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This analysis plan was written post-randomisation and prior to receipt of any outcome data, and deals 

only with the statistical analysis of effectiveness. 

 

Protocol and SAP changes  

Any changes made to the protocol which impact on the SAP, and any changes made to the SAP after 

its initial publication, will be specified here.   

Since the initial EEF and developer approval of this analysis plan, the following changes have been 

made: 

 A secondary intention-to-treat analysis has been detailed for the primary outcome.  In line 

with EEF policy, this secondary analysis will repeat the primary ITT model, but will adjust only 

for group allocation and prior attainment as fixed effects (and school as a random effect), i.e. 

minimisation factors will be omitted from this model.  This is to ease comparability across all 

EEF trials for work Durham University is undertaking on the overarching evaluation of the 

EEF. 

Changes from current version of the protocol included in this SAP 

 The geographical location (Leeds or Manchester) of the participating schools was added as a 

minimisation factor for the randomisation, to ensure balance between the intervention and 

control groups within these two areas. 

 Details of a post-hoc power calculation have been included based on the number of schools, 
and the average number of identified pupils, actually recruited into the trial. 

 In the protocol, we state that within analysis models adjustment will be made for clustering 
using robust standard errors; however, since the EEF guidance on analysis recommends the 
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use of hierarchical (aka mixed) models, we have amended the proposed analysis model to a 
mixed model with adjustment for clustering using school as a random effect.     

 In addition to a measure of prior attainment, regression models will also be adjusted for the 
factors used in the minimisation (EMA, 2015).  

 The trial protocol included a contingency plan to use Progress in Maths and Progress in 

English or a teacher assessment based on the KS2 domains instead of KS2 results as the 

outcomes in the event of a boycott against the KS2 examinations; however, it appears as 

though KS2 tests will go ahead as planned in Summer 2017 and there will be no need to 

revert to this plan. 

 At the request of the developers, a gender subgroup was added to the analysis. 
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Introduction 

The purpose of this trial is to investigate the effectiveness of Tutor Trust Primary Tuition to help 

improve pupils’ maths skills whilst in their final year at primary school (Year 6).  Prior to 

randomisation, class teachers in the participating schools were asked to identify approximately 12 

(recommended minimum 6 and maximum 15) Year 6 pupils currently working insecurely at, or below, 

age-related expectations in maths and would be receptive to tuition and benefit from this small group 

intervention. These pupils will be referred to as ‘identified’ pupils.  The primary objective in this trial is 
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to evaluate the effect of the tuition on KS2 attainment in mathematics within identified pupils.  

Secondary objectives include: 

 to evaluate the effect of the tuition on attainment in KS2 English (reading, and grammar, 
punctuation and spelling) within identified pupils.  Writing is not included as it is teacher 
assessed only. 

 to evaluate the effect of the tuition on the maths skills of ‘non-identified’ Year 6 pupils within 
the participating schools 

 to evaluate the effect of the tuition on the maths skills of the subgroup of identified pupils 
eligible for free school meals (FSM) 

 to determine if there is any evidence of a differential effect of the intervention by baseline KS1 
scores.   

 

Study design 

The Tutor Trust intervention in this evaluation centres on the provision of additional maths tuition for 

pupils who require additional support in maths. This is a two arm cluster randomised trial with 

randomisation at the school level. The intervention will be targeted at Year 6 pupils due to sit their Key 

Stage 2 (KS2) assessments in the academic year 2016/17.   

Schools were randomly allocated to receive the Tutor Trust intervention or to continue with business 

as usual.  Identified pupils in schools allocated to receive the intervention should receive a minimum 

of twelve one-hour weekly tutoring sessions in maths delivered within the school. Tuition may take 

place during the school day, with pupils being withdrawn from lessons (although it is recommended 

that this is not a maths lessons). In a pre-randomisation current practices survey completed by 

participating schools, information was requested on when the schools thought the tutoring would take 

place.  This data will also be requested post-intervention. However, we will not have this data for 

every tutoring session and children may be withdrawn from different lessons each week. Other tuition 

sessions may take place after school or even perhaps at weekends or during school holidays. It is 

recommended that sessions be provided on a maximum ratio of one tutor to three pupils, as 

determined by the class teacher. 

