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Appendix A – summary of design options identified by the scoping study and 
tested with schools during the interviews 
Schools with at least one full-time vacancy are recruited to the study 

 

 

 

  

Design option 1

Schools will be randomly assigned to the intervention (Teach First) group or control  (non-Teach First) 
group

Schools randomly allocated a Teach 
First teacher would be matched to a 
Teach First teacher in the usual way. 

Control schools would be required to 
recruit a Newly Qualified Teacher  

(NQT) in their usual way.

All schools would be able to allocate 
teachers to classes freely during their 

first year of teaching. 

At the end of the first year, the Teach 
First and NQT teachers in their 

respective schools would be 
randomly allocated to a Year 3 class. 
Other class allocations would remain 

at the discretion of the school.

Design option 2

Schools will be randomly assigned to the intervention (Teach First) group or control  (non-Teach First) 
group

Schools randomly allocated a Teach 
First teacher would be matched to a 
Teach First teacher in the usual way. 

Control schools would be required to 
recruit a teacher (with no 

restrictions). 

All schools would be able to allocate 
teachers to classes freely during their 

first year of teaching. 

At the end of the first year, all
teachers earmarked to teach Years 3, 

4 or 5 for the following year in 
intervention and control schools 
would be randomly allocated to 

either a Year 3, 4 or 5 class, including 
the Teach First teacher.

Design option 3

Headteachers would need to be willing to fill a vacancy with a Teach First teacher

Usual matching activities would 
ensue for the schools in order that 

the vacancy is filled with a Teach First 
teacher. All schools would get a 

Teach First teacher.

The Teach First teacher would be 
allocated to a class per the normal 
procedure for the school for their 

first year. 

At the end of the first year, all 
teachers earmarked to teach Year 3, 
4 or 5 classes for the following year 
(one of whom would be the Teach 
First teacher) would be randomly 

allocated to a Year 3, 4 or 5 class for 
the second year.
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Schools with at least two full-time vacancies are recruited to the study  

 

Schools with at least two-form entry and one full-time vacancy are recruited to the study  

 

Schools with at least two-form entry and two full-time vacancies are recruited to the study  

 

Note: For a two-form entry school, there would be no flexibility in teacher-class allocation within Year 3. 

 

 

 

  

Design option 4

Headteachers would need to be willing to fill vacancies with either a Teach First teacher or an NQT

Usual matching/recruitment 
activities would ensue for the 
schools so the two vacanices 

were filled with one Teach First 
teacher and one NQT. 

All schools would be able 
to allocate teachers to 

classes freely during their 
first year of teaching. 

At the end of the first year,  the 
Teach First and NQT teachers would 
be randomly allocated to a Year 3, 4 

or 5 class for their second year of 
teaching. All other class allocations 

would remain at the discretion of the 
school.

Design option 5

Headteachers would need to be willing to fill the vacancy with a Teach First teacher

Usual matching activities would 
ensue for the schools so the vacancy 

is filled with a Teach First teacher. 

The Teach First teacher would be 
allocated to a class as per the normal 
procedure for the school in their first 

year. 

At the end of their first year of teaching, all 
teachers earmarked to teach Year 3 for the 

following year (including the Teach First 
teacher) would be randomly allocated to a 
Year 3 class. Class allocations in other years 

would remain at the discretion of the 
school.

Design option 6

Headteachers would need to be willing to fill vacancies with either a Teach First teacher or an NQT

Usual matching/recruitment activities 
would ensue for the schools in order 

that the two vacanices were filled 
with one Teach First teacher and one 

NQT. 

These teachers would be allocated a 
class as per normal procedure for the 

school.

At the end of their first year, the 
Teach First and NQT teachers would 

be randomly allocated to a Year 3 
class for their second year of 

teaching. All other class allocations 
would remain at the discretion of the 

school. 
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Appendix B – study plan 

Study Plan version history 

VERSION DATE REASON FOR REVISION 

1.2 [latest]   

1.1   

1.0 [original]  [leave blank for the original 

version] 

 

  

PROJECT TITLE 
Research into teacher training for teachers working in primary 

schools serving disadvantaged areas 

EVALUATOR (INSTITUTION) National Foundation for Educational Research 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR(S) 
Simon Rutt (Impact Evaluation), Helen Poet (Implementation 

and Process Evaluation) 

STUDY PLAN AUTHOR(S) Helen Poet, Connie Rennie, Simon Rutt 

STUDY DESIGN Quasi-experimental design 

PUPIL AGE RANGE AND  

KEY STAGE 
Ages 7-10, Years 3-5 (KS2) 

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS 324 

NUMBER OF PUPILS 8748 

PRIMARY OUTCOME MEASURE 

AND SOURCE 

Progress Test in Maths (PTM) GL Assessment, collected from 

schools 

SECONDARY OUTCOME 

MEASURE AND SOURCE 
Teacher Retention, School Workforce Census 
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Background and study rationale  

Teacher training and obtaining Qualified Teacher Status (QTS) is a pre-requisite of becoming a teacher 
in England. Currently there are a number of different routes and the purpose of this study is to compare 
three teacher training routes: Teach First, other school-based routes and university-based routes of 
initial teacher training (ITT). Although there are different routes, there are factors common to all three 
routes, such as placements in schools and teaching by universities. Some universities support all three 
routes of teacher training, although they are typically organised and taught separately to each other. 
Table 1, below, summarises some of the similarities and differences between the three routes1. 

This project will look at NQTs placed in primary schools, and teaching years 3, 4 or 52. 

Table 1: summary of the three teacher training routes 

 Teach First School based training 

routes 

Uni based training routes 

(can include PGCE or BEd) 

Selection 

to ITT 

year 

Selected by Teach First 

(Uni runs some checks e.g. 

of academic qualifications) 

Minimum requirements for 

primary trainees: 

• a 2:1 degree in a 

primary national 

curriculum subject 

(2:2 will also be 

considered) 

• GCSE grade C / 4 

in English, maths 

and a science 

Selected by school-based 

provider (Uni runs some 

checks e.g. of academic 

qualifications) 

Minimum requirements for 

primary trainees: 

• a degree 

• GCSE grade C / 4 

in English, maths 

and a science  

Selected by University  

 

Minimum requirements for 

primary trainees: 

• a degree 

• GCSE grade C / 4 in 

English, maths and a 

science 

2019-20 

(ITT 

year) 

Trainee is hosted by/based 

in a school with input from 

Teach First (including 

training at the Summer 

Institute before the ITT 

year starts) and some 

university lectures 

teaching in school 60% for 

first half term, then 80% 

School pays teacher and 

TF; school gets funding for 

support.  

Can include SCITT and 

Schools Direct 

Trainee is hosted by/based 

in a school with some 

university lectures 

minimum 24 weeks in 

schools (across at least 2 

schools) 

Some routes are salaried, 

some routes the teacher 

must pay fees 

PGCE/BEd  

Trainee is based at the 

university with school 

placements 

minimum 24 weeks in schools 

(across at least 2 schools) 

Students fund themselves 

2020-21 

(NQT 

year) 

90% timetable.  

This is also Year 2 of the 

TF programme – trainee 

90% timetable 

Might be in the same school 

as the 1st year, but depends 

90% timetable 

In new school (could be in one 

of their placement schools, if 

there was a vacancy) 

 
 

1 This will be tested and expanded as part of the research project. 
2 These year groups were selected to avoid clashing with statutory tests. 
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 Teach First School based training 

routes 

Uni based training routes 

(can include PGCE or BEd) 

will be teaching in same 

school as Year 1.  

