. The report is transparent about the 
disruption to delivery and evaluation caused by Covid-19. 

	

• Initial padlock score: 0 Padlocks – Well designed RCT with MDES of 0.24 at randomisation, but 
circumstances led to very high attrition of more than 50%.  

• Reason for adjustment for threats to validity: Although the trial already achieves 0 padlocks due to high 
attrition, several additional threats to internal validity were identified, which would have further reduced 
security by one padlock.  

• Final padlock score: initial score adjusted for threats to validity = 0 Padlocks 
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Appendix C: Effect size estimation 
Appendix table 2: Effect size estimation  

 Intervention group Control group  

Outcome 
Unadjusted 
differences 
in means 

Adjusted 
differences 
in means 

n 
(missing) 

Variance of 
outcome 

n 
(missing) 

Variance 
of 
outcome 

Pooled 
variance  

Population 
variance (if 
applicable) 

WIAT 15.76-17.03 -.10 166(225) 56.90 195(194) 52.87 54.97  

CELF-5 8.70-8.62 -.05 142(249) 12.11 164(225) 11.59 11.79  

DTWRP 51.4-50.9 0.14 142(249) 214.79 169(220) 229.07 221.90  
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Appendix D: Baseline and outcome data histograms 
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Appendix E: MoU, Parent letter and Fair Processing Notice 
Memorandum of Understanding - REAding for CompreHension (REACH Primary) 

This document has four sections: 

Section A: Project Overview        Pages 1-2 
Section B: Responsibilities  (of the participating universities and schools)  Pages 2-5 

Section C:  Agreement  (to be signed by the universities and schools) Page 6-7 

Section D: Amendment       Page 8-9 

It also references two further documents, a Fair Processing Notice and a Timeline, originally sent to your school at the 
start of the project. A new timeline for the post-lockdown amendment can be found below (page 8) and a copy of the 
FPN is available online: https://www.shu.ac.uk/about-us/academic-departments/institute-of-
education/research/projects/reach-primary. If you have any questions relating to the programme content and 
delivery, please contact Dr Paula Clarke on 0113 3439410 or email p.j.clarke@leeds.ac.uk. If you have any questions 
about the evaluation, please email REACH@SHU.ac.uk.  

Section A: Project Overview 

What is REACH Primary?  

REAding with CompreHension (REACH) Primary is a targeted programme of support for pupils of lower reading ability 
which aims to improve their reading comprehension. To do this it targets two main areas, firstly word 
recognition/decoding skills to improve fluent and accurate reading, and secondly oral language skills to improve 
comprehension ability. It is delivered in school by Teaching Assistants (TAs). Each week pupils have three individual 
sessions, two focussing on word recognition/decoding skills (Reading) and one on oral language (Comprehension).  

A previous efficacy trial, conducted in secondary schools with Y7 pupils, 
(https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/reach/) found that this type of 
intervention had a positive effect on reading comprehension, reading accuracy and confidence for pupils. This 
evaluation specifically aims to build on the previous trial, by evaluating the efficacy of the intervention in a primary 
school setting.	

The research project and evaluation 

The Education Endowment Foundation (EEF) is funding a Randomised Controlled Trial (RCT) of REACH Primary for 
pupils in Year 3 (2019/20).  

Sheffield Institute of Education at Sheffield Hallam University (SHU) will undertake an independent evaluation to 
establish if supporting Year 3 pupils using the REACH Primary intervention can improve their reading ability. They will 
also research issues around the implementation of REACH Primary. 

The RCT will involve 80 primary schools in England. All participating schools will be required to select five pupils from 
each class who struggle with reading to take part. 

Half of the recruited schools will be randomly selected to form an intervention group. Schools in this group will select 
at least two TAs to deliver the intervention. Each pupil must be assigned a TA who can work with them to provide 
individual support in a series of structured sessions throughout the study period. Due to the time demand of this 
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provision, a maximum of five pupils per TA can be nominated. Each of these TAs will hold 60 individual support sessions 
with participating pupils during the delivery period, from October 2019 to April 2020.  Ideally the sessions will be on 
different days and replace guided reading, rather than run in addition to lessons. 

Each school will send two TAs to participate in a total of two days of Continued Professional Development (CPD) 
training between September and October 2019. There will be a third day of training to take place after 10 weeks of 
delivery, scheduled for January 2020, and TAs will also take part in online seminars and tasks.  The training will be held 
at locations selected to minimise travel for participating TAs. The training will involve a range of activities including 
demonstrations, role play and in-depth examination of intervention materials and case studies. TAs will be trained to 
conduct baseline assessments, to tailor session plans to individual pupils, to grade books and to conduct running 
records. The training will be aligned with the intervention manual and will be supported with video modelled sessions 
and an online shared resource space. 

The other half of the recruited schools will form a control group. Schools in the control group will not participate in 
the REACH CPD and will continue using their current approaches to supporting pupils reading during the trial period.  

How does my school benefit?  

Participating schools have the opportunity to be part of a cutting edge research trial, working with researchers from 
the University of Leeds and SHU to run a programme that will provide insight into how reading can be developed 
through targeted support. 

Intervention schools will receive three days of free CPD for participating TAs along with ongoing support from the 
delivery team at Leeds. They will also receive REACH Primary resources, including a starter kit of books, magnetic foam 
digraphs, a copy of Sound Linkage (Hatcher, Duff & Hulme, 2014)	and a recommended graded book list.  

All schools - whether intervention or control schools - will have participating pupils from the 2018/9 Y2 cohort take 
three short assessments in Summer 2020 (when the pupils are at the end of Y3). In total, these will take around 75 
minutes per pupil. They will receive test data at no charge, upon request. Schools will receive a link to access the final 
report of the research trial. 

At the end of the trial, control schools will receive a payment of £500 once all the data has been collected.  

Section B: Responsibilities 

Responsibilities of University of Leeds and SHU  

Data processing  

For the purpose of research, pupil data supplied to the evaluation team by schools will be linked with information 
about the pupils from the National Pupil Database (NPD) and shared between SHU, the University of Leeds, the 
Department for Education, the EEF, EEF’s data contractor for their archive and, in an anonymised form, with other 
research teams and potentially the UK Data Archive. Further matching to NPD data may take place during subsequent 
research. 

For transparency, the precise terms of this data sharing will be stated in a Fair Processing Notice, specifying the 
personal data  to be processed (pupil names, pupil ID numbers, FSM status, EAL status, SEN status), in line with General 
Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) guidelines that came into force from 25 May 2018. For information on how SHU 
treats data from research participants, please see:   

https://www.shu.ac.uk/about-this-website/privacy-policy/privacy-notices/privacy-notice-for-research 
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The University of Leeds and SHU will strictly comply with current legislation, including the GDPR. Under GDPR Article 
6, Paragraph 1e, the legal basis for this project is it being a ‘public task’, as the research is being conducted to evaluate 
the impact of an approach to reading support that has potential benefits for pupils participating in the trial and beyond. 
Therefore, parents/carers are free to withdraw their child from data collection and analysis at any time. Information 
on this will be provided for schools and parents/carers. If a parent/carer decides to withdraw, this would mean that 
no data on their child would be included in the evaluation and the child would not be required to take the outcome 
assessments in summer 2020. 

Special category data (EAL, SEN and FSM status, accessed from the NPD) is to be collected and processed for the 
purpose of scientific research as permitted under GDPR Article 9 (j). Specifically, we are processing this data to 
determine if the REACH Primary programme has different effects on different subgroups of pupils. The EEF was 
established with a remit to break the link between family background and educational attainment, and all EEF projects 
conduct subgroup analysis on FSM pupils. We are interested in the effects on EAL and SEN pupils as we believe that 
the project could be particularly beneficial to them. If you would like further information about the intervention, please 
contact the delivery team at the University of Leeds using the contact details at the end of this document.	

SHU and the University of Leeds will act jointly as data controllers for the duration of the project. The EEF will be data 
controller once the data have been submitted to its data archive. GL Assessment will be data processors for the 
purpose of marking outcome test papers. A data sharing agreement will detail the personal data to be shared, and a 
Fair Processing Notice will be sent to all participating schools as per GDPR requirements. The University of Leeds and 
SHU have obtained full ethical approval through their respective university ethics committees. All researchers visiting 
schools will hold a current enhanced DBS (formerly CRB) certificate. Personal data will be stored in secure electronic 
locations using folders that are visible only to approved project staff. All data transfers will be completed using secure 
services with file encryption. Data collected from schools will be stored confidentially for up to five years following 
publication of the final project report, for the purpose of further academic writing. We will not use pupil names or 
school names in any report arising from the research.   

If a sub-sample of teachers and TAs are involved in additional data collection activities through in-school case studies 
(see below), these will also be covered by GDPR as a public task. However, in keeping with good research ethical 
practices, consent will be sought for participation in the additional research activities.  

Allocation to intervention and control groups 

Randomisation will take place in the week beginning 15th July 2019. Schools will be informed of their allocation 
immediately (if all pupil data has been provided) and will also be informed of the dates and venues for their nearest 
training sessions for September 2019. Schools will then be able to plan for staff cover. Schools cannot choose which 
group they are part of. A detailed project timeline will be sent to schools in the intervention group. 

Responsibilities of all participating schools 

In order to take part in the trial, all schools will need to supply the following information or undertake the following in 
advance of randomisation:  

Nominate a school lead for REACH Primary  

● Provide the name and email address of a member of staff to act as school lead, overseeing the project. This 
should be the school literacy lead, a senior leader or SENCO. 
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● Provide the name and email address of a person to be responsible for transferring pupil data. This could be an 
administrator, data manager, or the school lead for REACH Primary.  

Details of TAs  

● Provide the names and email addresses of the two TAs who will participate in the REACH training and deliver 
the intervention if their school is randomly selected as an intervention school.   

Pre-randomisation survey of school leads  

● By 5th July 2019, the school lead must complete a 30 minute survey on current literacy support practices 
(there will also be follow up survey of school leads in Summer 2020). 

Pupil data and test administration 

● By 5th July 2019 schools must provide Unique Pupil Numbers (UPNs), names, date of birth, and KS1 Reading 
scores for all participating pupils in the Y2 2018/2019 cohort.  

● At the end of the intervention delivery period, (Summer 2020) outcome assessment data will be collected 
from all schools (intervention and control). This will amount to approximately 75 minutes of testing per pupil, 
which can be carried out over the course of two school days. All schools must support this process by providing 
dates when assessments can take place within schools and allowing staff from the University of Leeds and SHU 
to administer the tests. Schools must also ensure that suitable space is provided, ideally a computer room. 
There are two components to the testing: 

1. A 30 minute digital reading test. The independent evaluation team (SHU) will administer this in school. In 
this test, pupils work at their own pace through an adaptive set of items which involve reading sentences 
and passages and answering multiple choice questions about them. The responses will be collected by 
SHU and accessed by GL Assessment for marking.  

2. A 30 minute face-to-face assessment session administered in school by Research Assistants from the 
University of Leeds, with two parts. Firstly, a test of word recognition/decoding, with three sets of items 
that pupils read aloud. Secondly a language comprehension exercise, in which pupils listen to short spoken 
passages, and after each passage orally respond to a series of comprehension questions.  

Consent, agreement and ethics 

● By the end of September 2019, issue information to parents/carers about the project, and provide details to 
SHU of any pupils whose parents/carers do not wish for them to take part. Parents/carers should know that 
they can ask for their pupils’ data to be excluded at any stage of the trial. We will suggest relevant phrasing 
for the parent/carer communication to be sent out in September 2019. Given ethical considerations, separate 
permission will be sought from parents/carers whose children may be observed in 1:1 reading support sessions 
as part of the case studies. 

● Inform all parents/carers of pupils deemed to be eligible for selection for support through REACH Primary that 
their child is deemed to be in need of assistance with reading. This is so parents/carers are aware of this before 
receiving information sheets for REACH Primary.  

● Agree that the research team can access the NPD to retrieve KS1 and Phonics attainment data as well as 
demographic data such as FSM, EAL and SEN status, and gender, with details on required fields to be stated in 
a Fair Processing Notice. 



            REACH Primary 
Evaluation Report 

 

68 

 

● Agree to provide evaluation data collections as detailed below, and other data required if identified to be part 
of case studies, with details to be stated in a Fair Processing Notice. 

● Agree to not share project resources with other schools or teachers in other schools during the trial. 

● Complete and sign this Memorandum of Understanding. 

Responsibilities of intervention schools  

1. All intervention schools 

All intervention schools will undertake the following activities: 

Participation in professional development 

● Allow two TAs to each attend two CPD days in September 2019. REACH Primary training is free, but schools 
are responsible for travel and teacher cover (SHU will observe a sample of six training sessions as part of the 
evaluation). 

● One member of SLT to attend the morning of day 1 CPD training. 

● Allow two TAs to attend a top-up CPD day in January 2020. 

 

Teaching 

● Allow two TAs to hold individual support sessions with five participating pupils each. All participating pupils 
must have the opportunity to receive the full complement of 60 sessions (3, 30 minute sessions per week, for 
20 weeks) during the trial period. This amounts to 1.5 hours per pupil per week. We recommend that the same 
TA delivers this support to each pupil throughout, but the main priority is that the full set of 60 sessions is 
available to each participating pupil. 

● Allow two TAs to have preparation time of around 15/20 minutes per pupil per week for the intervention 
period (approximately 1.5 hours a week per TA). 

● Based on a TA having 5 pupils, the time allocation required would be 9 hours per week – 7.5 hours for delivery 
(1.5 hours per pupil) plus 1.5 hours of preparation time. 