Intervention schools have the opportunity to purchase additional tutoring beyond the twelve weeks. 

Data will be received from the Tutor Trust on the number of sessions of tutoring that the pupils 

received.  If this is over 12 we will be able to infer that the school purchased additional sessions.  

Schools allocated to the intervention group were encouraged by the Tutor Trust to start the 

intervention no later than the beginning of spring term 2017; however, some may wish to start earlier 

in autumn 2016 or for pragmatic reasons may start slightly later.  All schools (whether allocated to 

control or intervention for the trial) will be offered the tutoring at a discounted rate for the next 

academic year (2017/18). 

This document has been written based on information contained in the study protocol version 3, dated 

4th April 2016, in which full details of the background and design of the trial are presented.  

 

Randomisation 

In order for schools to be eligible to take part in the evaluation and to receive the intervention, they 

were required to complete a memorandum of understanding which specified the following: 

 Enthusiasm for the project and for their own professional learning 

 Willingness to identify all eligible pupils using pre-specified criteria 
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 Provision of school characteristics and baseline data about pupils who would be in Year 6 in 
the academic year 2016/17 

 Willingness to allow random allocation to the intervention in the 2016/17 academic year 

 Willingness to identify approximately 12 current Year 5 children in June 2016 to receive the 
intervention (or at the latest by the Autumn half-term when the children are in Year 6) 

 Willingness to implement the intervention throughout the academic year 2016/17 

 Willingness to implement the intervention only to those identified 

 Agreement to be in the independent evaluation 

 Willingness to follow the guidance provided by the researchers 

 Provision of a designated space for tuition sessions for pupils 

 Provision of pupil data to allow us to link KS1 and KS2 data for all Year 6 pupils (2016/17) 
from the National Pupil Database 
 

An independent York Trials Unit statistician (Izzy Coleman) used a dedicated computer program, 

MinimPy, to randomise schools 1:1 to the intervention group or to the control group after school 

recruitment, and consent and pupil baseline data had been received. Minimisation using school 

characteristics/demographic information was undertaken to ensure balance between the groups on 

these factors.   

 

Schools were allocated in small batches as and when they provided all relevant data.  Naïve 

minimisation with base probability 1.0 was conducted, i.e. 1:1 deterministic minimisation.  Naïve 

minimisation was deemed to be sufficient as the allocations were conducted in a batch, rather than 

prospectively, meaning predictability was not a concern and hence a random element was not 

required. The following minimisation factors were used: 

 Number of pupils on roll in the whole primary school in the current academic year (2016/17) 
(2 levels; <340, ≥340) 

 Percentage of pupils currently eligible for FSM in the academic year (2016/17) (2 levels; 
<27%, ≥27%) 

 Percentage of year 6 pupils achieving below age-related expectations in KS2 maths in 
previous academic year (2015/16) (2 levels; initially <87%, ≥87%, later <65%, ≥65%)  

 Location of the school (2 levels; Manchester or Leeds) 

 

Cut-off values for all levels (except location) were chosen based on historic school data from previous 

academic years.  The historic data used came from a previous and very similar EEF trial, 

TSL/KnowMaths, conducted in 64 primary schools. The median number of pupils on roll in the 

schools participating in the TSL trial was 339.5, so 340 was used as the cut-point for this 

minimisation. The median percentage of pupils receiving free school meals was 27%. For the KS2 

achievement the median percentage of pupils working at or above the age expected level, level 4, 

was 86.5% (so 87% was used); however, after randomising 34 schools (about a third of the total 

number randomised) it became apparent that this level was too high for the schools participating in 

the Tutor Trust evaluation as only one school had a value ≥87%.  Therefore, the cut-point was 

reduced to 65%, which was the median value for the 34 schools from which we had received data.   