School pays teacher and 

TF; school gets funding for 

support. 

on if there were sufficient 

vacancies. 

School pays salary 

School pays salary  

 

This project will look at newly qualified teachers (NQTs) placed in schools serving disadvantaged 

communities in their first year of teaching after achieving QTS. For Teach First trainees, this will be 

their second year on the Teach First programme and they will be in their second year at their school. 

For the other routes (university and school-based ITT), the trainee is likely to be joining the school at 

the start of their NQT year. Some NQTs that trained through university or school-based routes may be 

recruited into one of the schools that they completed a placement during their ITT year, if the school 

providing the placement had a vacancy. This continuity between the ITT and NQT years is not a pre-

stated feature of any of the routes other than Teach First. 

In the school based routes (including SCITT and Schools Direct) trainees spend most of their time in 

the ITT year in a host school. They also complete a shorter placement for eight weeks in an ‘away’ 

school and attend university for taught content with other trainees on school-based routes (specific to 

the SCITT or Schools Direct route they are on). 

In the university based routes the trainees are based at their university and complete two placements 

during the academic year. 

The other key difference regarding Teach First and the other routes is that the Teach First teacher 

training programme is designed and offered as a two year programme, rather than one year, as in the 

case of the other routes. There is a focus on leadership – as well as teacher-training - in the Teach 

First programme. 

The research is focusing on trainee teachers once they have completed their initial teaching and 

achieved QTS; i.e. when they are qualified to teach a class of their own. By taking trainee teachers 

when they have achieved QTS, we have a similar starting point for all trainees. It should be noted that 

Teach First trainees will still be training and receiving more structured support in their NQT year 

including leadership training, while the NQTs trained through either university or other school based 

routes will receive the standard support from their school mentor plus any CPD that their school puts in 

place during the NQT year. 

There is little research undertaken on whether pupil outcomes vary when their teachers have been 

trained through different schemes. This quasi-experimental design aims to provide evidence that will be 

useful for schools when making decisions about how to recruit new teachers, and for policy makers and 

funders. The research will explore how well their prior training and support during the NQT year as far 

prepared them for their own class as a qualified teacher.  

Intervention  

Participants (recipients of the intervention)  

Teachers receive initial teacher training (ITT), either in schools, or through a university based course, 

and after satisfactorily completing the first year of training they achieve QTS. They then complete a NQT 

year in school, teaching pupils – this (the NQT year) is the year of interest for this research. 
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The three routes of interest for this project are (also see Table 1): 

• School–based routes for ITT 

• University based routes for ITT 

• Teach First 

The evaluation will recruit schools serving disadvantaged areas with a NQT teaching Years 3-5 during 

the 2020/21 academic year. 

The intended beneficiaries are the pupils in the classes taught by the NQTs, and it is these pupils who 

will complete the pre- and post-tests at the beginning and end of the 2020/21 academic year. 

The Implementation and Process Evaluation (IPE) will explore the variation between the specified 

teacher training routes (see below). 

Sample 

For the purposes of this research, to identify disadvantaged schools we are following the eligibility 

criteria of the Teach First programme, which targets schools and pupils in areas of socio-economic and 

educational deprivation. To be eligible for the Teach First teacher training programme, a school has to 

have:  

• IDACI 40% or greater 

• IDACI between 35% and 39% and AEA score = 4, 5 or 6 

• IDACI between 30% and 34% and AEA score = 5 or 6 

• IDACI between 25% and 29% and AEA score = 6. 

This project is looking at schools in England. 

Further details regarding eligibility are provided below.  

Impact evaluation 

Research questions 

The primary objective of the impact evaluation is to determine what difference, if any, there is in maths3 

outcomes of pupils in years 3-5 in disadvantaged primary schools, who are taught by NQTs trained 

through different routes (Teach First, school-based and university-based). The secondary objective of 

the impact evaluation is to determine if there is a difference in retention rates of teachers who have 

been trained through the aforementioned routes.  

Additional analyses will include analysis of outcomes controlling for teacher characteristics. These 

include gender, degree class, age, Russell Group university membership, degree subject, and other 

characteristics to be confirmed.  

Primary question: 

IRQ1a: What is the impact of the teacher training route experienced by a NQT on maths outcomes of 

pupils in years 3-5? (Teacher training routes: Teach First/school-based initial teacher 

training/university-based initial teacher training). 

Secondary questions: 

IRQ1b: What is the impact of the teacher training route experienced by a NQT on maths outcomes of 

pupils in years 3-5 after controlling for teacher characteristics?  

 
 

3 The design would not allow for the assessment of English and maths so it was decided to focus on maths given 

its higher correlation with KS2 outcomes. 
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IRQ2a: What is the impact of the teacher training route experienced by a NQT on teacher retention? 

Does the rate of NQTs staying in the profession to commence teaching for a second year post-NQT 

vary by teacher training route?  

IRQ2b: Do potential differences in retention rates between NQTs from different training routes occur 

after controlling for teacher characteristics? Do teacher characteristics predict differences in teacher 

retention? 

IRQ3a: What is the impact of the teacher training route experienced by a NQT on teacher turnover? 

Does the rate of NQTs staying in the same school to commence teaching for a second year post-NQT 

vary by teacher training route? 

IRQ3b: Do potential differences in turnover rates between NQTs from different training routes, occur 

after controlling for teacher characteristics? Do teacher characteristics predict differences in teacher 

turnover? 

Design overview 

Table 2: Design 

Design  Quasi-experimental design 

Unit of analysis 

(school, pupils) 
Pupils, schools 

Number of Units to be included in 

analysis 

(Intervention, Comparison) 

108 schools per arm (3x108 = 324) 

2916 pupils per arm (3x2916 = 8748) 

Primary 

outcome 

variable Maths attainment 

measure 

(instrument, 

scale, source) 

Progress Test in Maths (PTM) collected from 

schools, GL Assessment  

Secondary 

outcome(s) 

variable(s) 
Teacher retention  

Teacher turnover 

measure(s) 

(instrument, 

scale, source) 

School Workforce Census 

Baseline for 

primary 

outcome 

variable Maths attainment 

measure 

(instrument, 

scale, source) 

Progress Test in Maths (PTM), GL Assessment  

Baseline for 

secondary 

outcome 

variable N/A 

measure 

(instrument, 

scale, source) 

N/A 
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Participants 

This investigation will have three arms. The first arm will consist of a minimum of 108 schools that have 

a NQT teacher who was trained by the Teach First Programme. The second arm will consist of a 

minimum of 1084 schools that have a NQT teacher trained through a school-based route, such as the 

School Centred Initial Teacher Training (SCITT) or Schools Direct. The third arm will consist of a 

minimum of 108 schools that have a NQT teacher trained through a university-based route such as a 

PGCE or BEd. All teachers will be in their NQT year in the year 2020/21 and will be teaching years 3-5.  

The school eligibility criteria for all schools will be based on the TF eligibility criteria which is defined as 

a combination of two variables: Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI) and Achieving 

Excellence Area (AEA).  

• IDACI5 is the proportion of 0-15 year olds in each lower-layer super output area (LSOA) that 

live in income deprived families. LSOAs are ranked from the lowest proportion to highest 

proportion of deprivation, and then split into deciles. TF use the proportion of a school’s 

population who live in the LSOAs in the highest 3 deciles of IDACI. For example, if a school 

has an IDACI score of 40%, it means that 40% of the school’s population lives in LSOAs that 

are amongst the 30% highest proportions of IDACI.  