 

Resources 

● All intervention schools must contribute £300 toward the cost of the book box. These materials are then kept 
by the school after the trial. 

● Schools will be expected to provide a tablet computer per TA for the TAs to use when delivering the sessions, 
and also ideally for planning and training purposes. 

● TAs must have access to space within school to store REACH Primary materials during the project. 
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Implementation information 

● Schools must nominate a lead contact to oversee the project and communicate with the delivery and 
evaluation teams for all project matters including initial data collection, TA training, and outcome testing.  

● TAs to undertake ongoing assessment of pupil progress via a running record, and provide copies of these to 
the evaluation team. 

School lead and TA survey 

● In Autumn term 2019 and Summer term 2020 participating TAs will complete a short survey (15-20 minutes) 
on reading, issues that might have affected implementation, and views of REACH Primary.  

● In addition to the pre-randomisation survey in Summer 2019 noted above, a post-intervention survey will take 
place in Summer 2020 for participating school leads. This short (30 minute) survey will focus on current literacy 
practices, with the 2020 survey also addressing views on implementation and REACH Primary, and some cost 
data. 

Pupil testing and survey 

● Enable/facilitate SHU/University of Leeds to administer the outcome assessments in Summer 2020 (see 
above). 

2. A subset of intervention schools 

In addition to the activities that all intervention schools will engage in, a sample of 10 case study schools will be visited. 
Engagement in this is voluntary, and separate permission will be sought from teachers, TAs, school leaders and 
parents/carers to be involved. Visits will include an observation of at least one TA/pupil session; an interview with the 
TA and school project lead; and gathering relevant secondary data such as the personalised plans for supporting the 
pupils and cost data. The focus here will be on ascertaining the extent to which practices align with expectations, 
contextual factors that influence whether and how the programme works as expected and intermediate outcomes at 
TA and pupil level in situ.  

Responsibilities of control schools  

● Control schools will continue their normal teaching.  

● In addition to the pre-randomisation survey of school leads in Summer 2019 noted above, a post-intervention 
survey will take place in Summer 2020, focussing on current literacy practices. 

● Control schools must enable/facilitate the administration of the outcome assessments by the University of 
Leeds and SHU in Summer 2020 (see above). 

Section C: Agreement  

If the above terms are acceptable, please complete the form below, and sign and date two copies of this document, 
keeping one for your records and returning the other to Dr Paula Clarke, University of Leeds. Alternatively a signed 
and scanned copy can be emailed to: P.J.Clarke@leeds.ac.uk. We will return a signed copy to you. 

☐ (Please tick) We [Name of School__________________________________________________________] agree to 
taking part in the EEF-funded REACH evaluation 2019-2020 and understand this includes: 
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By July 11th 2019: 

o Providing names and email addresses of two teaching assistants working with Y3 in 2019/20. 

o Providing the name and email address of a school lead and administrator/information officer (if different from 
the school lead) as key contacts.  

o Providing Unique Pupil Numbers (UPNs), name, date of birth and KS1 scores for all Y2 pupils in the 2018/2019 
cohort that have been selected by schools to participate in the trial.  

o Providing parents/carers with information about the project and the process for withdrawing pupils, and 
supplying Leeds with details of pupils who are to be withdrawn. 

During 2019/2020: 

o Providing evaluation data collections/updates as detailed in the Responsibilities section of the MoU, and 
facilitating the outcome assessment in summer 2020. 

o Allowing the research team to retrieve KS1 attainment data as well as demographic data such as free school 
meals status and gender from the National Pupil Database. 

o Allowing TAs the required time (1.5 hours total preparation and 1.5 hours delivery per pupil per week) during 
2019/20 if selected as an intervention school. 

o Allowing the research team to visit schools for case study visits with prior agreement (if randomly allocated to 
the intervention group). 

o Agreeing not to share REACH project resources with other schools during the trial period (if randomly allocated 
to the intervention group). 

We agree to taking part in the EEF funded REACH evaluation 2019-2020. 

Signed  Signed  

Name 

Role 

 

Headteacher 

Name 

Role 

 

Email 
address 

 

School lead contact for REACH Primary 
(literacy lead, Senior Leader) 

 

 

School  Date  

Signed  Signed  

Name Dr Paula Clarke (for Leeds) 

Email: p.j.clarke@leeds.ac.uk 

Name Dr Mike Coldwell (for SHU) 

Email: m.r.coldwell@shu.ac.uk 
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Amendment 
This amendment is provided in response to the disruption to the project activities that occurred between March and 
July 2020 due to the Covid-19 pandemic related school closures. The disruption happened at a time when most 
intervention schools were approximately three quarters of the way to completing the intervention. Furthermore, the 
collection of outcome assessment data, due to take place in the summer term 2020 was postponed for all schools. The 
amendment has three parts: 1) Pupil testing and changes to school payments 2) Pupil intervention 3) TA training and 
support. Part 1 applies to both intervention group schools and control group schools. Parts 2 and 3 apply only to the 
schools in the intervention group. 

Our timeline for the Autumn Term 2020: 

w/c 31/
8 

7/
9 

14/
9 

21/
9 

28/
9 

5/1
0 

12/1
0 

19/1
0 

26/1
0 

2/1
1 

9/1
1 

16/1
1 

23/1
1 

20/1
1 

7/1
2 

12/1
2 

Information to schools, collecting responses on training 
needs* 

                

TA Training*                 

Five week ‘top up’ intervention*                 

UoL to organise data collection dates                 

Data Collection                 

*Intervention schools only 

Part 1 – Pupil testing and changes to school payments 

● All schools will receive an additional £500 on the completion of outcome data collection to reflect their 
extended contribution. In total, intervention schools will receive £500, control schools £1000. 

● Outcome test data will be collected remotely via video conferencing. Tests will be administered by researchers 
from the evaluation and delivery teams, with support from a member of school staff who will sit with the 
participating pupils throughout. Schools will receive the relevant assessment materials through the post and 
detailed instructions will be sent in advance of the testing period.     

● Testing will take place in November and December 2020 after schools have had an opportunity to engage with 
TA training and support and an additional five weeks of intervention material (see Parts 2 and 3, below). Test 
dates will be agreed between the school and the University of Leeds. Schools must allow two days for testing 
(approximately one hour per participating pupil).  

● Schools will require a computer with webcam and microphone in a quiet space. Schools will also be asked to 
test the equipment shortly before the first day of the assessments.  

● Audio recordings of the tests will be used for moderation and to ensure accuracy. These will be taken by 
Dictaphone and then stored securely on encrypted university servers.  

● Pupils will take three assessments: the WIAT-III Reading Comprehension subtest (administered by SHU), 
DTWRP and Spoken Paragraph test from the CELF-5 (administered by UoL). The tests do not need to be 
conducted on consecutive days if this is not convenient for the school.  

● As an additional incentive, schools will be able to keep a copy of the WIAT-III test booklet.  
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Part 2 – Pupil intervention 

● Recognising the point at which disruption occurred for most schools, the UoL delivery team are providing and 
additional five weeks of material (15 x 30 min sessions) and support to help schools to complete the 
intervention effectively. This is to be completed with the same pupils who participated in REACH Primary in 
2019/2020. These pupils will be in Y4 for 2020/21. This comprises an RI reassessment session, eight Reading 
Intervention (RI) sessions, four new Comprehension (C) sessions and two ‘wrap-up’ sessions (one for RI, one 
for C).  

● TAs will receive digital copies of manualised instructions to supplement their existing REACH Primary manual 
to enable them to deliver this. There will be a small amount of printing required in preparation for intervention 
delivery, the vast majority of what is needed will be resources that the TAs will have already produced.  

● Schools who decide to use this additional material to enable their pupils to complete the full 20 weeks of 
REACH Primary intervention will be asked to do this in the first half of the Autumn term.  

 

Part 3 – TA training and support 

● The UoL delivery team will provide additional training to TAs who have already delivered REACH Primary. This 
will be online and delivered using MS Teams and will be conducted in small groups (6-8 participants) rather 
than the larger training hub groups assembled during the initial face-to-face training. It will cover guidance on 
how to use the baseline assessments to reassess pupils’ reading levels, outline the content of the new 
Comprehension sessions (see Part 3) and provide an opportunity to re-establish networks of peer support. 
Each training session will last approximately one hour and be scheduled in Mid-September 2020 (exact dates 
and times to be confirmed).  

● Following the training each group will be able to continue to access support and guidance from the delivery 
team via an MS teams chat thread, in addition to the usual email and telephone support.  

● In the case of schools needing to employ a new TA or TAs to work on the project the UoL team will provide 
bespoke training in Mid-September 2020. This will be delivered online via MS Teams and will either be one or 
two half day sessions depending upon the needs of the school and whether an existing trained TA is available 
to provide peer support to the new members of staff.  

● Schools will be contacted by email at the start of September to determine training needs and to make the 
necessary arrangements. 
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REAding with CompreHension Primary (REACH Primary) Evaluation 

Parent/Carer information form 

 
Dear Parent/Carer, 

Your child has been chosen to take part in an evaluation of a reading support programme known as REACH Primary, 
funded by the Education Endowment Foundation (EEF). This letter explains what REACH Primary is and how it is being 
evaluated. It explains what it will mean for your child and your right to withdraw your child from the evaluation process.  

What	is	REACH	Primary?		

REACH Primary is a targeted programme of support for children who would benefit from extra help with their reading. 
Every week, each participating pupil has three individual sessions with a teaching assistant, trained by researchers from 
the University of Leeds (UoL). Two weekly sessions focus on reading aloud, the other involves work on speaking and 
listening skills. A previous study with older children found that REACH Primary had a positive effect on children's reading 
skills and confidence. This evaluation builds on the previous project with a different age group and a different design to 
try to make it even more effective. 

The	REACH	Primary	programme		

To help understand more about whether REACH Primary leads to improvements in reading ability, the EEF is funding 
a type of evaluation called a Randomised Controlled Trial (RCT).  The evaluation is running in 77 primary schools in 
England. Half of these schools were randomly selected to deliver the REACH Primary programme and the remaining 
half are acting as a control group. In the schools that deliver the programme, two teaching assistants each received 
three days of training and were due to deliver 30 hours of individual support to each participating pupil between October 
2019 and April 2020, when participating pupils were in Year 3. The schools in the control group continued with their 
'business as usual' approaches to reading support during the trial period.   

As schools in England closed in March 2020 due to the Covid-19 pandemic, the programme was suspended. Schools 
delivering the programme are now being offered materials and support to provide five weeks of additional 'top-up' 
sessions with the participating pupils during September and October 2020. This is to compensate for the time lost as a 
result of school closure.   

The	REACH	Primary	evaluation	

Sheffield Hallam University (SHU) is undertaking the independent evaluation of REACH Primary in order to establish if 
the programme leads to improvements in reading, the reading skills of the pupils in the schools delivering the REACH 
Primary programme will be compared with those of the pupils in the control schools. As part of this evaluation, the 
selected pupils in all schools will take an assessment in November or December 2020, lasting about an hour. The 
assessment has three parts: 1) The Wechsler Individual Achievement Test, Third edition, Reading Comprehension 
subtest (This test is published by Pearson and takes approximately 20 mins), 2) The Diagnostic Test of Word Reading 
Processes (GL Assessment, approx. 10 mins), 3) 'Understanding Spoken Paragraphs', a subtest from Children's 
Evaluation of Language Fundamentals-5 (Pearson, approx. 20 minutes). These assessments will be conducted in 
school using video call technology.  

The results for the Wechsler Individual Achievement Test will be collected and marked by SHU. The other assessments 
will be administered and marked by UoL, with a sample to be checked by SHU. For the purposes of academic research, 
test results will be linked with information about the pupils from the National Pupil Database and shared with UoL, the 
Department for Education, the EEF, EEF’s data processor for their archive and, in an anonymised form, with other 
research teams and potentially the UK Data Archive. We will not use pupil names or school names in any report arising 
from the research.  
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Your	child's	involvement	as	a	pupil	in	an	intervention	school	

As your child is in one of the schools randomly allocated to receive the REACH Primary programme, they have received 
individual support from trained teaching assistants delivered through regular 30-minute sessions across the 2019/20 
school year. In September and October, this is being supplemented with five weeks of additional 'top-up' support 
sessions intended to compensate for some of the learning time lost as a result of school closures earlier this year.  

All participating pupils from both the schools receiving the REACH Primary programme and the control schools will take 
part in the outcome assessments, originally scheduled for the end of Year 3 but now taking place in 
November/December 2020 when they will be in Year 4 - unless you decide to withdraw your child from the evaluation 
(see below). The assessments will take place as part of the normal school day. By comparing the results from the two 
sets of schools, we will be able to determine how well the REACH Primary approach works. This has the potential to 
benefit not just your child, but children in schools across the country. 

Data	storage	and	ethical	issues	

No information included in any report or publication will identify individuals in any way. Data collected from schools will 
be stored confidentially for up to five years following the publication of the final project report, for the purpose of academic 
writing. All data will be stored securely on password protected and encrypted computer servers, and will be held in 
compliance with the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR).  

You are free to withdraw your child from the evaluation process at any point (see below). The study has been approved 
by SHU's and UoL ethics committees and will be conducted in line with SHU's ethics procedures, which are consistent 
with the British Educational Research Association and the British Sociological Association guidelines.  

For more detail on data collection and how it will be used for the evaluation of REACH Primary, please see the evaluation 
Fair Processing Notice.  