 

Calculation of sample size 

From protocol 

In a previous EEF trial of ‘Grammar for Writing’ an effect size of 0.25 of a standard deviation (SD) was 

observed for small group teaching (Torgerson, 2014).  This difference was obtained over a relatively 

small time period (in the summer period after KS2 tests and the first term of Year 7).   
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From this study we assume a pre and post-test correlation of 0.67 between the KS1 and the KS2 

scores.  Second, we assume an intra-cluster correlation coefficient (ICC) between pupils of 0.19
1
 and 

an average of 12 identified pupils per school.  With 50 intervention and 50 control schools, we would 

have 1,200 pupils.  In order to calculate the MDES, it is necessary to obtain the effective sample size 

this equates to for an individually randomised trial.  This can be achieved by dividing this figure by the 

design effect 1+(12-1)*0.19, and then again by (1-0.67
2
) which accounts for the fact that the analysis 

will be adjusted for pre-test scores, resulting in an effective sample size of 704.  The dedicated 

sample size programme PS Power was used to calculate that with this number, we would have 80% 

power to detect an effect size of 0.21 and over 90% power to detect an effect size of 0.25.   

An ICC of 0.19 is potentially higher than we might anticipate; the EFF estimate the ICC for KS2 maths 

total score among schools in England to be 0.126 (calculated using data from the NPD 2013/14 

academic year with special schools and small schools excluded).  If we instead use this ICC in the 

sample size calculation, under otherwise identical assumptions, then we would have a minimum 

detectable effect size (MDES) of 0.18 with 80% power with 50 intervention and 50 control schools.  

Using an ICC of 0.19 is therefore conservative. 

At randomisation 

The final number of schools randomised into the trial was 105 (Intervention 52; Control 53).  

Assuming an average of 12 identified pupils per class, we would have 1,260 pupils in the evaluation.  

With this number, assuming an ICC of 0.19 and a pre-post test correlation of 0.67, we will have 80% 

power to detect an effect size of 0.21 between the two arms.  If we alternatively assume an ICC of 

0.126 as the EEF suggests, the detectable effect size at 80% power would be 0.18.  

 

Outcome measures 

KS2 standard assessment tests (SATs) in maths and English (reading, and grammar, punctuation 

and spelling (GPS)), which are mandatory, national tests, will be used as the outcome measures in 

this trial, with maths as the primary outcome and reading and GPS as secondary outcomes. KS1 

scores (from tests that will have been sat at the end of the academic year 2012/13) will be used as 

measures of prior attainment in these subjects.  As schools are required to conduct these tests, 

missing data levels are expected to be low and related to absence or missing papers.   

A new national curriculum was introduced in 2014, which has led to a change in how pupils will be 

tested at KS1 and KS2.  The new format of tests will be taken by the first cohort of pupils in May 

2016.  Scoring of these tests will be different to previous years, most notably, by the abolishment of 

levels.  Results of the tests will be available as both a ‘raw score’ and a ‘scaled score’.  Scaled scores 

are being introduced to ensure that results are directly comparable year on year; a scaled score of 

100 will always represent the ‘national standard’ (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/scaled-scores). The 

KS2 tests will be administered as routine within the summer term of the academic year 2016/17; 

teachers do not have access to the test prior to administration and hence the potential risk of bias due 

to ‘teaching to the specific test’ is minimised.  We shall request data from the National Pupil Database 

(NPD) for all pupils in the Year 6 classes from participating schools, and in particular will use the 

variables detailed in Table 1.  The primary outcome measure will be the scaled score in KS2 

mathematics test.  Secondary outcomes will be scaled scores in reading and grammar, punctuation 

and spelling (GPS).  The range of scaled scores available for each KS2 test is as follows: 

                                                      
1
 Based on ICC observed in Every Child Counts (ECC) evaluation.  As explained in text, this was 

selected as a conservative estimate of the likely ICC in this trial given that the intervention targets 
lower achievers.  Torgerson C.J., Wiggins A., Torgerson D.T., Ainsworth H., Barmby P., Hewitt C., 
Jones K., Hendry V., Askew M., Bland M., Coe R., Higgins S., Hodgen J., Hulme C. & Tymms P. 
(2011). The Every Child Counts Independent Evaluation Report. Department of Education. 
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 80 is the lowest scaled score that can be awarded 

 120 is the highest scaled score 

 A pupil awarded a scaled score of 100 or more has met the expected standard in each test. 