• AEA6 is a six-point scale composed of multiple indicators reflecting an areas level of 

educational standards and capacity to improve in each Local Authority District. A low score 

reflects high performance and high capacity to improve, whereas a high score reflects low 

performance and low capacity to improve.  

The schools will be recruited to the project by May 2020, and pupil lists will be collected by the end of 
the summer term 2020.  

Pupils in years three, four or five who are taught by the NQT teacher will be the investigation participants. 

We estimate an average of 27 students per class, and therefore per school. Therefore we aim to analyse 

a minimum of 8748 pupils, (27 pupils per class, in 108 schools, from each of the three arms). The students 

will be assessed at the beginning of the academic year and at the end of the academic year.  

Sample size calculations 

Table 3: Sample size calculations 

 Sample 

OVERALL FSM 

Minimum Detectable Effect Size (MDES) 0.1 0.14 

Pre-test/ post-test correlations 

level 1 (pupil) 0.8 0.8 

level 2 (school)   

   

Intracluster correlations (ICCs) 
level 2 (school) 0.1 0.1 

   

Alpha 0.0167 0.0167 

Power 0.8 0.8 

One-sided or two-sided? Two Two 

Average cluster size 27 5.4 

 
 

4 We are aiming to recruit 120 schools that allows for attrition  
5 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2015    

6 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/defining-achieving-excellence-areas-methodology  

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2015
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/defining-achieving-excellence-areas-methodology
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Number of schools 

Intervention 108 108 

comparison 108 108 

 108 108 

Total 324 324 

Number of pupils 

Intervention 2916 583 

comparison 2916 583 

 2916 583 

total 8748 1749 

The sample size was calculated for the primary model. Considering there are more than two groups in 
this design, the ‘effect size’ must be specified in order to calculate an appropriate sample size. The 
effect size is conceptualised as the standardised difference in the primary outcome between any two 
groups. Due to the number of groups and contrasts, a bonferroni-correction was applied and the 
confidence interval for the difference was increased.  

Sample sizes are calculated using a bespoke NFER excel power calculator. Assumptions made 
include:  

• An intra-class correlation of 0.1 

• Familywise error rate of 0.05 (divided by 3 for three contrasts) 

• Correlation between pre and post scores of 0.80 

• 27 pupils per class 

Using these assumptions, 108 schools in the TF sample and 108 schools in either comparison sample 
gives us 83.2% power to detect an effect of 0.1.  

If more schools sign up to the intervention a maximum of 10% extra per arm will be recruited, meaning 
a maximum of 354 schools across the three groups. With over 80% power we allow for some attrition 
and potential reduced group sizes due to insufficient matches.  

If the assumption is made that 20% of pupils will be eligible for FSM (which is higher than the average 
of 12% for primary schools, but we would expect higher levels due to selecting schools in 
disadvantaged areas), using the FSM pupils only, the investigation will be powered to detect an effect 
size of 0.14.  

Outcome measures and other data 

The primary outcome is Maths attainment as measured by the Progress Test in Maths (PTM) at follow-
up. It is aligned to the national curriculum and has versions for multiple years. It can therefore be used 
across the three years of interest, and will be used at the beginning and the end of the year 2020/21. 
Total scores will be used as the baseline and outcome measures respectively. The baseline 
measurement will be administered by school teachers, and marked by GL Assessment. The follow-up 
measurement will be administered by NFER test administrators and marked by GL Assessment who 
will be blind to the trial arm i.e. which route the NQT was trained in.  

The secondary outcome is teacher retention. Data on retention will come from the School Workforce 
Census (SWC). Retention will be measured as a categorical variable indicating whether the teacher is 
still in the teaching profession in the academic year 2022/23. The data will be provided by the DFE 
using the ONS’s SRS in summer 2023.  

A further secondary outcome measure is teacher turnover. This data will also be available from the 
SWC. Turnover will be measured as a categorical variable indicating whether the teacher is still in the 
same school in the year 2022/23.   
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Covariate data 

Data on disadvantage will be requested from the National Pupil Database (NPD). The KS2_FSM6 

variable will be used to identify pupils who have been eligible for FSM at any time point in the previous 

six years. These pupils will be included in a subgroup analysis of the primary outcome.  

Each model will be additionally analysed taking into consideration teacher characteristics, to ensure 

that any estimates of differences between teaching routes go above and beyond the effect of teacher 

differences. This information will be collected using the online NQT survey that will be administered in 

the summer of the academic year 2020/21. The data to be collected will include items such as gender, 

degree class, age, Russell Group university membership, degree subject. Pupil/teacher year group will 

also be used as a covariate in the models to ensure any potential differences are not due to differences 

in pupil ages.  

Eligibility data 

Data on the proportion of pupils who live in LSOAs in the highest three deciles of IDACI in each school 

is provided by an FOI request, requested by Teach First every year. The school level data is updated 

every year due to turnover of students between years. For the current investigation we will use the 

proportion that was calculated using 2018 census data, provided to us by Teach First, as this was the 

data Teach First used to recruit schools for the trainees starting their placements in September 2019. 

For consistency, we will use this data for all three arms. 

The AEA information is publically available data at the Local Authority District (LAD) level. Each school 

is given the AEA score of the LAD they fall under.  

Selection Mechanism 

As mentioned previously, TF schools will be selected on the combination of IDACI proportion and AEA 

criteria. Although there is some flexibility in which schools can be recruited to take part in the TF 

programme, the technical eligibility criteria are the variables that most likely predict taking part. Beyond 

taking part in TF, the schools will need to have the suitable trainee for the investigation, in this case, a 

primary school NQT teaching years 3, 4 or 5.  

Selection of the comparison group and identification assumptions 

To create a population of schools from which we will recruit a sample of comparison schools, initially 

we will identify all primary schools that fit into the above Teach First eligibility criteria. In doing so we 

will ensure that we are creating a comparison population of schools that are also serving 

disadvantaged areas.  

Based on analysis of the school workforce census, we estimate that around 50% of those primary 

schools will be recruiting a new teacher for 2020/21 (though not all of these will be NQTs). Based on 

our experience of getting schools to take part in evaluations we estimate that 25% of schools who are 

recruiting will agree to take part in the evaluation. We also estimate an attrition rate of around 10%. 

Therefore, to create the comparison population, for each TF school we will match 16 possible 

comparison schools. We estimate that eight of these will be recruiting and two will agree to take part 

and will have recruited from one of the two alternative routes we are investigating7. Based on the 

required number of comparison schools NFER will approach 1,920 schools which will have been 

 
 

7 It is possible that there are not enough schools recruiting from one of the two alternative routes and if the sample size is too small 
discussions will be held between NFER and EEF as to the protocol for continuation or ceasing the evaluation. 
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selected by a matching process, from the list of all TF eligible schools, (120 schools allowing for 

attrition *2 for the two routes, *8 for eligibility and signup.  

Matching 

Mahalanobis matching on school characteristics will be used to find the group of 1920 schools to be 

approached for recruitment to the evaluation.  

The variables used to select the comparison schools will be based on assumed causal relationships 

between covariates and outcomes (Baser, 2006). In the current investigation, variables that will be 

used to find a matched comparison group are those that are likely to influence the following:  

• if a school hires a new teacher trainee 

• if a school is likely to hire a teacher trainee from the TF route 

• teacher retention 

• pupil outcomes (specifically Maths attainment) 

The variables to be included are displayed in Table 4, and explained further below.  