Your	right	to	withdraw	your	child	from	the	evaluation	process	

You are free to withdraw your child from the evaluation process at any time during the trial. If you would like to withdraw 
your child please complete the slip below. The school will then inform the evaluation team, who will delete your child's 
data and ensure that they are not asked to complete the outcome assessments. For further information about withdrawal 
or any other questions on the evaluation, please contact the project managers at Sheffield Hallam University: Dr Jo 
Booth (Co-project manager) josephine.booth@shu.ac.uk Dr Martin Culliney (Co-project manager) 
m.culliney@shu.ac.uk  

Please return this slip to your child's teacher (or school office) if you DO NOT wish your child to 
be involved in the REACH Primary evaluation  

I DO NOT give my permission for my child to take part in the evaluation.  

Child's full name  

Signed  

Parent/carer   

 

Date  
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REACH Primary Evaluation 

Sheffield Hallam University and University of Leeds  
Fair Processing Notice 

 

Introduction 

This document accompanies the Memorandum of Understanding and outlines the responsibilities of the University of 
Leeds (UoL) and Sheffield Hallam University (SHU) in handling personal data collected from participants as part of the 
REACH Primary evaluation. REACH Primary is being funded by the Education Endowment Foundation (EEF). 
Participants include: Teaching Assistants (TAs), school literacy leads, and pupils.  

From 25 May 2018 the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) replaces the Data Protection Act and governs the 
way that organisations use personal data.  Personal data is information relating to an identifiable living individual. 

Transparency is a key element of the GDPR and this Data Protection Statement is designed to inform participants 
about: 

• how and why SHU and  UoL will  use personal data collected in this evaluation 
• what participants’  rights are under GDPR, and 
• how to contact us to exercise those rights 

Participants’ Rights 

One of the aims of the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) is to empower individuals and give them control 
over their personal data. The GDPR gives participants the following rights:  

• the right to be informed  
• the right of access  
• the right to rectification  
• the right to erase   
• the right to restrict processing  
• the right to data portability  
• the right to object 
• rights in relation to automated decision making and profiling 

For more information about these rights please see: https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-data-
protection/principle-6-rights/ and: https://www.shu.ac.uk/about-this-website/privacy-policy/data-subject-
rights/subject-access-request  

Participants can contact SHU/UoL at any time to: 

• withdraw from the REACH programme evaluation and have their individual data deleted 
• request copies of their own personal data held by SHU/UoL (a subject access request)  
• exercise other rights (e.g. to have inaccurate data rectified, to restrict or object to processing) 
• query how data is used by SHU/UoL  
• report a data security breach (e.g. if there are concerns that personal data has been lost or disclosed 

inappropriately) 
• complain about how SHU/UoL  have used personal data. 
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Details of who to contact are provided at the end of this statement. 

 

Why are we processing participants’ personal data? 

It is necessary for SHU/UoL to process some personal data, in order to evaluate the impact of REACH Primary. This will 
help to strengthen the evidence base about school based reading support programmes in order to inform future policy 
development. 
  
Retention 

After the evaluation with EEF is complete, SHU and UoL will retain participants’ data for research and knowledge 
exchange purposes, including presentations at professional or academic conferences, or publications in professional 
or academic journals, for a period of five years after the publication of the final project report. SHU will remain as a 
data controller for this period SHU will also submit project data to the EEF’s data contractor for their data archive, 
once the final report has been published. At this point, EEF becomes a data controller, and EEF’s data contractor for 
the archive becomes a data processor. Data might also be shared in an anonymised form with other research teams 
after this is archived and matched with information from the National Pupil Database. Personal data will not be 
transferred or stored outside of the EEA at any point.  
 
Respecting confidentiality  
In the production of professional or academic publications or presentations, all data will be fully anonymised and no 
individual or school will be identified or identifiable. Should we wish to present or publish any information where a 
school may be identifiable, for example an exemplar case study of how a school has improved as a result of 
participation in the REACH Primary evaluation, we will seek the school’s consent for this, through the headteacher. 
Schools will be entirely free to refuse this and we would therefore ensure the school remained anonymous in this 
event. 
 
What is the legal basis for processing activities? 

SHU and UoL are joint Data Controllers for the REACH Primary evaluation. The processing of personal data through 
the REACH Primary evaluation is defined under GDPR as a specific task in the public interest. As data is being processed 
for the purpose of academic research, the main aim of which is to improve reading ability among school pupils, the 
legal basis for processing your personal data is as a ‘Public Task’ (Article 6 (1) (e)). https://ico.org.uk/for-
organisations/guide-to-the-general-data-protection-regulation-gdpr/lawful-basis-for-processing/public-task/  
 
Special category data, specifically English as an Additional Language (EAL), Special Educational Needs and Disabilities 
(SEND) and Free School Meals (FSM) status, will be accessed from the National Pupil Database and processed for the 
purpose of scientific research as permitted under GDPR Article 9 (j). Unique Pupil Numbers (UPN) will be used to access 
this information.   
https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-data-protection/guide-to-the-general-data-protection-regulation-
gdpr/lawful-basis-for-processing/special-category-data/ 
 
Specifically, we are processing this data to determine if the REACH programme has different effects on different 
subgroups of pupils. EEF was established with a remit to break the link between family background and educational 
attainment, and all EEF projects conduct subgroup analysis on FSM pupils. We are also interested in the effectiveness 
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of the REACH programme for pupils who have EAL and SEND as we believe that it could be particularly beneficial to 
them. 
 

Which Personal Data will we collect and use? 

In order to provide our services we need to collect and use some personal data. Below is a list of what this will include 
for the trial: 

Type of personal data Pupil Teaching 
Assistant 

Literacy 
Lead 

Names X X X 

Contact details (work email address)  X X 

Personal characteristics: Name, UPN, and gender X   

Attitudinal survey responses  X X 

Attitudinal interview responses  X X 

Progress, achievement and attainment data held by schools, and in 
the National Pupil Database 

X   

Outcome test data, to be processed by GL Assessment (and SHU/UoL) X   

Data on participation in the REACH Primary project and use of 
materials 

 X  

 

Type of special category data Pupil Teaching 
Assistant 

Literacy 
Lead 

Personal characteristics: FSM status, EAL status, SEND status  X   

For SHU case study schools: 

Type of personal data Pupil Teaching 
Assistant 

Literacy 
Lead 

Interview responses  X X 

 

Using the information we receive from schools, we will also obtain data from sources such as the DfE Schools 
Comparison Service and the National Pupil Database. 

 

Who will we share personal data with? 

The privacy of personal data is paramount and will not be disclosed unless there is a justified purpose for doing so. 
Data may be shared between SHU/UoL and the following parties: 
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• EEF for the purposes of research and evaluation. This includes submitting project data to the archive managed 
by EEF’s data contractor at the end of the project. At this point, EEF becomes a data controller, and EEF’s data 
contractor becomes a data processor.  

• GL Assessment will act as data processors; they will mark some of the outcome assessment papers and will 
therefore have access to pupil names and SHU generated pupil ID numbers. 

• Transcribers, who we may ask to produce transcripts of audio recordings of interviews and focus groups with 
Teaching Assistants. If this is the case SHU and UoL will ensure that appropriate contracts and/or data sharing 
agreements are in place and that the transcribers process personal data in accordance with the GDPR and 
other applicable legislation.   

SHU and UoL NEVER sell personal data to third parties 
 

Security  

SHU and UoL take a robust approach to protecting the information they hold. This includes the installation and use of 
technical measures including encryption of data, firewalls and intrusion detection and prevention tools on networks 
and segregation of different types of device; the use of tools on University computers to detect and remove malicious 
software and regular assessment of the technical security of SHU and UoL systems. SHU and UoL staff both monitor 
systems and respond to suspicious activity.  SHU also has Cyber Essentials certification. 

Alongside these technical measures, comprehensive and effective policies and processes are in place to ensure that 
SHU and UoL users and administrators of information are aware of their obligations and responsibilities for the data 
they have access to. Access to project data is restricted to the research teams and administrators associated with the 
project. Sharing of the data with other researchers would require approval by the SHU Faculty of Development and 
Society ethics committee who will ensure that all data protection requirements are met.  Training is provided to new 
staff joining SHU and UoL. Existing staff have training and expert advice available if needed. 

Data transfers from schools and between data controllers/processors will be conducted using a secure file transfer 
service and all files sent will be encrypted. Schools will receive full instructions on this. All personal data will be stored 
in directory locations that are only visible to specified members of the project team.  

Further Information and Support 

For further information about how SHU and UoL use personal data see:  

https://www.shu.ac.uk/about-this-website/privacy-policy/privacy-notices/privacy-notice-for-research 

https://www.shu.ac.uk/about-this-website/privacy-policy/information-governance-policy  

https://dataprotection.leeds.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/48/2019/02/Research-Privacy-Notice.pdf 

The Information Commissioner is the regulator for GDPR.  The Information Commissioner's Office (ICO) has a website 
with information and guidance for members of the public: 

https://ico.org.uk/for-the-public/ 

If there are any concerns about the way this project processes personal data, please raise these with the project teams. 
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SHU 

Professor Mike Coldwell (Principal Investigator for Evaluation of REACH Primary) 

Director, Centre for Development and Research in Education  
Sheffield Hallam University S1 1WB 

M.R.Coldwell@shu.ac.uk  

OR 

SHU Data Protection Officer  

DPO@shu.ac.uk 

0121 225 3361 

 

UoL  

Dr Paula Clarke 

School of Education, Hillary Place,  

University of Leeds, LS2 9JT  

01133439410  

p.j.clarke@leeds.ac.uk  

If you have an ongoing concern, you can contact the Information Commissioner’s Office, the body responsible for 
enforcing data protection legislation in the UK, at https://ico.org.uk/concerns/ 
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Appendix F: Example analysis code 
Analysis conducted using Stata 15. 

mixed WIAT || SchoolID:  

estat icc 

mixed WIAT Allocation || SchoolID:  

estat icc 

mixed WIAT Allocation Pupil_centred_Baseline centred_school_mean_Baseline || SchoolID:  

estat icc 

mixed WIAT Allocation Pupil_centred_Baseline centred_school_mean_Baseline b1.Hub || SchoolID:  

estat icc 
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Appendix G: REACH IPE school visit/observation schedule 
Area Question interview observation form  
Prior 
experience of 
TA  

1.   Prior experience- supporting weaker readers      / 

2.   Prior experience- one-to-one interventions     / 

Training and 
confidence in 
delivery of 
intervention  

3.  Attendance at training events      / 

4.   Content of training events  /     

5.   Conducting baseline assessment/ running records / /   

6.   Planning RI  and OL Sessions / /   

7.   Identifying starting point for child   /     
8.   Personalising programme to pupil reading 
interests   / /   

Use of REACH 
materials    

 9. Hatcher grading materials / /   

10.  Lesson planning format and ideas/ handbook  / /   

11. Pupil reading materials (Graded books) / /   

12. Sound Linkage materials  / /   

13. Oral language session materials  / /   

Delivery of 
sessions 
(fidelity)  

14. Delivery all core activities during RI sessions/ OL 
sessions / /   

15.  Frequency and coverage of sessions / /   
16.  Availability of resources/ space  to deliver 
sessions / /   

17. Leadership support in delivery  /     

Impact on 
pupils  

18. Knowledge & skills in reading (progress) / /   

19. Knowledge and skills in comprehension (progress) / /   

20. Attitudes / /   

21. Awareness of success /sharing success/ links with 
classroom / /   

Impact on TA- 
professional 
role, 
knowledge  
and 
confidence   

22. Role in school  /     

23. Professional knowledge and confidence  

/ /   

-planning for pupil progression  
-the reading process, including decoding and 
comprehension 
-foundational skills for reading 
- challenges children face in learning to read 

- language comprehension  

 

Questions for Teaching Assistant Interviews (post-observation) 

Please read this into the tape. 

We are gathering data to help us evaluate the REACH Primary intervention. This interview forms part of the 
evaluation. Any data collected today will be kept securely and will remain confidential. Only members of the 
evaluation team will have access to the anonymised transcript. Use of the interview data for this evaluation or 
any research project or publication will ensure anonymity. You are welcome to withdraw this consent at any 
time during the interview and for up to 6 days afterwards.  



            REACH Primary 
Evaluation Report 

 

84 

 

Do you understand what I have told you and do you consent to the use of this interview for evaluation and 
publishing purposes? 

A) How did that session compare to a typical session with that pupil?  

B) Were you able to achieve what you had planned? 

Preparing to teach REACH Primary 

4. Which of the training events and materials were most useful in preparing you to deliver REACH Primary? 

5. How confident do you feel about conducting the baseline assessment and ongoing assessment, such as running 
records? 

6. How did the initial training affect your ability to plan RI and OL sessions to meet the learning needs of pupils?   

7. Did the assessments you conducted enable you to identify the right starting point for each pupil? 

Delivering the programme- support materials 

8.  Can you tell me about how you personalise the programme to meet pupils' interests?  

9.  How have you found using the   Hatcher grading system? 

10. Which are the most useful REACH materials/ handbook in helping you to plan appropriate activities for the pupil? 

11. Are the suggested reading books graded appropriately for the pupils you work with? 

12. How well do sound linkage materials help you plan appropriately for the pupil? 

13. Are the oral language session materials effective for the pupils you teach? 

14. How often are you able to deliver all components of the oral language session and the reading instruction session? 

Delivering the programme- frequency and support  

15.  How easy/ difficult has it been to deliver the three sessions in a typical week?  

- When have these been delivered? 