 A pupil awarded a scaled score of 99 or less has not met the expected standard in the test     

 

Raw test scores are not available via the NPD but can be deduced by converting the scaled scores 

using the following conversion table 

(https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/534106/2016_KS2_sc

aled_scores.pdf, accessed on 27/02/2017).  We will use an updated version of this document for 2017 

should one be published nearer the time of the tests.  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/534106/2016_KS2_scaled_scores.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/534106/2016_KS2_scaled_scores.pdf
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Table 1. NPD fields, according to NPD_Data_Tables_Oct16.xls (accessed from https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-pupil-database-user-guide-and-

supporting-information on 19th January 2017) 

NPD Alias NPD Field Reference Description Values NPD data table Use in analysis 

KS2_MATSCORE MATSCORE Scaled score in maths 80-120 KS2_95-96_to_15-16 Primary outcome 

KS2_READSCORE READSCORE Scaled score in reading 80-120 KS2_95-96_to_15-16 Secondary outcome 

KS2_GPSSCORE GPSSCORE Scaled score in GPS 80-120 KS2_95-96_to_15-16 Secondary outcome 

KS1_MATPOINTS MATPOINTS Maths attainment point 
score. 

3,9,13,15,17,21,27,33,39 KS1_97-98_to_15-16 Measure of prior 
attainment for 
KS2_MATSCORE 

KS1_READPOINTS READPOINTS Reading attainment 
point score. 

3,9,13,15,17,21,27,33,39 KS1_97-98_to_15-16 Measure of prior 
attainment for 
KS2_READSCORE 

KS1_WRITPOINTS WRITPOINTS Writing attainment point 
score. 

3,9,13,15,17,21,27,33,39 KS1_97-98_to_15-16 Measure of prior 
attainment for 
KS2_GPSSCORE 

EVERFSM_ALL_[term][yy] EVERFSM_ALL Flag to indicate if pupil 
has ever been recorded 
as eligible for free 
school meals on Census 
day in any Spring 
Census up to the pupil's 
current year (not 
including nursery) 

1 = True 
0 = False 

PLASC_Census_01-
02_to_15-16_SUM 

Covariate in subgroup 
analysis 

Gender_[term][yy] Gender Gender M = Male 
F = Female 

PLASC_Census_01-
02_to_15-16_SUM 

Descriptive summaries 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-pupil-database-user-guide-and-supporting-information
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-pupil-database-user-guide-and-supporting-information
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Other important information 

Schools were asked to provide name, unique pupil number (UPN), gender and date of birth (DOB), for 

all pupils in the class at baseline, and flag which pupils they ‘identified’ to take part in the intervention 

if their school was allocated to receive the tutoring.  These data will allow us to request data for these 

pupils from the NPD, and in the future for the EEF to be able to track longitudinal data on these 

students.       

 

Analysis 

The statistical analysis proposed follows the most recent EEF guidance 

(https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Writing_a_Protocol/Analysis_for

_EEF_evaluations_REVISED_Dec_2015.pdf, accessed on 27/02/2017).  Analysis will be conducted 

in Stata v13 (or later, to be confirmed in the final report) using the principles of intention to treat, 

where data are available, including all schools and pupils in the groups to which they were 

randomised irrespective of whether or not they actually received the intervention.  The primary 

analysis population will include the identified pupils who were originally selected by their school to 

participate in the evaluation, regardless of the trial arm the school was subsequently allocated to.    

Statistical significance will be assessed using two-sided tests at the 5% level. Estimates of effect with 

95% confidence intervals (CIs) and p-values will be provided.  

The trial has been designed and conducted, and will be reported to, CONSORT standards (Schulz et 

al, 2010; Campbell et al, 2012) in order to minimise all potential threats to internal validity, such as 

selection bias and a range of post randomisation biases (Cook and Campbell, 1979; Shadish, Cook 

and Campbell, 2002; Torgerson and Torgerson, 2008). In this way, unbiased estimates of the impact 

of the intervention will be provided. A CONSORT diagram will be produced to show the flow of 

schools and pupils through the trial.   

 

Schools were asked to provide data on the total number of pupils in the relevant year group at the 

start of their participation in the trial.  Schools administered an opt-out consent process for pupil data 

collection by delivering letters to parents and registering any responses during a minimum of 5 days 

prior to randomisation.  Schools only provided pupil data for pupils for whom opt-out consent was not 

received.  We will therefore be able to estimate the number of pupils per school who opted out of the 

evaluation, and this data will be summarised.  School withdrawals will be classified as: “withdrawn 

pre-randomisation”, “school no longer wishes to receive intervention but agrees to outcome data 

being requested from the NPD for their pupils”, and “complete withdrawal from intervention and data 

collection”.  The numbers (with reasons and timings) of losses to follow-up (drop-outs and 

withdrawals) over the course of the trial will be summarised by treatment arm. 