Table 4. Propensity Score Matching variables 

Variable Data level Values 

IDACI Categorical 

(min - 24.9 = 1) 

 

(25 - 29.9 = 2) 

 

(30 - 34.9 = 3) 

 

(35 - 39.9 = 4) 

 (40 - max = 5) 

 

 

 

AEA Categorical 1,2,3,4,5,6  

FSM (2017/18) Categorical Percentage Quintiles (e.g. 0 – 20% FSM = 1) 

KS2 Maths average scaled 

score (2017/18) 
Categorical Quintiles 

(1 = “Lowest Band”) 

(2 = “2nd Lowest Band”) 

(3 = “Middle Band”) 

(4 = 2nd Highest Band) 

(5 = “Highest Band”) 

 
Region Categorical 

North East North West/Merseyside 

Yorkshire & The Humber  East Midlands  

West Midlands East of England 

London  South East 

South West  

School Size Categorical N Deciles  

As mentioned previously, levels of IDACI and AEA dictate a school’s eligibility for the Teach First 

programme. As such, they will predict if a school hires a TF NQT and therefore need to be included in 

the matching process. Proportion of FSM eligible students is a school level measure of disadvantage 

and is an important variable to include in the match as FSM eligibility is negatively correlated with 

attainment. Although the LSOA and LAD measures, and school level measures of disadvantage are 

likely to be highly correlated with each other, we do not need to worry about multicollinearity as the 

Mahalanobis formula deals with collinear variables (Stuart, 2010).  

KS2 Maths average scaled score is included in the match as it is highly correlated with the Progress 

test in Maths outcome. As such this variable is included in the match to ensure that prior attainment is 

equal between the TF schools and the comparison schools. Similarly, region has often been found to 

have an impact on pupil performance and retention (DFE, 2016).  

Although there is mixed evidence about the relationship between school size and performance, there is 

some suggestive evidence that school size, mainly the larger schools, can have a negative impact on 

pupil attainment, particularly those from disadvantaged backgrounds (Gershenson and Langbein, 

2015). Furthermore, school size may impact on school recruitment (therefore the likelihood of hiring a 

TF teacher) and retention. Initial exploration of the dataset found a significant difference in school sizes 
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between the schools who had recruited a TF teacher trainee and those who had not, with larger 

schools being more likely to recruit a TF trainee. If it is found that school size only weakly correlates to 

the treatment assignment, it can still be included in the match as the bias reduction outweighs the 

increase in variance when matching (Baser, 2006).  

It should be noted, however, that due to the nature of the analysis, it may be that some variables prove 

to be unconducive to the match. Therefore, an iterative process may be necessary in which the best 

combination of variables is selected to produce the most plausible comparison group given the 

identification specification, and therefore accurate estimates of effect. Although IDACI and AEA are the 

variables that dictate LPD eligibility, the mahalanobis formula takes into consideration the variance-

covariance matrix of the covariates, therefore, distance will be calculated taking into consideration the 

variance of each of the variables. As such, exact matching on any particular variables is not necessary. 

The match will produce a comparison group that, as a whole, is balanced in the distribution of all the 

variables, and therefore comparable as a group. This is more important than getting schools which are 

matched exactly to TF schools. This is particularly true in the case where we cannot control which of 

the comparison schools will sign up to take part in the investigation. However, by using a random 

sampling procedure to approach matched schools we expect that schools that sign up will be similarly 

distributed on all variables that we use in the match. Match diagnostics and how we will ensure robust 

comparison samples are discussed in greater detail below. 

Mahalanobis matching will be used to find a sample from which comparison schools will be drawn. This 

method was chosen as it is suitable for the purpose of the match; to find a fixed sized comparable 

group for the purposes of recruitment to the project. Although there are multiple techniques to achieve 

a matched sample, Mahalanobis matching produces the best balance8 and therefore ensures the 

highest level of bias reduction (see Baser, 2006 for a discussion of different methods). This technique 

uses the Mahalanobis formula9 to calculate the distance between the comparison schools and the 

treatment schools based on the explanatory variables. It combines all of the covariates into a single 

metric (the mahalanobis distance) and uses it to match schools together. This will be conducted in 

Stata using the ‘psmatch2’ command. A dummy will be used to identify the TF schools (1) and the 

comparison group (0). In order to obtain a total of 16 unique comparison schools per TF school, initially 

20 comparison schools with replacement will be requested in the command. This means that the 

closest 20 comparison schools to each TF school will be selected, but may not necessarily be unique 

and are therefore repeat cases (the mahalanobis command does not allow ‘without replacement’ 

selection). By requesting 20, we estimate10 that roughly 80% of the schools selected will be unique. If 

there are not enough unique schools selected (roughly 5% less than 1,920) we will increase the 

selection n until the correct amount of unique schools are selected. Common support is imposed 

automatically in the match, with unsupported TF schools not being included.  

The ‘pstest’ command will be used to test the distribution of the covariates between the treatment and 

comparison groups. A ‘good’ match can be assessed in a number of ways. We will use a holistic 

approach that includes the combination of checking the two sample t-statistics, the standardised % bias 

(% difference of the sample means of the treatment/comparison schools as a percentage of the square 

root of the average of the sample variables (Rosenbaum and Rubin, 1985)), the mean differences 

between the treatment and comparison groups, the bias reduction between pre-match and post-match 

mean differences  for all dummy variables representing the mutually exclusive values within the 

categorical variables , and, for the categorical variables as a whole. Also undertaken is the likelihood-

 
 

8 https://www.lexjansen.com/pharmasug/2006/PublicHealthResearch/PR05.pdf 
9 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mahalanobis_distance 
10 This estimation is based on exploratory analysis of the Teach First data undertaken by NFER statisticians and an iterative process will 
determine the required number of requested comparison schools per TF school.   

https://www.lexjansen.com/pharmasug/2006/PublicHealthResearch/PR05.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mahalanobis_distance
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ratio test of all the covariates combined looking at the joint insignificance of all regressors before and 

after the match, we would expect a non-significant result if the match has created comparable groups 

of schools. Rubin’s B and R statistics will also be calculated. Although significance testing is sensitive 

to sample size, using a holistic approach overcomes the limitations of any one singular approach. As 

mentioned previously, there is an element of exploration, if some variables prove to be unconducive 

(according to the criteria mentioned above) they may be removed, the best combination of variables 

will be used for the match.  

Following the identification of the comparison population, recruitment will commence. Part of the 

recruitment process will involve identifying schools that are taking a NQT and the training route they 

took – we will not have this information until it is provided by schools. Recruitment will result in the two 

comparison samples, one of schools who have a NQT trained in a school based route, and one of 

schools who a NQT trained in a university based route. Both of the samples will need to be checked 

against the original population to check that selection bias has not resulted in imbalance. This will be 

checked through a series of t-tests for continuous covariates, and chi-square tests for categorical 

covariates. 

Furthermore, each comparison sample will be checked for imbalance against each other group. This 

will be done in the same way as the aforementioned checks, and the results will be tabulated. 

Primary analysis 

The primary outcome analysis of maths attainment will be intention-to-treat (ITT). The primary model 

will be a multilevel model with two levels (school and pupil). Pupils who have measurements at the 

baseline and follow-up will be included in the model, regardless of whether the teacher taught the 

pupils or not, (e.g. due to teacher drop-out).    