16. Do you have a dedicated place and resources to deliver the intervention? 

17.  In what ways have senior leaders supported you in the delivery of REACH? 

Impact on pupils 

18. So far, what impact has REACH had on pupils reading skills? 

19. So far, what impact has REACH had on pupil reading comprehension? 

20. Have you noticed any change in pupil attitude to reading? 

- self-confidence, self-esteem, willingness  

21. Are there opportunities to share pupil success/ learning on REACH? 

- with the child/ with the class/ the child's class teacher 

Impact on your professional development/ role in school 
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22. How has your involvement in the delivery of REACH primary impacted on you personally and/or professionally - role 
in school 

23. Professional knowledge and confidence 

- planning for pupil progression 

- understanding the reading process, including decoding and comprehension 

- foundational skills for reading 

- challenges children face when learning to read 

- how to support language comprehension 

Is there anything else you would like to say about REACH Primary? 

Please read this into the tape: Thank you for your time 

School Leader Interview  

Area Question 

Current Practice in School  

1. Previous reading interventions  

2. Current practice in the teaching of reading 

3. Any common shared practice eg. across Academy Trusts 

Enablement by Senior Leaders  

4. Attendance at training  
5.  Strategies for enabling delivery  
6. Promoting involvement in REACH across school 
7. Engagement of stakeholders in REACH  

8. Involvement of class teachers in REACH  

Intermediate outcomes / challenges    

9. Positive impact on school and staff 
 

10. Challenges and barriers to success of REACH  
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Questions for School Leaders Interviews  

Please read this into the tape. 

We are gathering data to help us evaluate the REACH Primary intervention. This interview forms part of the 
evaluation. Any data collected today will be kept securely and will remain confidential. Only members of the 
evaluation team will have access to the anonymised transcript. Use of the interview data for this evaluation or 
any research project or publication will ensure anonymity. You are welcome to withdraw this consent at any 
time during the interview and for up to 6 days afterwards.  

Do you understand what I have told you and do you consent to the use of this interview for evaluation and 
publishing purposes? 

A) Briefly, can you explain your role in school?  

1. Prior to REACH Primary, which interventions did/ do your school use to support weaker readers and how were/ are 
these delivered? 

2. What key approaches to the teaching of reading, including programmes and initiatives, do you currently use? 

3. Are these approaches shared across schools/ Academy Trust etc? 

4. Did you attend the REACH introductory training day? 

5.  In what ways have you enabled the delivery of REACH Primary? 

6. How have you shared REACH Primary with parents/ staff across school? 

7. How has REACH Primary been received by staff/parents and pupils at your school? 

8. In which ways do TAs and Class Teachers share their knowledge of the progress in reading of pupils involved in the 
intervention?  

9. So far, what benefits of your school's involvement in REACH Primary are you aware of, for example, 

• TA expertise and knowledge 
• Pupil progress in reading 
• pupil self- confidence  
• pupil motivation 
• Other impact 

 
10. Please explain any challenges/ drawbacks of your school's involvement in REACH Primary (for example) 

• Pupil attendance 
• Timetabling and scheduling 
• TA confidence, expertise and knowledge  
• Concurrence with existing practice in the teaching of reading 

 

Is there anything else you would like to say about REACH Primary? 

Please read this into the tape: Thank you for your time 
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Date  School Copy of lesson plans  

Time start   Time completed   Reading Intervention Session (RI) 

Teaching focus Comments 

Running record of instructional book  Do all component parts of 
the session take place? 

How well-matched is the 
activity to the pupil's 
reading skills? 

Is the TA confident in 
delivery of all 
components? 

Is there evidence that the 
activities have been 
tailored for the pupil? 

How engaged is the pupil 
during each part of the 
session? 

Is the pupil motivated to 
read the provided texts 
and words? 

Do the selected texts 
appear a good match to 
the pupil's stage of 
reading?  

Does the pupil show 
awareness of 
improvement in own 
reading?  

Letter and word identification  

 

 

Phonological activities  

 

 

Cut-up sentence activity  

 

 

Write a sentence  

 

Introduction of a new instructional 
book 

 

 

 

Attempt at reading new book  
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Date  School Copy of lesson plans  

Time start   Time 
completed  

 Oral Language Session (OL) 

Teaching focus Comments 

Vocabulary (Multiple Context 
Learning)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Do all component parts of 
the session take place? 

How well-matched is each 
activity to the child's level 
of vocabulary/ language 
comprehension? 

Is the TA confident when 
delivering each 
component? 

Is there evidence that the 
activities have been 
tailored for the pupils? 

How engaged is the child 
during each part of the 
session? 

Is the child motivated to 
take part in the activities? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Listening Comprehension 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figurative Language  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Spoken Narrative  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Date  School Role title  

Please note down any prior experience you have of supporting weaker readers (before your involvement in 
REACH Primary)  
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Please note down any prior  experience of leading one-to-one interventions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intervention Training   

 

Face to face Training    - How many days did you attend? 

 

Gap Tasks - How many did you complete? 

 

Online Seminars - How many did you attend?     
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Appendix H: Additional research into online outcome testing 

Introduction  

The outcome testing for the REACH project was initially intended to take place face to face in schools. However, as 
noted in the main report this was not possible because of the COVID 19 pandemic. Instead, the decision was taken to 
instead carry out testing remotely.  

At the request of EEF, REACH project staff from both Sheffield Hallam University (SHU) and the University of Leeds 
(UL) carried out additional qualitative research on the process and experience of the remote testing that took place in 
November and December 2020. In doing this we hoped to build an understanding of what had worked well in the process 
for school staff and the assessment administrators and what might need further thought. We also sought to explore the 
experiences of using differing online platforms and carrying out the different outcome assessments, and the ways in 
which the assessments had been delivered to schools. Perceptions of how pupils had responded to the assessments 
were also explored with both school staff and administrators.  

Methods 

UL staff asked the school staff who had been involved in REACH whether they would be willing to be interviewed about 
their experiences of the project; those that volunteered were then contacted to set up the interviews. SHU emailed 
administrators directly to ascertain whether they would be willing to be interviewed, carrying out and analysing remote 
semi structured interviews with five of the six SHU administrators that were employed to carry out the assessments. All 
analysis involved inductive coding, identifying themes across the interviewees. Project staff at the UL analysed the field 
notes taken by their administrators. SHU carried out and analysed individual interviews with school staff (two TAs and 
one teacher, also the school SENCo) who had been present during both days of the REACH online assessments. UL 
carried out and analysed two interviews, each with two members of staff from the same school.  Both UL and SHU 
researchers used the same semi-structured interview schedule for school staff, this was developed collaboratively. All 
interviews took place in January 2021. NVivo was used for all analysis. All analyses were written up by a member of 
SHU staff. 

It should be noted that the SHU administrators were delivering the WIAT III test (the primary outcome measures), while 
the administrators from Leeds were delivering two different tests (secondary outcome measures), the DTWRP and 
CELF. In addition, the Leeds administrators worked in pairs and the SHU administrators worked alone (please see the 
Methods section of the main report for more information).   

Background to assessments  

All schools were contacted to set up dates for testing. Following a positive response and agreeing a date, the schools 
were sent step by step instructions and guidance as to how the assessments would take place, creating a schedule of 
pupils to be assessed, what each assessment would consist of, how to respond should pupils feel uncomfortable or 
need a break during the assessment, and what to do in the event of technical issues. Part of the setup for the 
assessments involved a technical check with a member of the UL staff which took place the day before the WIAT III 
assessment.   

The WIAT III publishers did not make an online version of the assessment available, making it necessary to send a 
WIAT III stimulus book and an example of the recording booklet to all schools by post, in order that school staff were 
able to support pupils undertaking the assessments by turning pages, as necessary. The assessment involved children 
reading pages of text, either out loud or to themselves and then being asked questions on what they had read. The 
school staff were given responsibility for the stimulus booklet, while the administrator led the assessment via Zoom and 
marked the pupil responses. Had the assessment taken place face-to-face the administrators would have taken the 
pupils through the stimulus booklet.  

UL were given permission by the publishers of the DTWRP and CELF assessments to make the appropriate adjustments 
for online assessment. For DTWRP a PowerPoint version of the stimulus material was created, with the pupils being 
shown a series of decodable, non-decodable and ‘alien’ words to read, using screen sharing.  In a face-to-face situation 
the pupils would have been shown these words on paper. For the CELF pilot, UL staff played either pre-recorded stories 
for the pupils to listen to or red these out loud, before asking questions. Both adaptations were piloted with three schools, 
across a total of 30 pupils.   
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The piloting found that pupils were confused when a full PowerPoint screen of words was shown for the DWTRP, and 
as a result would not always start at top-left of the screen when reading. As a result, the PowerPoint was adapted to 
instead to show just one line of the DTWRP at a time.  For the CLEF assessment the decision was taken to use only 
the pre-recorded stories for the assessments.  

Recruitment and training of test administrators  

The test administrators for SHU were recruited via a mixture of existing contacts and the education-based degree 
courses at SHU. Administrators underwent face-to-face training in which they were briefed on the REACH programme 
and their role in the testing of the primary outcome. They carried out a Zoom trial run, with a member of SHU staff acting 
as a pupil and compared scores and judgements. Training also involved establishing how far to support and encourage 
the child and to ensure their wellbeing during the remote testing process.  

The administrators for DTWRP and CELF tests were recruited by UL were experienced in using the two tests face-to-
face. They were trained online by UL staff on the online approach to the REACH assessment process. The two sets of 
administrators were managed separately by SHU and UL. 

Analysis and Results  

SHU administrator training 

SHU administrators were asked how well prepared they had felt after the training and what perceived gaps there were, 
if any. Some responses indicated that there was some uncertainty as to the marking of answers, however these did not 
seem to be directly related to the remote nature of the testing and were instead related to the accuracy needed for 
marking when testing comprehension. For example for a child may need to answer, “up a big hill” rather than “up a hill”, 
in order to get mark.  

It was noted by SHU administrators that there was some uncertainty about when to stop testing, for example when a 
pupil was clearly struggling with the initial task. 

I must admit after asking three or four questions in the first story there were some times where you thought, nah, I 
shouldn't be asking the full eight or nine questions or whatever it was because it's pretty obvious this kid's struggling 
from the body language, looking at the teacher off-screen all the time. You could see they were really struggling and 
they were unhappy SHU1   

While there had been some opportunity for clarification on the accurate answers needed for marking comprehension 
from SHU staff that were present, it was indicated that administrators may have welcomed additional opportunities.    

Feedback from assessment administrators  

The following section examines the perceptions of the assessments from both SHU and UL test administrators.  

The role of school staff in online assessments 

SHU administrators felt that the school staff that were present while the assessments were taking place were important 
to how the sessions went, playing a key role in helping pupils settle in and in supporting them while the assessments 
were taking place.  

School staff were told that they should not help the pupils with the assessments, but just to encourage them, however 
it was noted by an administrator that there was variation in how staff responded in the assessments. 

Perhaps more work could have been done on that with the TAs – there was a variation in how willing they were to step 
in to ensure the child understood/could hear etc. UL6  

However, couple of the administrators noted that they had to ask the school staff not to help the pupils when they 
became stuck.  

the TAs were helping them a little bit more than they should …… they were trying to get the kids to get the right answers 
or not even telling them the answers but pointing at the booklet. Obviously I told them that they weren't - try not helping 
them. You can encourage them but don't help them in that sort of way SHU4 
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It was recognised that there was a benefit of having someone familiar with the pupils with them while they were doing 
the assessments and providing support and encouragement. It was noted that the pupils would often look to the staff 
when they were stuck or struggling.  

It was the gentle encouragement [by school staff] that was quite good. SHU1 

They're comfortable with these people. To be honest a lot of the time the kid is looking off-camera to the TA for 
reassurance and most of them would say no, no, look at the camera, don't look at me. SHU1 

I think a few of them did [look at the school staff] if they were struggling. The TA would only offer them comfort. SHU2 

One administrator noted that school staff who had run the intervention might encourage the pupil by asking them to 
remember the skills they had picked up as part of the work they had done on REACH, but thought that when teachers 
were in the room, they were more likely to try to help the pupils than the TAs were. 

Because they [teachers] know the ability of the child and they want that to show through to me when I'm scoring and 
things like that so they were a bit more helping and they used to mention to me, one in particular, like I find it really hard 
not to help but it was clear that she was trying to encourage them to get the right answer.. The TAs were a bit more laid 
back… That was the difference. I remember one teacher in particular kept interfering …. so they were leading it rather 
than I was. Obviously that's difficult when you're trying to tell them not to help because there's only so much you can 
say and interrupt them in front of the child. SHU4 

However, it was good to note that the administrators were comfortable in asking the school staff to give the pupil support 
and encouragement only.  

It was also felt by several of the administrators that in some cases the school staff had not been adequately prepared 
(for example they had not seen the instructions sent to the member of staff acting as the REACH school contact school 
contacts) for the assessment process, meaning that they had to take them through what their role was and what needed 
to happen.   