 

Primary intention-to-treat (ITT) analysis 

The primary objective of this study is to investigate the effectiveness of the intervention on the 

mathematics skills of the participating pupils.  Unadjusted raw and scaled outcome scores will be 

summarised by trial arm.  Raw test scores will not be analysed.  The difference in maths attainment 

between identified pupils in the intervention group and those in the control group will be compared 

using a linear mixed model at the pupil-level with scaled KS2 maths score as the response variable.  

Group allocation, achieved KS1 maths score and minimisation factors will be included as fixed effects 

in the model.  The continuous variables that were dichotomised to use as factors in the minimisation 

will be included in their continuous form in the model.     

Pupil-level fixed effects: 

https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Writing_a_Protocol/Analysis_for_EEF_evaluations_REVISED_Dec_2015.pdf
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Writing_a_Protocol/Analysis_for_EEF_evaluations_REVISED_Dec_2015.pdf
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 KS1 maths score (continuous) 

School-level fixed effects: 

 Number of pupils on roll in current academic year (2016/17) (continuous) 

 Percentage of pupils currently eligible for FSM in academic year 2016/17 (continuous) 

 Percentage of year 6 pupils working at or above age-expected levels, based on results from 

previous academic year (2015/16) (continuous) 

 Location of the school (Leeds or Manchester; binary) 

Adjustment will be made for clustering at the school level by including school as a random effect, and 

robust standard errors will be specified to account for any potential heteroscedasticity.  This will not 

change the coefficient estimates, but the standard errors and significance tests will be less biased. 

Model equation: 

𝑌𝑖𝑗 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑥𝑖𝑗 + 𝛽2𝑤𝑖 + 𝛽3𝑦𝑖 + 𝛽4𝑧𝑖 + 𝛽5𝐼𝐿𝑖 + 𝛽6𝐼𝐴𝑖 + 𝑢𝑖𝑗𝛾𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖𝑗 

Yij = response of the j-th member of cluster (school) i, i=1,…,m, j=1,…,ni 

m = number of clusters (schools) 

ni = size of cluster (school) i 

xij = KS1 maths score for j-th member of cluster (school) i 

wi = number of pupils on roll for cluster (school) i 

yi = percentage of pupils currently eligible for FSM in cluster (school) i 

zi = percentage of pupils working at or above age-expected levels within cluster (school) i 

ILi = indicator variable for location of cluster (school) i (0=Leeds, 1=Manchester) 

IAi = indicator variable for group allocation of cluster (school) i (0=Control, 1=Intervention) 

β0, β1, β2, β3, β4, β5, β6 = fixed effect parameters 

uij = random effect for j-th member of cluster (school) i  

γi = random effect parameter 

εij = residual error term for j-th member of cluster (school) i 

 

Model assumptions will be checked as follows: the normality of the standardised residuals will be 

checked using a qq plot.  If the model assumptions are in doubt, a sensitivity analysis will be 

conducted in which transformations of the outcome and/or covariate data will be tried to improve the 

model fit.   

 

Secondary ITT analysis 

The primary ITT model will be repeated but adjusting only for group allocation and prior attainment 

(KS1 maths score) as fixed effects, and school as a random effect.   
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Interim analyses 

No interim analyses will be undertaken. 

 

Imbalance at baseline for analysed groups 

School and pupil characteristics and measures of prior attainment will be summarised descriptively by 

randomised group both as randomised and as analysed in the primary analysis (for identified pupils).  

Additionally, a comparison of non-identified pupils as at randomisation will be presented by 

randomised group.  No formal statistical comparisons will be undertaken (Senn, 1994).  Continuous 

measures will be reported as a mean, standard deviation (SD), median, minimum and maximum, 

while categorical data will be reported as a count and percentage.  