The dependent variable for the models will be the Progress Test in Maths (PTM) raw score at follow-up, 

with the following covariates:  

• A series of dummy variables signifying group allocation  

• A series of dummy variables signifying year group 

• Prior attainment as measured by the baseline measurement of the PTM 

The school level variables used in the matching process will also be included as covariates in the model 

to account for any differences that may have arisen through selection: 

• IDACI 

• AEA 

• FSM quintile 

• KS2 Maths quintile 

• Region 

• School size 

This model will determine whether there are differences between student outcomes taught by NQTs 

who have been trained in different routes. Tukey’s test will be carried out to compare the means of the 

three groups; specifically the school based route vs. the university based route (as the other two 

contrasts are dealt with in the model through the use of dummies). Each comparison will have the 

bonferroni correction applied and confidence intervals will be presented for each mean estimate. This 

test will determine if a particular route has a significant impact on student outcomes over any other 

route.  

The analysis will be conducted in R using the lme4 package.  
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Secondary analysis 

The secondary analysis of maths attainment will repeat the above model however teacher 

characteristics will be included as covariates in the model. The dependent variable will be the PTM, 

with the following covariates:  

• A series of dummy variables signifying group allocation  

• A series of dummy variables signifying year group 

• Prior attainment as measured by the baseline measurement of the PTM 

• IDACI 

• AEA 

• FSM quintile 

• KS2 Maths quintile 

• Region 

• Teacher gender 

• Degree class 

• Age (in bands) 

• Russell Group university membership 

• Degree subject 

This model will determine whether any potential differences between student outcomes taught by 

NQTs who have been trained in different routes go above and beyond teacher characteristics, and can 

be reliably attributed to differences in the training courses. The same post hoc tests will be carried out 

on this model and all following models.  

The above two models will further be carried out on the other secondary outcome measures in this 

investigation: teacher retention and teacher turnover. They will be run as single level regressions, using 

the covariates as specified above.  

Robustness checks 

In this investigation the outcomes are analysed with two different models which can be viewed as 

alternatively specified models. Specifically, the outcomes are analysed with school and pupil level 

covariates, and in a separate model with teacher characteristics included. Differences or similarities 

between the model estimates will be discussed with reference to robustness. Furthermore, an iterative 

process in which all covariates will be included in the model, and insignificant covariates will be 

removed one at a time. This process will continue until only covariates that add explanatory power are 

included in the model, and the coefficients of this model will be compared to the primary model.  

Subgroup analysis 

A subgroup analysis of FSM pupils only will be conducted. The primary outcome will be analysed using 

the same model specified, using only pupils who have been identified as eligible for FSM at any time 

point in the previous 6 years. This model will determine whether, for disadvantaged pupils, there are 

differences in outcomes for pupils taught by NQTs who have been trained in different routes.  
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Treatment effects in the presence of non-compliance 

NQTs teach for around 90% of the timetable; we will use the survey to check their timetabled teaching 

percentage. We will also use the survey to confirm whether the NQT was the main teacher of maths for 

the class for the year (as the main outcome measure is a maths assessment). We will produce 

descriptive statistics on this data. Compliance will be a measure that will take into consideration the 

following elements:  

• The yearly average percentage of the week the NQT spent teaching their class.  

o (expected to be around 90% timetable) 

• Did the NQTs teach Maths to their class? 

• What were the pupils exposed to during the other 10% of the week when the NQT was off-

timetable? 

o Specifically, was a specialist Maths teacher teaching the class maths during this time? 

It may be that we need to review the compliance measure if some of the above factors are deemed to 

be irrelevant. We will finalise the compliance measure based on frequencies of the data, prior to 

running any CACE estimate models, to ensure that the decision is based solely on what is most 

appropriate to a NQT’s experience.  

A two-stage least squares multi-level model will be used to calculate the Complier Average Causal 

Effect (CACE) estimate (Angrist and Imbens, 1995). The first stage of the model will be compliance 

regressed on all covariates that are used in the main primary outcome model and the group allocation 

variable. The second stage of the model will regress the primary outcome on the covariates used in the 

main model and will also include a covariate representing the teacher’s estimated level of compliance 

from the first stage of the model. The coefficient of the estimated compliance measure is the CACE 

estimate of the compliance effect. We will use the R package ivpack to perform the CACE analysis on 

the primary outcome only. 

Missing data  

Missing data will be analysed at the school level as this is a school level investigation. We will assess 

the level and pattern of missing data from the primary model. We will report the number and proportion 

of complete and missing cases included/not included in the primary model, including extent of missing 

covariates. In order to assess the missingness mechanism, we will run a multilevel logistic regression 

model on whether a school had follow-up data for the primary outcome, regressed on the covariates of 

the primary outcome model plus other school level variables. In conjunction with qualitative judgement 

on the reasons for missing, if a covariate is found to significantly predict missingness, we will run the 

primary model with the extra variables included. As per EEF guidance, if the substantive model 

estimates with and without the covariates are similar, we may conclude that the completers analysis is 

unbiased. If they differ, it is likely the outcome is missing not at random and sensitivity analysis will 

need to be carried out. 

If covariates are found to be missing at random given other covariates, multiple imputation of those 

covariates will be carried out. The number of datasets is dependent on the amount of missing data but 

a minimum would be five datasets, with a minimum of ten iterations. These iterations are necessary as 

with only one dataset, the parameter estimates have more sampling variability. Multiple iterations also 

help in generating the estimates of the standard errors to accurately reflect the uncertainty about the 

missing values (Allison, 2012). This will then be reported and compared to the substantive model.  

If there is only a small amount of missing baseline data, we will use the simpler methods described in 

White and Thompson (2005). 
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Effect size calculation 

Effect sizes and confidence intervals will be calculated for all outcome models.  

As this is a three-armed trial, the numerators for the effect size calculations will be the respective 

coefficients representing the differences between each of the groups from the multilevel models. The 

denominators will be the total variance from a multilevel model without covariates, i.e. equivalent to 

Hedges’ g.  

 

Confidence intervals for each effect size will be derived by multiplying the standard error of the model 

coefficients by 2.39. These will be converted to effect size confidence intervals using the same formula 

as the effect size itself.  

Implementation and process evaluation (IPE) 11 

Research questions 

The implementation process evaluation (IPE) will complement the impact evaluation. It will gather 

information to provide context for the impact findings and address the research questions below. 

The IPE will cover each of the eight dimensions of implementation: fidelity/adherence, dosage, quality, 

reach, responsiveness, programme differentiation, monitoring of comparison groups, and adaptation 

(Humphrey et al., 2016). In this project references to an ‘intervention’ will be replaced by references to 

‘teacher training support’. 

The implementation and process evaluation will seek to answer the following questions: 

IPE_RQ1: How does the training and support offered by the three routes differ in the NQT year? 

IPE_RQ2: Why do schools and trainees take up the different routes? 

IPE_RQ3: Are there any perceived differences in teaching practice between NQTs from the different 

routes? 

IPE_RQ4: To what extent is Teach First teacher training and support distinctive from other (university 

based and other school based) routes, and if so, how is it different? What are the distinctive features of 

the university and school based routes?  

A top-level logic model, outlining the principles across all three routes is shown below in Figure 1. 

 

 

 

 
 

11 Please follow the principles detailed in the Implementation and Process Evaluation Guidance (2019). If no IPE is to be 
undertaken, delete this section. 

https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Setting_up_an_Evaluation/IPE_guidance.pdf
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Figure 1: Teacher training logic model 

 

Research methods 

IDEA workshop 

The IDEA workshop was held on 20th August 2019 in August 2019, with Teach First. The workshop 

covered the TIDieR and theory of change, specifically to identify the core components of the TF primary 

programme, and specifically those in the NQT year. Attendees completed the Template for Intervention 

Description and Replication (TIDieR) framework in relation to the Teach First primary teacher training 

programme, discussing key features of the training and support. The workshop attendees also 

discussed the Theory of Change. The process of doing this and the TIDieR ensured a mutual 

understanding of the research process and its aims.  