I think if there's one thing to sort of learn from it I think TAs generally could have been better instructed in what was 
happening. Some of them were spot on, they knew exactly what was happening but some of the others weren't so good 
and it was as though they'd been thrown in at the deep end. … SHU1 

I mean some of them just turned up and said I've got these books, what do I do?! ….. Some did and then some were 
just like I don't know; do I need to go through the booklet? What do I do…Then some just came and sat down and 
seemed to know what the process was. SHU3 

One of the administrators noted that a member of staff’s lack of understanding was an issue when she was struggling 
to get a pupil to engage with her and with the assessment, stating; 

I don't think the teaching assistant really knew what we were doing either so she couldn't really help ….she didn't really 
know the content of what we were doing or that kind of thing so she didn't know whether she should push them to 
answer or to say I don't know. SHU4 

A theme that came through from a few of the administrators was the importance of having an opportunity to speak to 
the member of school staff before the assessment process began. This was in order to set expectations and to ask 
them not to help the pupils, but also to say, that as the staff member is familiar with the pupil, it would be acceptable for 
them to ask to move to the next question if a pupil is struggling, particularly if the administrator was less able to pick up 
on visual cues; 

I would say if I'd got chance to speak to the TA every time beforehand .. then I would have been reassured that the TA 
is just supporting them and looking after them and not feeling pressured to keep the kid going and going and going 
because obviously they could pick up on the cues better …it was really difficult for me not knowing the child and not 
being able to pick up the cues to make that kind of intervention to make them feel comfortable. SHU3  

It seems that administrators found it valuable when school staff were able to judge when a child was feeling 
uncomfortable and communicate this, either by stopping the test or providing encouragement, as they knew the child 
better and the administrators may have been unable to pick up on the child’s cues.  
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Pupil reactions  

Engagement		

Overall, test administrators thought that pupil reactions to the online delivery were mixed, with some pupils being 
unfazed and others seemingly quite nervous or distracted. In these cases, having a familiar staff member in the room 
was an advantage. For some the online experience may have been an entirely new experience at that point.  
Administrators acknowledged that it may well have been quite daunting for pupils. 

It was felt that some children were not nervous or concerned at all by the online format; 

I don't think it fazed any of them SHU1 

Most of them seemed to take it in their stride. Some were quite excited by it, the fact that they were doing a Zoom call 
SHU3 

others were completely confident from the very beginning – just as you would expect in person.  UL3 

However, it was noted that other children were more anxious or intimidated, but may have settled after a short time 

I can just see some [were like] deer in headlights … SHU3 

some pupils appeared apprehensive about using the technology. UL2 

some children seemed slightly nervous, some were initially shy but soon became more at ease UL3 

The presence of a familiar adult in the room was clearly helpful to some pupils. 

some also deferred to the adult in the room-looking at and answering to them rather than the assessor on the screen 
UL2 

they were a bit shy and they needed a bit of encouragement from the teaching assistants as well .. they'd look away or 
they'd stutter as well or just their facial expressions. SHU2 

The benefit of having spoken to the member of school staff in order that the administrator was prepared for different 
pupils was again underlined.  

quite a few of them were [nervous]. Most of the time the teacher would have told me beforehand just so that I could be 
aware of it so I could offer more support. Other times you just have to deal with it yourself and just be cautious and not 
to push them too much to the point where they don't even want to give you an answer. It's making them comfortable 
SHU4 

However, it is difficult to say whether the online context made pupils any more nervous than a face-to-face assessment 
might have. Either way it may have been a new experience for pupils.  

UL administrators used techniques such as warmups and ice breaker games which they believed did help in building a 
rapport with pupils. 

The ice breaker also helped a lot – I mostly used the guessing game and sometimes you saw them visibly relax when 
you started this. UL4 

Generally, I found the warm-up discussions helped get the children in the right frame of mind for the tasks. UL6 

A comment made by SHU administrators was that the “script”, from the publisher for the WIAT III which is used to 
introduce and describe the assessment, was too formal and failed to start building rapport with pupils and so they 
adapted it, using their own language, and making it more informal. However, it is unclear as whether this is a more 
general issue with the assessment, or one that was exacerbated by the remote context. Administrators also introduced 
themselves to the pupils to start off the interaction, and while explaining what the assessment consisted of, made it clear 
that it was fine if they did not know answers to the questions.  
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The first thing I did was introduce myself and then obviously asked their name as well and then just go through what the 
test is and then what they would have to do and what my expectations were and then reassuring them that if they didn't 
know the answer that that was okay and everything. SHU5 

we made sure we introduced us both so it didn’t cause any confusion and sometimes I think any chat/jokes between 
researchers (e.g. during the ice breaker game) helped them realise we were human. I wonder actually whether it was 
less daunting than being in a room at school with two researchers physically there. UL4 

UL administrators, who were experienced in delivering assessments, noted a few potential issues around being able to 
easily engage pupils using an online format compared to face-to-face interactions, for example being able to build a 
rapport before testing takes place and pupils being anxious or apprehensive. 

When I have conducted assessments face to face I have been able to spend more time building rapport as have 
collected them and walked them to the room for testing so children had more time to be relaxed and make small talk vs 
working online. UL1 

Having to read to a stranger onscreen was highlighted as a challenging thing to have to do for the WIAT III assessment. 

I think it's one thing telling someone that you're going to have a reading assessment over the computer but then when 
they were actually sat there it is obviously a shock for them if they've not experienced anything like that before. …. It's 
a bit daunting just having one person's face that you've got to read to whereas if someone's there you can obviously 
assess their body language and it's a bit like it’s okay if there are awkward silences, that kind of thing. SHU4 

An additional strategy noted by a couple of SHU administrators was making sure that they did not look at the pupils 
while they were reading as, they felt it would make the pupils feel self-conscious or uncomfortable.  

Obviously it's a bit weird if you're just staring at them whilst they're looking down reading so it was a point just to 
remember to follow the book with them and if they're not reading out loud just look at something else rather than looking 
at them to obviously make them feel a bit more comfortable because it's not nice if someone's staring at you whilst 
you're working or whatnot…. SHU4 

rather than staring at the camera and staring at them I would either pretend to be reading the passage or be reading 
the passage alongside as well …. if they were reading out I might be more likely to look at them more often because it's 
like I wanted to engage with them reading and it's not just like they were reading to themselves. SHU3  

It was felt that the strategies used for face-to-face interaction with pupils were applicable to the online context and that 
the training had prepared the administrators for adapting the scripts in order to adjust to any issues experienced (for 
example reassuring the pupils, allowing them to ask questions, or if there were technical difficulties), meaning that the 
assessments could be delivered consistently.  

This was the first time for me teaching children online. In general, I felt that similar strategies for setting a child at ease 
in a face-to-face session (e.g. open ended questions, humour, explaining why they are there, allowing them to ask 
questions) seemed to be effective with online interaction. UL6 

We were able to adapt the script accordingly and knew what to say or do if problems did occur, which would mean that 
we would still all be delivering the assessments in a similar way. UL4 

One of the SHU administrators noted that nerves and unfamiliarity with the online approach might have led to pupils not 
performing as well as they might have in a face-to-face assessment. 

maybe that the kids weren't used to the whole online thing so that added to the nervousness…because obviously it's a 
new concept doing it via Zoom or whatnot so I could assume that possibly kids that are usually confident in doing this 
kind of thing, they were a bit more anxious because obviously it was a foreign concept to them SHU4 

SHU administrators noted that they too became more confident in speaking to pupils and developed strategies to help 
them engage and support them as the assessment process progressed. These included, being informal, using 
reassuring prompts and phrases (e.g. take your time, its fine if you don’t know, you are doing really well), giving them 
time and letting the pupils know how many more questions they had to go. This latter point was felt to be important as 
it gave the task a firm end point, rather than it seeming to be endless, particularly if a child was struggling. 
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When they were answering the questions and they looked up and you could see they don't know then I'd say it's fine to 
say you don't know the answer to the question, that's absolutely fine. I did a lot of smiling, you know, and tried to be 
engaging and calming to the kids SHU3  

they don't know when it's going to end so giving them timings … saying, okay, you've got two sections left, you're doing 
really, really well, keep up the good work. That definitely helped the engagement of the child rather than it just being me 
like a robot …You kind of learn to do that as the tests went on. … obviously introducing yourself engages them, makes 
them feel comfortable  SHU4 

It is very difficult to tease apart pupil reactions to the assessments themselves and the online delivery. While the online 
nature of the assessments was likely to be novel, reading to a stranger in person might also have been intimidating to 
some pupils. It was noted by one of the administrators that they could see that the pupils’ confidence grew as the 
assessment progressed “You could see the confidence growing in most of them before the end of it.“ SHU1. One of the 
administrators noted that it might be good to introduce pupils to the idea of online testing, and perhaps to show them 
how it works before they take part in assessments in future trials. However, given that primary aged children have taken 
part in online lessons in early 2021 and so should therefore be more familiar with the medium, or at least it may be less 
of a novelty, this may no longer be as necessary. 

The extent to which pupils felt overwhelmed by the online administration of the assessments is likely have been due to 
several factors, for example, the level of preparation they may have had for the assessments, their prior experience of 
speaking to people online, their overall levels of confidence and their confidence in reading more generally. While 
administrators noted that some pupils were shy, nervous, and self-conscious this is also likely to have been the case 
with case to face assessments but may have been exacerbated by the online nature of the assessments.  

Body	language	

One of the questions asked was around the body language of the pupils and whether the administrators thought they 
were able to assess how the pupils were feeling e.g. whether they were uncomfortable, or needed reassurance. This 
elicited mixed responses with some administrators feeling that they could have missed out on signs of a pupil being 
uncomfortable using online methods and that this would have been easier in a face-to-face environment., while others 
though that being able to see the pupils’ face was enough. 

To some extent whole body language was difficult to gauge UL5 ,  

I think just seeing their face was enough to be honest because you could see when they were uncomfortable, they'd be 
shying away and stuff. You can see eye contact as well because a lot of them wouldn't look at the camera but then 
some they would when they were interested or when they were more comfortable as well they'd start looking at the 
camera more. SHU2  

Do you know, I felt for the most part it was okay online but I think like you've said, picking up cues would have been 
much easier in person SHU3 

it was sometimes hard to read body language to tell if they were uncomfortable with the task or confused by the 
instructions or by technical issues. Largely, this wasn’t a problem. UL6 

It is also worth noting however that even in face-to-face environment it may have been difficult to pick up cues from 
pupils, as the administrators did not know them. 

Pupils	struggling	

As already noted, administrators developed strategies to support pupil engagement in the assessments and to help 
pupils who were finding the assessment difficult.  For the most part the strategies described earlier were enough to 
support pupils through the assessments, however, there were a few instances noted by administrators that were more 
challenging.   

I had this one kid that took around about an hour and a half, just under an hour and a half and I just felt ill equipped to 
deal with that because I couldn't, .. I couldn't egg him on without pushing him too much because you could see that he 
visibly wasn't sure about the answers and every time that I would say if you're really not sure we can move on to the 
next one because there is obviously an answer for don't know... but for this particular student it was very, very difficult 
just even getting a don't know out of them.  SHU4 
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I only had probably two or three, certainly two where you could see the child was almost looking panic stricken and they 
were forever looking off-camera to the teacher for help. There was a couple who I thought were going to burst into 
tears… that's the point at which I thought I should be ending this because they're just really not that comfortable and 
this is not fair SHU1 

It is difficult to draw out what whether the issues described above are because of or was exacerbated by the 
assessments being online or whether carrying out them out face-to-face would have had a similar impact. It might also 
be the case that not all school staff felt confident in ending assessments where they thought pupils may have reached 
their limit. It was noted that communicating with the school staff might have been easier in a face-to-face context rather 
than online where the administrators could not see the staff member, which may have made it easier to agree to call a 
halt to assessments.   

In at least one school more senior staff were present in the room while the assessments were taking place and it was 
noted that children in this school were very stressed and that their reading was poor, which may have been because of 
this extra observer. 

in one of the schools.. where the kids were getting stressed out, I think a head of year or a headteacher or something 
came in as well…I don't know whether she didn't know what to do or she was struggling because the kids in that school 
really could not do much reading at all SHU3  

It was also noted that administrators were not able to see what else might have been happening in the room, there may 
have been windows, for example or noises that were inaudible to the administrator.  

Difficulties with online approach 

Technology		

The SHU administrators used Zoom and the UL administrators used MS Teams. Both sets of administrators reported 
that there had been some technical issues with some assessment sessions. The administrators from UL seemed to 
experience more difficulties with the online context because of poor connections and technological issues than those 
from SHU; this is discussed in detail in the following section. Poor audio quality also had an impact on the assessments, 
particularly when pupils were very quiet, sometimes researchers had to choose between hearing and seeing the pupils. 

The quality of the technology (eg internet connections, grainy webcam images) made testing more challenging than it 
would otherwise have been. I think a lot of the children took the testing in their stride and were not too put off by actually 
doing the tests remotely but the connection issues presented a lot of challenges for the researchers.   UL2 

Hearing responses was hugely impacted by the virtual nature of the testing in comparison to a face to face experience? 
UL2 

It was very challenging at times to hear children’s answers. Some were extremely quiet and even with frequent requests 
for them to speak up and speak. The computer audio I received vs colleagues using other devices did not seem to be 
of the same quality which caused more variation in our individual responses and made it challenging to record answers 
that we could concur with. UL1 

These responses from the UL administrators indicate that the technological issues experienced were more pronounced 
when using Teams rather than Zoom, or it may be as a result of the kind of assessments being carried out, where the 
importance of hearing exactly what the pupils were saying was paramount. This may have impacted on the validity of 
the results. Microphones were suggested as a possible solution to this issue.  

SHU administrators found that some schools were unfamiliar with using Zoom, so were not necessarily as able to cope 
with technological issues as they might have been with a more familiar platform. Issues included time lags, connections 
dropping out, screens freezing and not being able to hear one another. On some occasions this led to increased 
assessment times and having to continually repeat questions and answers.  