 

Missing data  

The amount of missing baseline and outcome data will be summarised, and reasons for missing data 

explored and provided in the report, where available.  The impact of missing data on the primary 

analysis will additionally be assessed using multiple imputation by chained equations.  Covariate and 

outcome data will be predicted by a model that includes all variables included in the primary analysis 

model (including the outcome). 

A ‘burn –in’ of 10 will be used and 20 imputed datasets will be created.  The primary analysis will then 

be rerun within the imputed datasets and Rubin's rules will be used to combine the multiply imputed 

estimates. 

 

Non-compliance with intervention 

The amount of tuition received by the pupil will be recorded (number of sessions and ratio of tutor to 

pupils in their group).  The effect of non-compliance and number of sessions received will be explored 

using Complier Average Causal Effect (CACE) analysis, using an instrumental variable (IV) approach 

(Dunn, 2005).  This will allow an unbiased estimate of the tutoring effects upon children who were 

randomised to receive the tutoring and actually received it.   

Compliance will be defined in three ways, in three separate models: 
i. receiving 9 (75% of recommended number of sessions) or more hours of tuition (primary 
compliance analysis) 
ii. receiving at least 1 tuition session 
iii. in a continuous form as the number of hours of tuition received 
 

 

Secondary outcome analyses 

We will conduct secondary analyses within identified pupils using the same method as described for 

the primary analysis with KS2 scaled score for reading and GPS as the outcome measures, 

controlling for the corresponding KS1 score as a measure of prior attainment and the minimisation 

factors as previously described for the primary analysis, to assess for any spill-over effects in 

achievement from having receiving tutoring in maths.  

The proportion of identified pupils achieving the expected standard in maths, reading and GPS 

English (a scaled score of 100 or more) will be analysed using mixed logistic regression models at the 

pupil level controlling for the corresponding KS1 score as a measure of prior attainment and the 

minimisation factors as previously described for the primary analysis, with adjustment made for 

clustering at the school using a random effect. 
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Additional analyses 

An estimate of the intra-cluster correlation coefficient (ICC) associated with school for the primary 

outcome of scaled KS2 maths score will be presented alongside a 95% CI: 

i. only using data from those included in the primary analysis (identified pupils).    

ii. only using data from those not included in the primary analysis (non-identified pupils).    

The ICC and 95% CI associated with school will also be presented for scaled reading score and 

scaled GPS score for identified pupils.  The pair-wise correlations between KS1 and KS2 results will 

be calculated using Pearson’s correlation coefficient for identified pupils. 

We will repeat the primary analysis in the ‘non-identified’ pupils in the class who were not selected as 

suitable for inclusion in the intervention to see if there are any ‘spill over’ effects of tutoring on the 

performance of children not being tutored.  In the control group this will include the students that were 

not selected at the start of the evaluation to receive tutoring should their school have been allocated 

to receive the Tutor Trust intervention.  We might expect some effect due to the classroom teacher 

having more time to give to the non-tutored pupils in the intervention group. 

 

Subgroup analyses 

The effect of the intervention on identified pupils who are eligible for FSM will be assessed via the 

inclusion of FSM status and an interaction term between FSM status and allocation in the primary 

analysis model.  If there is evidence of an interaction, this will be followed by repeating the primary 

analysis in the subgroup of pupils eligible for FSM, according to the variable EVERFSM_ALL from the 

NPD data.   

We will repeat the primary analysis including an interaction term between KS1 maths score 

(KS1_MATPOINTS) and allocation to see if there is any evidence of a differential effect by baseline 

KS1 scores.   

We will additionally repeat the primary analysis including an interaction term between gender and 

allocation to see if there is any evidence of a differential effect by sex.   

Statistical significance for the interactions will be set at a less stringent level of 0.1 as this trial is not 

powered to detect interactions.  

 

Effect size calculation   

Effect sizes will be calculated based on the adjusted mean difference between the intervention and 

control group (controlling for prior attainment and the minimisation factors) and the total variance 

(between plus within class variance), obtained from the multi-level model.  The effect size and 95% 

confidence interval will be calculated using equations (19) and (20) given in Hedges (2007) for cluster 

randomised designed analysed via multilevel models and allowing for unequal cluster sizes. 
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Report tables 

The EEF trial report template contains several tables whose structure is pre-specified. These tables 

have been adapted as appropriate for this trial and included below, along with other results tables that 

will be included in the report. 