Interviews with providers from other teacher training routes 

In addition to the IDEA workshop, we conducted interviews with representatives of school-based and 

university-based teacher training providers to gain an understanding of the similarities and differences 

between the routes in autumn 2019. Part of the interviews focussed on understanding the training 

teachers receive in the initial teacher training year, and the starting point of teachers when they 

commence their NQT year. The interviews also covered, where appropriate, what support schools 

should provide for NQTs in their NQT year, and whether there is any support available from the NQT’s 

place of initial teacher training. 

We will conduct follow-up interviews in autumn 2020 to understand if there have been any changes to 

delivery during the initial teacher training year that the NQTs in the year of the evaluation would have 

experienced (approx. two per arm). If appropriate/relevant we will also review course and/or policy 

documentation to gather information about changes to the programme(s) or route(s). 
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Targeted dimensions are: 

• Programme differentiation – the extent to which the teacher training activities differ by route. 

• Monitoring of comparison groups – what is happening in each route. 

Observations 

The evaluation team will observe three training sessions for mentors of Teach First trainees. The 

observations will ensure the evaluation team fully understand the support provided to mentors, and the 

role and support that mentors are intended to provide to Teach First trainees in their NQT year.  

We are not currently proposing to observe mentor training in other arms (School/University based) as 

this does not appear to exist at a central level, coordinated by the route(s). We will explore what is 

available in terms of mentor training and support for mentors of NQTs from school-based and university 

based routes through the interviews with providers (see above) and the interviews with headteachers 

and mentors (see below). 

Targeted dimensions are: 

• Fidelity: the extent to which mentors adhere to the training received and provide the support 

intended. 

• Quality: the quality of the support provided to mentors 

• Responsiveness: the degree to which participants engage with the Teach First teacher training 

route 

Online surveys of NQTs and their mentors 

We will conduct online surveys with the NQTs and their mentors in summer 2021. The surveys will be 

sent to all schools in all arms. The surveys will cover the following:  

• School-based mentors: the support received for their role as mentor (e.g. from TF/their school); 

the support they provide to NQTs; perceptions of the quality of NQTs and impact of their teaching; 

information on dosage e.g. absences of NQT 

• NQTs: background information if required (e.g. including degree classification); self-reported level 

of preparedness for NQT year (reflecting back on their experience); type and amount of support 

received in NQT year from mentor; views on support received in NQT year. 

 

We will include a question about who else regularly teaches the NQT’s class, and whether that person 

has had maths training/is a maths specialist. 

Targeted dimensions are: 

• Fidelity: the extent to which the mentors have been following the guidance/training received and 

provide the support intended 

• Dosage/Reach: the amount of support provided/received 

• Programme differentiation and monitoring the similarities and differences in the different arms. 

Telephone interviews with headteachers 

The evaluation team will conduct telephone interviews with a sample of headteachers (autumn 2020; 

the first term of the NQT year). We will conduct 60 interviews across all three arms (training routes) to 

understand: why they have recruited NQTs the way that they have (i.e. why do they have a Teach First 
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NQT or a university trained NQT/school-based trained NQT); benefits and challenges of the method of 

recruitment used; the detail around the role of school context – particularly dimensions of disadvantage 

- in the recruitment decision.  

Targeted dimensions are: 

• Responsiveness: the degree to which schools engage with the different routes of teacher 

training 

• Programme differentiation and monitoring the similarities and differences in the different arms. 

Telephone interviews with mentors 

We will also conduct a sample of 60 telephone interviews with school-based mentors; 20 in each arm 

(summer 2021; the final term of the NQT year). The aim of these interviews is to gather in-depth 

insights to fully understand the differences and similarities between the different NQTs from different 

routes. The interviews will also cover the support that mentors have provided, and reflections on the 

provision over the year to date.  

Targeted dimensions are: 

• Fidelity: the extent to which mentors have provided the support as intended, and exploration of 

reasons behind any variation 

• Dosage/Reach: contextual information about frequency and length of mentor contact with NQT 

(e.g. through mentoring sessions) and about any variation from recommended support 

• Responsiveness: the extent to which teacher trainees are perceived to engage with the support 

provided 

• Adaptation: any changes that have been made to support. 

Analysis 

Table 5 outlines how the IPE will be analysed and the research question(s) each element seeks to 

inform. The methods have been selected to provide different pieces of the picture, to be able to answer 

the research questions drawing on the experiences and perspectives of different stakeholders from 

each of the three arms. The research aims to test the logic model shown above for each of the three 

teacher training routes, and to discern the particular contextual factors that are unique or common to 

the routes. 

At the start of the project there is a slightly heavier focus on Teach First, to understand the support that 

is led by and implemented from the Teach First organisation. In the other two arms, (university- and 

school-based trainees) the NQT year is independent from the initial teacher training year, and the 

mentor support and training is not centrally coordinated, other than meeting a basic standard set by 

DFE. However the data collection and analysis beyond the initial period is then equally allocated to all 

three arms. 

The qualitative data will be analysed initially using top-level coding frame(s), developed from the semi-

structured interview schedule. The interview schedules have not yet been developed but are intended 

to cover the topics outlined in the section above (see sub-sections on telephone interviews with head 

teachers and telephone interviews with mentors). After the first round of coding, sub-codes will be 

created and assigned to the text, as the data is analysed and themes emerge (for example relating to 

reasons for choosing a particular route). The qualitative analysis will be conducted using MaxQDA. 

The surveys will be analysed using descriptive statistics in SPSS (frequencies and select cross tabs 

which will be pre-specified). 
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Table 5: IPE methods overview  

Research 

methods 

Data collection 

methods 

Participants/ data 

sources 

(type, number) 

Data analysis 

methods 

Research 

questions 

addressed 

Implementation/ 

logic model 

relevance 

IDEA workshop TIDIER 

framework; logic 

model completion 

Teach First team, 

NFER team 

Summer 2019 

Descriptive 

analysis 

 

IPE_RQ1, 

IPE_RQ2, 

IPE_RQ4 

Context 

Interviews with 

providers of 

other routes 

Topic guide 

(unstructured/ 

exploratory) 

Representatives of 

Uni (up to 3) and 

school (up to 3) 

based training 

routes  

Autumn 2019 

Descriptive 

analysis 

 

IPE_RQ1, 

IPE_RQ2, 

IPE_RQ4 

Context 

Observations of 

TF mentor 

training 

Descriptive 

observation 

schedules 

Three mentor 

training sessions 

that occur in 2020/21 

academic year 

Description 

generation; 

deductive 

coding; thematic 

analysis 

IPE_RQ1, 

IPE_RQ4 

Understanding of 

compliance; quality; 

implementation 

support 

Online survey - 

NQTs 

Online survey All NQTs (3 x 108= 

324) 

Summer 2021 

Descriptive 

statistics 

IPE_RQ1, 

IPE_RQ2, 

(IPE_RQ4) 

Fidelity 

Dosage/reach 

Perceived outcomes 

Programme 

differentiation 

Online survey - 

mentors 

Online survey All mentors (3 x 

108= 324) 

Summer 2021 

Descriptive 

statistics 

IPE_RQ3 Fidelity 

Dosage/reach 

Perceived outcomes 

Programme 

differentiation/ 

differences between 

routes 

Telephone 

interviews with 

head teachers 

Semi-structured 

telephone 

interviews 

60 head teachers 

(20 per arm) Autumn 

2020 

Mixed inductive/ 

deductive 

coding; thematic 

analysis 

IPE_RQ1, 

IPE_RQ2, 

IPE_RQ3, 

IPE_RQ4 

Quality; 

responsiveness, 

programme 

differentiation/ 

differences between 

routes 

Telephone 

interviews with 

mentors 

Semi-structured 

telephone 

interviews 

60 mentors (20 per 

arm) 

Summer 2021 

Mixed inductive/ 

deductive 

coding; thematic 

analysis 

IPE_RQ1, 

IPE_RQ3, 

IPE_RQ4 

Quality; 

implementation 

support/delivery 

(fidelity); perceived 

outcomes, 

dosage/reach. 