Screen freezing. Schools not being able to access the platform. Anything that could go wrong seemed to go wrong for 
me to some extent.  SHU1 

 A little bit <of an impact on testing> because one of them, the connection was really, really bad so it kept freezing every 
five or ten seconds but we managed to push through it. SHU5  
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Zoom just cut out so then you had to contact again, …obviously for the student as well then when they're mid-test it's a 
but off-putting for them trying to get them to concentrate again on the test…. Some of them were really, really quiet … 
sometimes it was a bit difficult to hear if they were too quiet. …. I thought it went pretty smoothly apart from the odd 
couple that did cut out. In terms of delays, no, not really. SHU2 

However, one administrator reported that although technical difficulties may have caused some issues the pupils did 
not seem too concerned. 

A very small number of children found it disconcerting if the image of the researcher froze, but other technical difficulties 
such as the sound files not playing properly or the PowerPoint not loading correctly when sharing screens didn’t seem 
to faze any children when we explained that it was just due to the internet connection and we’d try again or wait for 
something to catch up. UL3 

Both sets of administrators felt that the bulk of the issues were on the schools’ end in terms of technological issues, for 
example unfamiliarity with online platform.  The most important issue however was that some schools Wi-Fi connections 
were inadequate, meaning that carrying out the assessments was very challenging.  One SHU administrator reported 
being unable to do more than one assessment due to a poor connection, and that they had had to give up on that school. 
In addition, both sets of administrators noted that hearing responses from pupils was at times difficult, particular for UL 
administrators.   

Delivery	of	CELF	and	DTWRP	

The technical issues described in the previous section appear to have had a greater impact on UL administrators and 
assessments using DWTRP and CELF. These difficulties appear to be as a result of the way in which the assessments 
were delivered i.e. via screen sharing by the administrators, and by playing audio files, and by the nature of the DWTRP 
assessment which tested pupils’ ability to read a series of decodable, non-decodable and ‘alien’ words, meaning that 
administrators needed to be able to hear very clearly what children were saying as part of the assessments. Screen 
sharing of the DWTRP assessment words meant that administrators were only able to see a small picture of the pupils, 
or in some cases nothing at all, as cameras had to be turned off due to a poor connection.   

Sometimes we could not observe [the pupil] or it was a thumbnail image. Not being able to see the child in person and 
in full size made it harder to be confident that I was hearing them correctly and accurately. Sometimes the sound on my 
computer was so poor I was leaning over the laptop to listen more closely and in those instances I could not see the 
child at all. UL1 

Sometimes you couldn’t even see their face due to poor connection or their position relative to the camera.  UL4 

However it was noted that being able to see a child’s face was sometimes not a solution. 

On some occasions being able to see their face didn’t help much either as the sound and video were not synchronised 
and sometimes the image would pause or disappear altogether. It wasn’t so much of an issue for the CELF (although 
still made it tricky at times to transcribe exactly), but for the DTWRP I felt this was the main disadvantage of administering 
online. UL4  

Poor audio quality also led to difficulties.  

Problems were mainly due to technology, such as the quality of the sound through teams – sometimes there would be 
breaks in the sound or echoes, and any delay between the picture and sound, or poor image quality, would mean that 
we couldn’t make use of lip-reading to assist us UL3  

When children were talking freely, sharing their answers to the comprehension questions, it was easier to hear due to 
context and grammatical clues, but this was harder when listening to children reading single words for the DTWRP 
where it was important to clearly identify every single phoneme they were articulating. UL3 

the computer microphone seems to ‘flatten’ the children’s voices which makes some sounds hard to distinguish (e.g. m, 
n, d, b).  I have not usually found this to be the case when listening live. UL6 

When internet was poor, audio was affected and this made it so difficult to hear responses, especially in the DTWRP 
where we needed to be able to hear exactly what they’d said for every individual word. I’d say this was particularly tricky 
for the non-words. For the real words, it was easier to discern whether they were right or not, even if you didn’t catch 
the exact error. UL4 
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Screen sharing caused issues because of poor connections, resulting in the screen freezing, slides not being shared or 
audio not playing properly:  

Technical issues included the screen sharing facility on Microsoft Teams not always working consistently – sometimes, 
the DTWRP PowerPoint wouldn’t show the next slide for the child, and sometimes, the sound file would cut out partway 
through sharing. This seemed to often be due to the quality of the internet in the school, as the partner research assistant 
would be able to see the shared screen or hear the sound file properly. UL3 

The other thing with actually delivering the DTWRP was that there seemed to be a recurring issue with moving between 
slides. It seemed to be link to the connection quality, but sometimes meant having to stop sharing and resharing between 
every line of words. UL4 

Poor audio meant that administrators had to adapt their approach, ensuring that pupils understood that it was the audio 
at fault rather than what they had said, with administrators wondering if this had had an impact on results:   

We quickly realised that we would regularly need to ask a child to repeat a word, and so built this into our script to 
explain that when we asked a child to repeat a word that this didn’t mean they had got it wrong, but was just because 
we couldn’t hear them clearly – this seemed to ensure the child still felt at ease and that they didn’t need to give a 
different response in an attempt to ‘correct’ their previous response. UL3 

We had to explain to children that if we ask for an answer that it was due to not hearing them (as opposed to a hint that 
they had made an error) and this sometimes resulted in children self-correcting and making errors that one of the RA’s 
might have thought they did not make initially (sometimes the lead RA did not hear something and asked for repeating 
but the note taker heard a correct answer which was then self-corrected and resulted in an error). This might affect the 
overall results that were obtained for some children. UL1 

Administrators also had to consider how to ask pupils to repeat a word that had been unclear, without actually saying 
the word themselves: 

Because we weren’t able to actually point at a particular word on the DTWRP, there were times when we had to consider 
how we would communicate which word we would like them to repeat – often the adult accompanying the child in school 
would be helpful in pointing to the word we were referring to, and sometimes the child would be able to see our cursor 
pointing to the word we meant... just a consideration that was needed in delivering the assessments remotely. UL3 

One administrator noted that not being able to the see the pupils when they were sharing their screen for the DTWRP 
assessment had made things more difficult and had led to them giving more encouragement than they would have done 
in a face-to-face context, as they were not able to read the pupils’ body language: 

When leading the DTWRP assessment and sharing my screen, I couldn’t see the child as well, so this did make things 
tricky. Despite what I’ve said about internet making the visual glitchy, where it did run smoothly it would have really 
helped to have seen the child as well….As a result of not being able to see the child when leading the DTWRP I probably 
gave more encouragement than I might have done in person as I’d have been able to gauge from their body 
language/facial expression how they were feeling.  UL4  

The CELF test appear to present fewer technical issues than the DTWRP test. 

For the CELF, delivering it online worked really well – the audio was very easy to share and play through the computer 
(apart from when connection was poor), and you could then see the child again when asking the questions.  UL4  

The CELF didn’t present many challenges and it was very useful having a second pair of ears to listen out and record 
the comments. UL6 

By the time we got to the CELF, the children were usually tuned into our voices. But, as the CELF recordings were in a 
different, unfamiliar voice [these were pre-recorded], this might have had an effect on how much children were able to 
take in. I often wondered how much of their attention was given to adjusting to the new, unseen speaker rather than 
listening for details UL6 

One of the administrators noted that they thought pupils were less engaged by CELF than they had noted in previous 
face-to-face delivery, where the stories would be read out by the administrators, rather than recorded and then played 
to the pupils.  

Some children were less engaged with the CELF than I have found them to be when delivering that test in person in the 
past. I have experience of delivering the CELF in person and reading the stories myself and have in the past not had as 
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many children that are giving a series of ‘don’t know’ responses and having a low overall score on the CELF. I think the 
CELF maybe had less engagement online as there is no opportunity to make eye contact and maintain the child’s 
attention when reading the story so they can lose concentration more online UL5 
	
Accents		

Due to the nature of the DTWRP it was very important of the administrators to be able to clearly hear the pupil responses. 
Two of the administrators noted that the lack of interaction with pupils before the assessments took place meant that it 
was at times difficult to differentiate between errors in pronunciation and regional accents, and this was compounded 
by poor audio. 

Delivering the DTWRP first and remotely meant we had limited opportunities to listen to the child speak before assessing 
them. Even with warmups some children spoke very little so those DTWRP words were sometimes the first speech 
sounds we were hearing from the child so I was not confident with whether some common errors were accent related 
or reading related.  UL1 

This may not be anything to do with whether the assessments were carried out online or not, but sometimes for the 
DTWRP it was tricky to know whether a child’s pronunciation of a word was down to accent or not. Before delivering the 
DTWRP we’d not really had chance to hear the child much and it just so happens that the first part of the assessment 
(the non-words) were also the hardest part to judge online. I think sometimes this was compounded by accent. Not sure 
how much being there in person would have helped with the accent issue, but it certainly did add an extra complexity 
when audio was poor. UL4 
Finding	a	quiet	space	in	school	

School staff were asked to ensure that they were able to access a quiet space in school for the assessments to take 
place. However, this may have been more difficult because of class bubbles and competition for space in schools.  It 
was noted by administrators that there was sometimes noise in the rooms where the assessments were taking place, 
which were distracting for the pupils and made it more difficult to hear pupils’ responses. However, the reports on this 
varied, and administrators did not seem to be too concerned about any impact that this may have had or if they were, 
this seemed to be limited.  

A lot of the time the rooms were really noisy... there was a lot of banging of doors and you could see people .. I think it 
put me off more than it did the kids, the kids just didn't seem bothered by it SHU1 

Sometimes the problems would be due to other noise in the school environment, where it seemed as though the 
computer speakers were picking up noises like someone typing nearby, a door squeaking within the room, or children 
playing just outside the room, and these would then be projected via Teams far louder than the child’s voice or would 
even cut out their voice entirely. UL3 

one school … was really, really noisy and they were doing it near the corridor or something like that but I think all of 
them mentioned the bubble thing in school so particular students can't go in particular parts of the school so there was 
limited space …obviously if it was noisy there were some concentration issues with the kids SHU4 

It should be noted that it may have been equally difficult to find quiet spaces in school for face-to-face assessments.  
However, this may have been exacerbated with the restrictions imposed as a result of COVID-19 and the technical 
difficulties around poor audio and connections may have made the online assessments more problematic. 

Benefits of online assessments 

Both sets of administrators were asked about the benefits of the online approach to assessments as opposed to carrying 
them out face to face with pupils in school. It was noted that the geographical spread of the schools would have made 
face to face testing much more resource and time intensive.  

Delivering the assessments remotely was obviously also a far better use of time because if necessary we were able to 
go from Newcastle to Chester within the same day! For instance, when a school cancelled due to a ‘bubble’ closure, I 
was able to quickly join another research assistant’s Teams call who was working alone to assist her. Similarly, if a child 
was absent from a school on their assessment day, it makes it much easier to revisit the school remotely when the child 
is back than it would be to travel back to the school in person. UL3 

but I think as a principle doing it by Zoom has got to be better than sending me all the way to Peterborough or somewhere 
to do the same job face-to-face, it's just not a good use of resources and time and money really is it? SHU1 



            REACH Primary 
Evaluation Report 

 

100 

 

Feedback from school staff 

This section concentrates on the feedback from school staff on the assessments carried out for REACH Primary. Overall, 
this was positive. 

It was very straightforward. Staff1 

I think it worked really well, I think it ran smoothly.  We didn’t have a single problem really. Staff7 

It was good. It just ran very smoothly.  Staff2 

Instructions and preparation  

The instructions sent by UL and SHU were regarded favourably where they had been read.  

Yeah, fine. Very helpful…. it was all quite self-explanatory. It was good Staff2 

I'd read them, I'd read them through. Very straightforward. No issues there at all. Staff1 

It should be noted that two of the members of staff involved in the assessments had received very little in the way of 
instructions and briefing before the assessments took place, however this did not seem to present an issue.  

Mrs XX was the one that organised that… she set everything up for me and when I arrived in school it was my job to 
just take over from her. Staff2 

School staff concerns  

Some of the school staff reported feeling somewhat apprehensive about the assessments, due to uncertainty over the 
process, the technology and how the pupils might react.   

Yes, I was [apprehensive] because I didn't know what to expect Staff2 

I was a little bit apprehensive because, I'll be honest, I'm not a, whatever you call it, an IT techno buff myself, I'm a little 
bit wary about those things so there was a degree of apprehension but nothing too alarming.  Staff5 

Mine was the children that were taking it because I’m very familiar with these children, it was sort of like, hmm, are they 
really going to cope with this, because I know how withdrawn they can get, especially when it’s with somebody that 
they’re not familiar with… when they’re doing an assessment like that, it’s like they’re used to certain people. And when 
you're saying to them, “Right, well, you're doing this but you're doing it online as well,” Staff3 

However overall, the experience of being with the pupils while the assessments took place was viewed positively and 
as a learning experience. 

It was quite easy. I quite enjoyed the fact that the children were excited to do it. The whole set up was actually very 
good, better than I thought it would be. ….. I enjoyed it. It was a nice day. It was different and I thought it was great. I 
thought it ran very well on both occasions. Staff2 

It was very straightforward. I think because of my role as SENCO actually it was also really useful for me, … I didn't 
deliver any of the Reach intervention but I obviously liaised with the people who did deliver it but actually seeing the 
children reading and how they tackled the assessments was something that gave me a bit of insight in to how they 
would do that and how they would do that in a situation where they had to do it with independence really. Staff1 

The assessments 

The school staff were asked several questions around the assessments and their implementation. These covered 
interactions with administrators, perceptions of pupil reactions and experiences and how they had tried to prepare the 
pupils for the assessments.  
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Preparing the pupils 

The school staff talked about how they had prepared the pupils for the assessments. The benefit of school staff talking 
to the pupils about what was happening as they walked them to the room where the assessment was taking place was 
noted by staff, as well as it being beneficial for the pupils to hear about the assessment from the administrator. It was 
made clear to pupils that it was not a test. 