Cost evaluation  

Aims 

The aim of the cost evaluation is to provide a description of the full economic costs associated with the 

three teacher training routes under investigation in the impact evaluation: Teach First, other school-led 

(SCITT and School Direct) and postgraduate university-led (PGCE/BEd).  

The cost evaluation will go beyond a standard EEF ‘intervention v business-as-usual’ estimate of the 

additional costs associated with an intervention. It will instead treat each route as a separate 
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‘intervention’ and assess the full economic cost of training and recruiting a trainee through each route. 

Following Allen et al. (2014), the cost evaluation will also estimate the costs attributable to each cost-

bearing stakeholder: Government, school and teacher.  

The cost estimates will be combined with the results of the impact analysis to assess the relative cost 

effectiveness of each route compared to the others. 

Method 

The cost evaluation will combine data and analysis from several sources of information, to estimate the 

various costs associated with training through each route and determine the average breakdown of 

costs between the stakeholders. The table below summarises the different elements of the cost 

estimation and outlines the stakeholders the costs relate to and the source of the data. 

Table 6:  Types of cost information required and sources of data 

Type of cost Cost-bearing 

stakeholder 

Data source and analysis 

Scholarships/ bursaries Government DfE website 

Tuition fee and maintenance loan Teacher/ Government DfE website; model the loan repayment 

and write-offs 

DfE grant (SDS, TF) Government DfE website 

Indirect costs to school (e.g. time for 

feedback, observations, support) 

School Mentor survey 

Teach First fee School Teach First 

Recruitment costs School Headteacher/bursar pro forma (as 

appropriate to school) 

A small number of questions will be included in the mentor survey to measure how much time mentors 

have spent supporting their trainee during their NQT induction year, which would include time spent 

observing the trainee and giving support and feedback. A short pro forma will be developed to collect 

data from comparison schools’ headteacher or bursar/school business manager on the amount of time 

and financial resource they have spent recruiting teachers. It is important to capture this, as schools 

pay a fee for participating in Teach First, which represents a cost to schools, but may also substitute for 

resource that would otherwise have been spent on recruiting teachers. 

Much of the information we gather from published sources (e.g. grants, tuition fees, scholarships, and 

bursaries) will depend on the characteristics of the particular teacher or school. We will gather the 

necessary characteristic information on each teacher from their school ID and the teacher survey. We 

will then estimate the cost for each individual teacher and average the cost across the whole group to 

take account of their characteristics. This will enable a more accurate and applicable estimate of the 

costs associated with the group of teachers in the evaluation.  

The characteristics are:  

• Teacher’s training route (PGCE, BEd, SCITT, SD(S/U)12, TF) 

• Teacher’s training region (National, Inner London, Outer London, London Fringe) 

• Teacher’s training subject  

• Teacher’s undergraduate degree class and subject 

 
 

12 We will model the estimated cost for each individual teacher, based on their exact route and then average the 

cost within each ‘umbrella’ grouping (as per the impact analysis) for comparisons. 
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• School’s region (Inner London, Outer London, London Fringe, Rest of England) 

We will exclude teachers who were trained outside of England from the cost evaluation. As the group of 

schools and teachers involved in the evaluation is different to the national population, the results are 

very unlikely to be generalisable to the national context. 

Costs may be financial or based on a contribution of time (e.g. mentor time for feedback and 

observations). Time costs will be reported in units of time, as well as translated into a financial cost and 

reported as part of the overall cost estimates. This is to enable direct comparisons between costs that 

are similar, but may be delivered differently across routes (e.g. the time costs of teacher recruitment 

and Teach First recruitment fee). 

It is challenging to precisely apportion the costs of students’ tuition fees and maintenance loans 

(applicable for all routes except TF and SD salaried) between the government and the teacher because 

this depends on what future student loan repayments. These are uncertain because they depend on 

future earnings and policy changes. As in Allen et al. (2014), we will base our estimates on a model of 

likely future repayments. We will need to make a number of assumptions to do this, which include: 

• Assumptions on earnings growth to forecast future earnings. We will use School Workforce 

Census data on teacher pay progression and forecasts of future GDP growth to inform these 

assumptions. 

• Assuming that current policy on interest rates, write-off periods and repayment rates and 

thresholds will continue to apply throughout the teacher’s career. 

We will test the sensitivity of our final results to a range of reasonable alternative assumptions. This will 

include testing how sensitive the differences in average costs between the training routes attributable 

to each stakeholder are to different assumptions on earnings growth, uprating of repayment thresholds 

and interest rates. However, the overall estimates of the average cost to all stakeholders will be 

unaffected by this sensitivity analysis. 

We will aggregate costs from different financial years after applying a price deflator and clearly 

reporting the year the price level is based on. 

Outputs 

The cost evaluation will produce a number of outputs. In the final report we will provide a detailed 

explanation of how the cost estimates were made, the underlying assumptions and the implications of 

the sensitivity analysis for interpretation. The main outputs will be: 

• A central estimate of the average full economic cost of training, by training route (TF, school-led 

and university-led) 

• A central estimate of the average cost to each stakeholder group (teachers, schools and central 

government), by training route 

• A central estimate of the average full economic cost of training a teacher that is retained into 

their second year, by training route (using the retention rates estimated in the impact evaluation) 

• A set of two-way cost effectiveness comparisons: difference in attainment (effect size) and 

difference in cost, for TF/school-led, TF/university-led, school-led/university-led. Uncertainty in 

the attainment impact will be accounted for by using the confidence interval from the impact 

analysis. 
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Ethics 

The evaluation will be conducted in accordance with NFER’s Code of Practice. NFER, Teach First and 

EEF will work together to ensure each organisations’ policies can be applied in practice.  

Ethical agreement for participation within the evaluation will be provided by the head teacher of the 

school. Parents will be provided with full details about the intervention, and will be given the opportunity 

to withdraw their child from testing and data processing if they have objections to this.   

All data gathered during the project will be held in accordance with the data protection framework 

established by the Data Protection Act 2018 and the General Data Protection Regulation (EU) 

2016/679, and will be treated in the strictest confidence by the NFER and EEF. Our legal basis for 

gathering and using this data is legitimate interests, through our work as a research organisation.  

Data protection 

The legal basis for processing personal data is covered by: 

GDPR Article 6 (1) (f) which states that ‘processing is necessary for the purposes of the 

legitimate interests pursued by the controller or by a third party except where such interest 

are overridden by the interests or fundamental rights and freedoms of the data subject 

which require protection of the personal data’.   