I'd had a bit of a chat with them as I brought them to the room that we were doing it in from school just to check that 
they weren't going to be uncomfortable or concerned at all….. It was very good at putting the children at ease and also 
explaining. . for them to then hear it reiterated it gave a nice introduction, it gave a chance for the children to I guess get 
used to the person they were opposite on a screen and it seemed to work really well. Staff1 

I explained for the first day of testing that they'd got a booklet they were going to be looking through and reading some 
stories and answering some questions and then the second day that there'd be some words on the screen, it was just 
about having a go, doing their best and reading them. If they couldn't do anything it wasn't something that would get 
them in to trouble or anything, it was just a chance for them to show off what they could do. Staff2 

At one of the schools the person that had implemented the REACH programme was on maternity leave and the pupils 
were used to reading with another staff member, which may have made them more nervous, in addition a senior staff 
member sat in on the assessment sessions.  

I think that possibly maybe added to the - anxiety's too strong a word - nervousness I think probably about it because it 
was somebody different sitting in the room as well Staff5 

Staff found it easier to explain the process of the assessments as they progressed. 

After I'd done the first one it gave me the idea about how long it would take for the next so when they came in I just said 
this is going to take a little bit longer than the first time but don't worry because it is slightly different and that was all I 
said that had to be said really.  Staff2 

I did find that easier after I'd done the first child obviously because I could give a bit more clarity about what it would be 
like. Staff1 

Two of the members of staff mentioned that although the majority of pupils were fine in the assessments, a couple of 
children did find it more difficult for example one pupil with Special Educational Needs was reluctant and was not able 
to complete the assessments and another pupil stopped halfway though. The point was also made that undertaking 
three different assessments was challenging for some pupils.  

It seems that staff thought that mentioning the REACH programme was also of benefit in preparing the pupils. 

We told them on the Friday when they were coming back in on the Monday that they will be called for to do just some 
reading to somebody at the university and it was part of the Reach programme so they knew that straightaway and that 
was fine…. They were quite willing to help. Staff2 

We'd actually spoken to them at the end of the week before just to let them know that this was going to happen and that 
it wasn't anything to worry about and that we'd be… in the Reach reading room and that they would be speaking to 
somebody on a computer, on a laptop Staff5 

Perceptions of the assessment administrators  

The school staff were asked about their perceptions of the assessment administrators, and how the assessments had 
been delivered. The responses to this were very positive, with the staff stating that the administrators came across as 
caring, positive, friendly and calm. 

They were very calm and the way they came across to the child, it was sort of like caring, you know what I mean?  … 
Not, “Right, you are going to do this and this is what you're going to do!”  It was a very friendly manner…. Just having 
that friendly, do you know like chat with them.  Friendly and positive attitude. Staff4 

It's just their calmness. It's just the way they spoke to the children. They never gave anything away; everything was 
great or well done. Everything was positive. Whether the answer was wrong it was positive. I think had it not been on 
screen and been person to person you would have read that in their faces.  …They were lovely.  Staff2 
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she was really positive and lots of “good work, good ideas, good thinking,” and that was great, that encouragement to 
continue.  She was really positive. Staff7 

One member of staff commented that by chatting with the pupils and being positive the administrators were more likely 
to get the pupils to respond.  

just having that friendly, do you know like chat with them. …You have a friendly and positive attitude with the children 
and you're positive with them, you get more from them.  If you go in there all guns blazing, straight to the point, “You're 
doing this, you're doing that,” you're not going to get much from them. You’ve got that friendly and positive attitude, you’ll 
get a lot more from them. Staff3 

The ice breaker exercises used by the administrators from UL were noted as a positive introduction for the pupils.  

I think on a couple of times they actually played a little game, you know, I'm going to think of an animal and can you ask 
me questions about it, ask me how many legs it's got or whatever, can you guess? So they did more of an ice breaker 
before the interview. Staff5 

There were some games at the beginning that I recall, there were some games, made it very familiar, easy going, back 
and forth.  I think she must have been asking a few – nothing – just some questions, nothing intense, but it just lightened 
everything Staff7 

It was also noted that the pupils were more relaxed on the second day of assessments, possibly because the process 
was more familiar at this stage.   

the second day the children knew what they were coming in to so that possibly helped the second group because 
we'd already done it the day before. Staff5 

One improvement suggested was that a picture of administrators could be sent to schools in order to familiarise children 
with the assessment administrators.  

I think the only thing that might have been nice for the children who were doing it, and again this is probably me thinking 
with the SENCO hat on is, you know, if they had a picture of the people who were going to do the assessments with 
them … so they already had that visual familiarity Staff1 

Communicating with administrators  

The school staff spoke about the importance of being able to speak to the administrators before the assessments took 
place to establish what would happen during the assessments but also to inform them about each of the children that 
were going to be assessed, covering areas such as English being a second language, and the difference between 
assessments on the first and second day.   

before it started, they just explained what was going to go ahead for the day…I pre-warned whoever was coming, the 
teacher on screen about the child that was coming in. We had a couple of foreign children and the explanation may 
have been slightly different. They wouldn't have understood some language so I did forewarn them about that. Staff2 

I think we tended to go through how many children there were, they were checking I'd got the material, for the second 
day it was a case of explaining the difference between how it was going to be delivered from the first day, that it was 
from information on the screen rather than the book Staff1 

Perceptions of pupil reactions to assessments  

The school staff were asked about how they thought the pupils had reacted to the online assessments. It was noted that 
some children were quieter than usual and were looking to the school staff for support. 

Probably personally being quiet, because I found that the children were looking to me a lot  … all three of the boys 
that I accompanied were looking to me for prompts.  It might have been different if it had been face to face. Staff7  

I think that’s one of the hardest things, when you're sat in a room with a child with that amount of time and they’re just 
looking at you as if to say, what do I do? … And it’s knowing that when we’re in that room with them children, we only 
do what is asked of us.. we cannot talk to them.  Staff3 
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Staff members thought that other pupils took the assessments very much in their stride and that some may have enjoyed 
the process and experience. 

There were no problems at all. Nobody wanted to leave. There were no problems at all… nobody spoke about it 
afterwards.. Staff2 

Yeah, they were remarkably unfazed. Staff1 

I think they found it all right.  They surprised me.  Yeah, there was still the ones that couldn’t answer the questions that 
they were asked, but you would expect that anyway, if you were doing a piece of text in class, they were no different.  
Some of them did better than what I thought. .. What they had to do was really clear to them.…they were engaged, they 
were all participating. All of my group loved it. Staff4 

they enjoyed reading to somebody else, showing off their skills. Staff3 

School staff found that pupils who had not taken part in REACH also wanted to take part in the assessments, and that 
they were more enthusiastic about an online session than paper based. 

“Why aren’t we doing it?  Why are they getting to go and talk to somebody on a computer?  Why do we have to sit in 
the class?”  Well, I’m really, really sorry, but these children were selected.  It is what we were saying, very enthusiastic, 
more enthusiastic doing it on the computer than what they would if it was a paper assessment. Staff3 

One staff member noted that there was some contradiction in how pupils responded, with quieter pupils who she thought 
might have struggled, being fine with the assessments, and vice versa.  

I found that some of the children, the ones that you thought would be totally fine with it were the ones that were quieter…. 
The ones that you thought would have trouble accessing it, understanding what they had to do, were the ones that were 
fine with it Staff4 

A second staff member stated that she thought that pupils were quieter than normal when faced with a screen but went 
onto say that she thought that they coped well with the assessments and were relaxed, but that having a familiar person 
with them was very important.  It was also noted that pupils are very familiar with assessments. 

I think the way it was setup, the way it was conducted, the children could access it easy enough.  If they have got 
somebody familiar there with them, if they did get to the point where they didn’t think they could carry on or if there any 
real problems they had somebody there who they knew they could talk to.  But at the same time they’re that used to 
assessments that I think it was just, oh well, we’re doing it this way Staff4 

One staff member noted that she felt that the pupils were self-conscious when reading out loud. In this instance however, 
the deputy head was also present during the assessment which may have added to this.  

Obviously they had to read something to themselves to start off with, I think a couple of them did feel a little bit self-
conscious by that given that there was a stranger on the computer screen and myself and another person there while 
they were reading Staff5 

The presence of a school leader was also noted by an administrator as potentially being an issue. 

Accessing the materials 

As previously noted, the WIAT III test was delivered on day one using a booklet sent to each school, whereas the CELF 
and DTWRP was delivered on the screen and via audio recording on day two. One staff member believed that having 
the text to read out on screen was problematic for several reasons, one of which was that it made the use of the 
strategies taught as part of REACH harder to implement.  

I think one of the big problems with the screen is it almost made it harder for them to use the strategies that were all 
part of the Reach project… all the sort of things that they'd been focussing on, using their fingers, following the words, 
breaking the words up, looking at the phenetic strategies was much more difficult for the word reading on the second 
one because they did have to read it off the screen. Staff1  
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She also mentioned the position of the screen, noting that it was at a higher level, when children are used to reading 
with the book flat on a desk in school and that children are also often told not to touch computer screens, and so had to 
be encouraged to use their fingers to follow words on screen. 

Two of the members of staff commented that they thought that the paper-based resources of WIAT III were easier to 
access. 

… you know they had the written documents in front of them, didn’t they, the stories?    … I noticed all three of them 
did better with it in front of them…  But if they had words in front of them they were able at least to try and scan and 
find something Staff7 

… for the children it was more reassuring to have something in front of them to look at, that's more how they're I guess 
traditionally used to reading Staff5 

The technical difficulties in screen sharing on day two were also noted, along issues around font sizes being difficult to 
read. 

The second day was less straightforward I would say because we were relying on screen sharing and there were some 
occasions where it didn't share very promptly or the size of the words that were being shared on the screen were a bit 
small for the children so then there was a bit of to-ing and fro-ing. Staff1 

When there were the issues with the screen sharing… so I would say having the paper copy in the booklet was much 
easier for them to access and I guess more reassuring as well Staff1 

One interviewee also noted that none of the pupils that undertook the assessments at their school were prone to visual 
stress but that should this be the case as regards accessing words on a screen, this should be considered as part of 
conducting the assessments.   

some pupils if they have got a specific additional need it would [reading from a screen] be a bit more problematic…also 
none of these children in particular have an issue with visual stress but we have got children who we would always put 
any kind of reading material on a particular colour...  Staff1 

A question was asked around whether or not children struggled with the assessments, and if they appeared to have 
been upset by this. Two of the staff members noted that a pupil had struggled, both of whom had English as an additional 
language (EAL). 

it was [a struggle on] both days. …. They only speak [first language] at home, very little English, she's missed a lot of 
school and it showed….We cut her session short. …I just said I think this is not going anywhere and the lady agreed 
with me and just said it's absolutely fine. All she had to do was try her best and that's what we said, you know, you've 
tried your best, do not worry. Staff2 

However, neither staff member felt that pupils in question were upset by the assessment experience, with one 
commenting;   

I don't think any of the children got any sense of failure from it at all. Staff1 

It was also noted that the administrators were diplomatic when deciding whether to bring an element of the assessment 
to an end because a pupil was struggling or had reached their limit. 

I think on the first day it was the case that on one occasion with the girl who was really struggling to access it, that I kind 
of said I think we're alright to move on or something … on the second day in particular the two researchers were having 
a conversation where they were saying, right, are we okay to move on? … It was done very discreetly so the children 
weren't made to feel like they'd failed or passed or anything. Staff1 

The need to end an assessment when a pupil was struggling was mentioned by both administrators and staff.  

Time  

The school staff noted that the first day’s testing was faster than the second day, which consisted of two assessments 
- DTWRP and CELF. Two staff members noted that the longer timeframe of the second day led to pupils starting to lose 
focus and lack engagement, and therefore needing to be encouraged to complete the assessments. 
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the second day was just a little bit longer. … I don't think they could have gone on any longer because the children, 
once you had about 20 minutes their attention span does tend to go. .. I think the second day possibly was just getting 
right to that point where …. the answers were coming a bit too quickly, they clearly weren't necessarily thought through 
and they started to maybe fidget in their chair and not seeming engaged. Staff5 

The second day… they needed a little bit more refocussing and encouraging sometimes, especially if we'd had the 
situation where the screen sharing hadn't worked so there was a bit of dead time Staff1 

It was stated that one pupil was unable to complete the assessments on the second day because they ran out of time 
due to delays caused by screen sharing adding up over the course of the day. 

Perceptions of impact on pupil performance  

School staff were asked whether they thought the online nature of the assessments had impacted upon the pupils’ 
performance, with there being little consensus on whether the assessments were able to capture an accurate picture of 
pupils’ abilities.  One staff member thought the pupils will have tried harder because of the online nature of the 
assessment, noting that it was like the Better Reading scheme that the school has in place. 

I think they tried more because it was an online assessment. When we’re doing the Better Reading, we give them a 
piece of text to read and basically it’s just like what you did…..  And they’re more enthusiastic when they were doing it 
with you than what they are with us. Staff3 

We were also interested to know if the school staff thought that the administrators were able to pick up on pupils’ body 
language to assess their levels of engagement or stress.  

Yes, it probably was missed. ….. Leg twitching, you know, finger tapping. Staff2 

I could pick up some maybe cues from being sat next to the child that wouldn't necessarily come across on the screen, 
I could just sort of say, yeah, I think we probably need to move on because I guess those subtle signals, the squirming 
in the chair might not have been quite as visible. Staff1 

However, one member of school staff interviewed did not see this as being an issue noting that as she knew the pupils 
well, she was more likely to have picked up on these subtle signs than a stranger even in a face-to-face situation. 

School staff involvement  

School staff were asked not to prompt or help the pupils during the assessments.  It was noted that this may have felt 
very strange to the pupils as they are used to being supported by staff.  

They would have noticed the difference in how we were behaving to normal. …. because when we used to do the 
reading sessions we would obviously be much more involved in the actual act of reading with them, you know, 
encouraging them to stop, sound words out, try that word again whereas we very much for the assessment let them just 
get on and do it themselves, not correct them if they made a mistake or anything. Staff5 

One member of staff stated that she felt that pupils were looking to her for support during the assessments. 

I found that the children were looking to me a lot.… all three of the boys that I accompanied were looking to me for 
prompts.  It might have been different if it had been face to face. Staff7 

Staff tried to keep their interactions and prompts at a minimum.  

That day, I wasn’t in there as support for the children and everything, I was in there to just basically observe, and you 
were doing the delivering…  It’s like role reversal.  Staff3 

Technology 

School staff had differing experiences regarding the technical elements of the assessments, some of which have already 
been noted in earlier sections e.g. issues with screen sharing. Some had experienced issues with audio for example, 
with the administrators being asked to repeat themselves if audio dropped or was unclear. 

We had some audio issues, we had to say we couldn’t hear and for her to repeat herself. Staff7 
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It was noted that microphones might help where audio was poor. It may be that the fact that children’s voices are 
naturally at a higher pitch than those of adults, which would mean that their voices are more easily lost or misheard 
when using remote working.  Equally it could have been because pupils were speaking more quietly. Delays were also 
noted. 

The delay in delivery and that we had an internet problem here, it was our side. Just when the questions were asked 
there was a delay in the response for our children. Staff2 

The test calls helped one school to identify that there was an issue with the Wi-Fi connection in the room that they had 
intended to use, so allowed contingency plans to be put in place.  

I did the technical check in with [LU] and there were lots of technical issues which were sorted out by that because it 
became apparent during the process of the check in that actually one of our wireless points wasn't working which meant 
it did mean that we made contingency plans Staff1 

As noted in earlier sections, screen sharing issues did create some difficulties with the DWTRP assessments including 
taking more time and having to adjust as regards font sizes. 

School staff perceptions of online delivery 

In terms of comparing the online versus face-to-face delivery, the consensus from the school staff was that the online 
assessments were the best route to take, with some noting that the logistics were clearly simpler and in the online nature 
may have made it more exciting for pupils.   

Some thought that the online nature of the assessments may have made them more appealing.  

it’s a case of, “Oh no, we’re going to be doing this!”  You say to them, “You’re going to be sat in front of a laptop talking 
to somebody today,” like, “Yeah, yeah!”  They’re enthusiastic.  You say to them, “Right, I’m giving you a pencil, you're 
doing an assessment,” it’s, “Urgh!”   Staff3 

It was noted by a couple of interviewees that online sessions of teaching or support had become more common in 
schools in the months before the assessments took place, so the online delivery was not as much of an issue as it might 
have been, and online assessment and delivery in schools may become used more frequently looking forward. 

I mean we've done so much online since September… all speech and language appointments are conducted online, 
we haven't had any face-to-face on those so I guess I probably didn't think about it as much as I would have done… I 
think if you'd have asked me about it a year ago I'd have said, well, that's probably not going to work as well…..  it's 
become so much more of a normal way of doing things I didn't put a lot of thought in to it Staff1 

I think you have to move… we’ve seen a lot of changes from when we used to be in primary school, and since starting 
and working here, a lot of changes.  And going through the years and everything, it [online assessments] could be the 
norm. And I think the sooner the children get used to doing assessments online [the better]. Staff3 

However, there was some feeling that the assessments would have been better carried out face to face, as it would 
have been easier for the administrators to build up a rapport and to engage the children, however given the context with 
the Covid-19 pandemic acknowledged that online was the best way. 

..  the situation required us to do it the way we did and we did manage to do it but I guess if there was a choice would 
you prefer somebody to do it online or would you prefer somebody to come in, I would say I think you'd get better 
interaction with the children face-to-face.  …I think it was - given the situation, given the circumstances it was the best 
way to conduct them. Staff5 

Conclusion 

This research has yielded some interesting and valuable results around the efficacy of online testing and its delivery.  It 
has given the opportunity to qualitatively examine perceptions of three different assessments, and two different online 
platforms. Overall, both assessment administrators and school staff were positive about the online testing, and there 
was wide recognition of its advantages, for example - time, geography and cost, and particularly given the need for the 
assessments to be carried out remotely in the context of Covid-19. It was also acknowledged that online assessments 
may well become the norm. 
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Research limitations 

This was very much a small-scale research study, and the sample of school staff interviewed was self-selecting, and 
therefore is unlikely to be wholly representative of all the school staff who took part in the online assessments of the 
REACH project. It would also have been beneficial to have feedback from a mix of intervention and control schools.   

Feedback, whether in the form of written answers or interviews, was gathered from all but one of the assessment 
administrators, although these were split into those delivering the primary outcomes data for SHU (WIAT III) and the 
secondary outcome data for UL (DTWRP and CELF). In addition, the written feedback format for the UL administrators 
may have limited the data collected from this group. 

In terms of drawing conclusions in some areas it is difficult to pick apart the impact of online testing in some areas, for 
example pupils’ nerves and responses, when they may also have been nervous in a face-to-face context, particularly if 
no members of school staff were present. It is unclear as to how the online testing may have impacted on pupil 
performance, however there were some indications that poor audio may have affected the validity of response recording, 
particularly for the DTWRP assessment. In order to come to a robust conclusion in these areas further research is 
needed. 

Key findings – technology 

• Technical issues were experienced to varying degrees and were generally felt to be because of poor WIFI 
reception at schools. 

• There were differing experiences in using the tests online - while WIAT III appeared to present very few issues, 
the CELF, which involved playing audio, and particularly DTWRP assessments presented more challenges, the 
latter because administrators had to share their screen, causing delays and meaning that poor connections had a 
greater impact. Sometimes text size on screen shares had to be changed.  

• Poor audio mean that there were difficulties in being able to hear pupils clearly, meaning administrators were 
asking pupils to repeat themselves, which may have led to self-correction.  

Key findings – assessments 

• Administrators felt that the online approach for the WIAT III assessment worked well, however the DTWRP and 
CLEF presented additional challenges, this was due to a combination of the technological difficulties and the 
nature of the assessments themselves.  

• It was helpful to make the assessment bounded, for example for the WIAT III letting pupils know how many more 
questions they had to go in a section, so that the assessment did not feel open ended. 

• Administrators were unable to see pupils as result of the screen share for DTWRP which was important when 
pupils were decoding words. 

• There were issues around accessibility the DTWRP e.g. font size, possible visual stress. 
• Reading on screen meant that pupils may have been less able to use the strategies that were part of REACH e.g. 

using their fingers to follow words. 
• Lack of interaction with pupils before the assessments meant that the DWTRP administrators were sometimes 

struggled to understand whether a regional accent was impacting on pronunciation of a word. 
• The computer audio may have ‘flattened’ some sounds, which was an issue for the DWTRP test when the 

administrators were focussing on pronunciation.   

Key findings – administrators  

• It is useful for project staff to be present at least initially to be able to support administrators, particularly where 
discretion is needed in terms of marking responses.  

• Administrators built up their own strategies to build rapport and engagement to help support the pupils and the 
assessment process including informal introductions and explanations, use of prompts, leaving time and space for 
answers and using encouragement and praise as appropriate.   

• Administrators realised that watching or looking at children while they read, whether silently or out loud made 
them self-conscious, and instead looked elsewhere, or at their own copy of the WIAT III booklet.  

• The majority of administrators felt that not being able to see the whole pupil was not an issue, believing that being 
about to see their faces was enough in order to gauge how they were feeling, whether they were reaching a limit 
or getting distressed,  
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Key findings – pupils  

• Reactions from pupils to the online format differed. Some pupils were nervous, and this may have been 
exacerbated by the online format. However, it is difficult to pick this apart from the understandable nervousness 
caused by the assessment. It should be noted that REACH was aimed at primary age children, who in November 
and December 2020 were less likely to have had taken part in any online learning, than secondary school 
children. However, some children may have experienced online sessions from outside agencies, for example for 
music or speech and language. 

• There were a few occasions where children became distressed, again however it is difficult to know if this would 
have been the case in the face-to-face assessment process as well. Some assessments were concluded before 
completion when either the school staff or administrator felt that the pupil had reached a limit or was becoming 
distressed, administrators did give examples of pupils seeming to become distressed. However, it was also noted 
that some pupils were very positive and excited about the online format and were engaged in the process. 

Key findings – school staff 

• Poor in-school preparation was an issue, with some school staff not knowing what their role was, despite the 
REACH project sending out information sheets.   

• School staff were key in settling pupils in and reassuring them in the online process.  
• Administrators found that being able to speak to the school staff before assessments started was very important 

and resulted in the assessment process running more smoothly. This was particularly important when the school 
staff were unclear about the assessment process but was most useful when the school staff were able to tell the 
administrators about the children, particularly regarding nerves, shyness, EAL or any additional needs. 

• Having more than one staff member in the room could be distracting and made pupils more nervous.  
• It seems that school staff in intervention schools may have unintentionally ‘unblinded’ the assessments by 

speaking to pupils about REACH before or during the assessments.  

Recommendations 

This research carried out with both school staff and administrators on online testing for the REACH programme has 
highlighted and identified challenges in the process which may be helpful for evaluators or others intending to carry out 
online assessments in the future.  

• School staff should be supported to be as well prepared as possible for assessments.  For example, it should be 
made clear that staff sitting in on assessment sessions should be given some background on projects, including 
the information sent to schools regarding the assessment format and expectations, a schedule of pupils to be 
included in assessments and be introduced to the technology if necessary e.g. platform.    

• If online assessment is to be successful clear and concise instructions need to be given to schools as to what will 
happen during assessments, including the anticipated length of time needed. It should be made clear that this 
information should be made available to any staff involved in assessments in order that they are prepared. 

• While schools should be encouraged to prepare staff for the assessment process, including their role, 
administrators should also be prepared to brief school staff as necessary. 

• There needs to be clarity as to the school’s responsibility in terms of planning and scheduling the assessments, 
including working around breaks and lunchtime and the type of space needed for the assessments to take place. 

• Ensuring that instructions to staff that in preparing pupils for the assessments they should mention the intervention 
to pupils to prevent potential ‘unblinding’. 

• Adequate time should be given for schools to plan after the initial agreement of a date and time have been 
established, and instructions received.  Schools need time to assign staff, find an appropriate space and to ensure 
they can access the necessary technology. 

• Possible distractions should be minimised. This includes having more than one staff member in the room. 
• There should be adequate opportunity for the administrators and school staff to speak before the assessment 

starts.  This allows the schools staff to tell the administrators about the pupils and for the process to be clarified as 
necessary, including around stopping an assessment if necessary, and the role of school staff in the assessment. 
The importance of visual cues and the possibility that the administrators are less able to pick up on these should 
be discussed, particularly in the context of pupils becoming distressed.  

• Schools should be required to book a tester session to ensure that schools are able to support the bandwidth 
necessary for all the tests e.g. that screen sharing and playing of audio is possible. 

• There should be clarity as to the level and type of support that school staff can provide in assessments e.g. the 
extent of prompting and encouraging pupils, or attempting to re-engage them in a task. If they are required to take 
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a more active role e.g. turning pages, pointing out words or phrases as necessary, this should be clearly stated 
and process identified. 

• Both school staff and administrators should be prepared to stop an assessment if a pupil is becoming in anyway 
upset, or if it is clear a pupil has reached their limit, and there should be clarity as to how this should be done. 

• Assessment administrators should: 
o Be trained in how to interact with pupils to promote rapport and engagement, including introducing 

themselves. 
o Have the opportunity to hear the children speak before either via a warmup exercise or a test sentence. 
o Be given warm up/ice breaker exercises to do with pupils if appropriate. 
o Be given the opportunity to share the strategies they have developed to engage and support pupils. 
o Explain that if children are asked to repeat a word, it is because the administrator did not hear them, 

rather than it being a hint that they have made a mistake. This may lead to children trying to self-correct in 
error. 

 
• Considerations.  

o Some forms of assessments may be best carried out face to face rather than online, particularly if reliant 
on, for example clarity of responses in terms of sounds, or when seeing a pupil’s face is important.  

o Some assessments may be better with a hybrid approach e.g. paper resources sent to the school and 
assessment itself taking place online.  

o Piloting across several contexts may help to assess which assessments are appropriate for an online 
format and how best this can be done.  

o Where clarity of audio is important, microphones should be considered and be part of any pilots. 
o Pupils may benefit from a test run before assessments take place to become more familiar with it. 
o Ensure that the assessments are as accessible as possible e.g. consider using paper based resources.   
o Ensure that the needs of pupils with SEN are considered, including needs around visual stress when 

viewing screens. 
o Ensuring that the assessments support good practice e.g. enabling pupils to use the strategies that are 

central to the intervention. 
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