We have carried out a legitimate interest assessment, which demonstrates that the evaluation fulfils 

one of NFER’s core business purposes (undertaking research, evaluation and information activities).  It 

has broader societal benefits and will contribute to improving the lives of learners by providing evidence 

for schools when making decisions about how to recruit and support new teachers. 

In setting out the roles and responsibilities for this project, NFER and Teach First have signed a Data 

Sharing Agreement, in relation to the schools with a Teach First trainee. This includes a description of 

the nature of the data being collected and how it will be shared, stored, protected and reported by each 

party. 

NFER will provide a memorandum of understanding to schools, explaining the nature of the data being 

requested of schools and children, how it will be collected, and how it will be passed to and shared with 

NFER. 

For the purpose of research, name, date of birth and UPN and test outcome data for all pupils in the 

trial will be linked with information about pupils from the National Pupil Database (held by the DfE) and 

other official records. For the nominated NQT NFER will also collect date of birth and their Teacher 

Reference Number (TRN) to allow for matching with the SWC. Pupil and teacher data will be treated 

with the strictest confidence. Neither we, nor any of the named parties, will use pupil or teacher names 

or the name of any school in any report arising from the research.  

NFER will provide the DFE Data Sharing Team at the DFE with the names of the pupil and teacher 

information outlined above, allowing a match to the National Pupil database (NPD) and School 

Workforce census (SWC) respectively. After the matching process has taken place, NFER will then 

analyse this data using the Secure Research Service (SRS) based at the Office for National Statistics 

(ONS). NFER will access the data for analysis through the SRS secure online system. The SRS 

system does not allow users to remove or copy data from its servers.   

At the end of EEF evaluations all data is archived to allow for further secondary analysis. At this point, 

EEF becomes the data controller and NFER is no longer responsible for the data and are no longer a 

data controller. After three months of the completion of the study, all of the matched data (i.e. to NPD 
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and SWC) will be added to the EEF archive and then ‘de-identified’13. The EEF archive is hosted by the 

Office for National Statistics (ONS) and managed by the EEF archive manager. Other research teams 

may use the de-identified data as part of subsequent research through the Approved Researcher 

Scheme14.  

We will not share personal data collected through telephone interviews or in the teacher survey with 

other organisations. 

For further information, privacy notices for the study are available here:  

https://www.nfer.ac.uk/eftppupilprivacynotice  

https://www.nfer.ac.uk/eftpteacherprivacynotice  

  

 
 

13 De-identified means that names, dates of birth and identifiers such as unique pupil number (UPN) and teacher reference number (TRN) 

are removed from data before it is made available to researchers accessing the archive. 
14 https://www.ons.gov.uk/aboutus/whatwedo/statistics/requestingstatistics/approvedresearcherscheme 

https://www.nfer.ac.uk/eftppupilprivacynotice
https://www.nfer.ac.uk/eftpteacherprivacynotice
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Personnel 

Name Institute Roles and responsibilities 

Simon Rutt (SR) NFER 
Project Director, responsible for leading the NFER team 

and project delivery.  

Helen Poet (HP) NFER 
Project manager, responsible for overseeing the day to 

day running of the trial and the process evaluation 

Fiona Walker (FW) NFER 
Process evaluation director, responsible for overseeing 

the development of IPE tools 

Kathryn Hurd (KH) NFER 
Test and Schools administration lead, responsible for 

overseeing recruitment, school contact and testing 

Keren Beddow (KB) NFER 
Coordinating school recruitment, school contact and 

testing 

Connie Rennie (CR) NFER Statistician, responsible for statistical analysis 

Jack Worth (JW) NFER 

Economist and School Workforce Lead, responsible for 

leading the cost evaluation and advising on SWC 

matching 

Luke Sibieta (LS) 

Sibieta 

Economics of 

Education 

Consultant to advise on costs evaluation 

Risks 

Risk Likelihood/ impact Mitigation 

Insufficient ‘similar’ 

schools available to be 

recruited to the 

comparison group 

Medium/High 
Eligibility criteria will be expanded in close 

consultation with EEF where necessary. 

Trainee teachers drop 

out/leave the profession 
Medium/High 

Sample size has been calculated to account for 

attrition to the project as well as the possibility of 

trainee teachers leaving the profession 

School, mentor or pupil 

attrition 
Medium/Medium 

Clear information provided to schools explaining the 

principles of the trial and expectations. Schools sign 

MoU with clear identification of requirements.  

Lack of response from 

schools at post/follow-up 
Medium/High 

Engagement, contact and support from delivery 

team will be maintained after the intervention and 

until follow-up completed. MoU will clearly outline 

responsibilities of schools.  

Researcher loss (due to 

sickness, absence or staff 

turnover) 

Medium/Medium 

NFER has a large research department with 

numerous researchers experienced in evaluation 

who could be redeployed.  

Incomplete data returned 

by schools 
Medium/Medium 

MoU sets out clearly what is expected in terms of 

data collection at each time point. NFER will use 

reminding strategies to support schools to provide 

data.  

Teach First will support NFER with encouraging 

schools in that arm to complete and return data. 
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Timeline 

 Activity   

Date Teach First School Comparison Schools (with NQTs 

trained through uni route or 

school based route) 

Respon

sible / 

leading 

Summer 

2019 

Draft study plan and draft recruitment materials for Teach First schools HP/SR 

August 2019 IDEA workshop with TF 

Teach First share list of schools with 

NFER 

 Teach 

First (TF) 

Autumn 

2019 

Development of IPE instruments (survey, interviews, cost proforma) 

Interviews/consultations with university and school based routes. 

HP/JW/L

S 

Sept – Dec 

2019 

Recruit Teach First schools  KH/KB 

January 

2020 

NFER final mop up on MOU (if 

required) 

Prepare recruitment materials for 

comparison schools 

KH/KB 

February 

2020 

 NFER draw list of comparison 

schools based on recruited Teach 

First schools  

CR/SR 

Mar - June 

2020 

 

 

Recruitment of comparison schools KH/KB 

End of 

summer 

term 2020 

All schools recruited, MoUs signed.  

Pupil data received and checked.  

KH/KB 

September 

2020 

NQT year commences. All schools complete pre-test (school to administer). KH/KB 

Autumn 

2020 term 

Observe TF training/mentoring sessions (TF only) 

Telephone interviews with headteachers (20 in each arm = 60 total) 

HP 

Summer 

term 2021 

Bursar (cost) proformas go to schools and surveys sent out to NQTs and 

mentors (all schools) 

KH/KB 

Summer 

term 2021 

Telephone interviews of school-based mentors in all arms  HP 

June 2021 All schools complete post-test which will be administered by an NFER 

administrator.  

KH/KB 

August -

November 

2021 

Impact and IPE analysis 

Report writing 

All 

September 

2021 

Provide schools with results for pre and post testing exercises via NFER’s 

school portal and £750 for their participation. 

KH/KB 
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 Activity   

Date Teach First School Comparison Schools (with NQTs 

trained through uni route or 

school based route) 

Respon

sible / 

leading 

October 

2021 

Emerging findings meeting All 

30 

November 

2021 

Draft report delivered HP/SR 

Dec 2021- 

Apr 2022 

Comments on draft report and amendments made EEF/NF

ER 

31 April 

2022 

Submit final report & submit data to EEF data archive, update ISRCTN trial 

registry with results 

HP/SR 

Summer 

2023 

Analysis of School Workforce Census data (collected Autumn 2022) to 

compare retention of NQTs to teaching by training route for addendum 

report. 

HP/SR/C

R 

30 

September 

2023 

Submit addendum report to EEF and submit data to EEF data archive HP/SR 
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