Example Table: Summary of impact on primary outcome 

Group 
Effect size 

(95% confidence interval) 

Estimated 
months’ progress 

EEF 
security 
rating 

EEF cost 
rating 

Intervention vs. 
control 

    

FSM subgroup: 

Intervention vs. 
control 

    

 

Example Table: Minimum detectable effect size for primary outcome among identified pupils at 

different stages 

Stage 

N schools 
(n=intervention; 

n=control) 
N pupils 

(n=intervention; 
n=control) 

Correlation 
between 

pre-test &  
post-test 

ICC Power Alpha 

Minimum 
detectable 
effect size 

(MDES) 

Protocol 
100 (50; 50) 

1,200 (600; 600) 
0.67 0.19 80% 0.05 0.21 

Randomisation       

Primary analysis       
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Example Table: Baseline comparison for participating schools 

Variable Intervention group Control group 

School-level (categorical) n/N (missing) Percentage n/N (missing) Percentage 

Location 
Leeds 
Manchester 

    

N of pupils on roll 
<340 
≥340 

    

% of pupils eligible for FSM 
<27% 
≥27% 

    

% of pupils working at or 
above age-expected levels 
<87 
≥87% 

    

% of pupils working at or 
above age-expected levels 
<65% 
≥65% 

    

School-level (continuous) n (missing) 
Mean (SD) 

Median (min, max) 
n (missing) 

Mean (SD) 
Median (min, max) 

N of pupils on roll     

% of pupils eligible for FSM 
    

% of pupils working at or 
above age-expected levels 

    

 

Example Table: Baseline comparison for identified pupils 

Variable Intervention group Control group 

School-level (categorical) n/N (missing) Percentage n/N (missing) Percentage 

Location 
Leeds 
Manchester 

    

School-level (continuous) n (missing) 
Mean (SD) 

Median (min, max) 
n (missing) 

Mean (SD) 
Median (min, max) 

N of pupils on roll     

% of pupils eligible for FSM 
    

% of pupils working at or 
above age-expected levels 

    

Pupil-level (categorical) n/N (missing) Percentage n/N (missing) Percentage 

Eligible for FSM     

Sex, male 
    

Pupil-level (continuous) n (missing) 
Mean (SD) 

Median (min, max) 
n (missing) 

Mean (SD) 
Median (min, max) 

Pre-test (KS1) scores 
Mathematics 
Reading 
Writing 
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Example Table: Baseline comparison for identified pupils included in the primary analysis 

Variable Intervention group Control group 

School-level (categorical) n/N (missing) Percentage n/N (missing) Percentage 

Location 
Leeds 
Manchester 

    

School-level (continuous) n (missing) 
Mean (SD) 

Median (min, max) 
n (missing) 

Mean (SD) 
Median (min, max) 

N of pupils on roll     

% of pupils eligible for FSM 
    

% of pupils working at or 
above age-expected levels 

    

Pupil-level (categorical) n/N (missing) Percentage n/N (missing) Percentage 

Eligible for FSM     

Sex, male 
    

Pupil-level (continuous) n (missing) 
Mean (SD) 

Median (min, max) 
n (missing) 

Mean (SD) 
Median (min, max) 

Pre-test (KS1) scores 
Mathematics 
Reading 
Writing 

    

 

Example Table: Baseline comparison for non-identified pupils 

Variable Intervention group Control group 

School-level (categorical) n/N (missing) Percentage n/N (missing) Percentage 

Location 
Leeds 
Manchester 

    

School-level (continuous) n (missing) 
Mean (SD) 

Median (min, max) 
n (missing) 

Mean (SD) 
Median (min, max) 

N of pupils on roll     

% of pupils eligible for FSM 
    

% of pupils working at or 
above age-expected levels 

    

Pupil-level (categorical) n/N (missing) Percentage n/N (missing) Percentage 

Eligible for FSM     

Sex, male 
    

Pupil-level (continuous) n (missing) 
Mean (SD) 

Median (min, max) 
n (missing) 

Mean (SD) 
Median (min, max) 

Pre-test (KS1) scores 
Mathematics 
Reading 
Writing 
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Example Table: Summary statistics and results from the analysis models for identified pupils 

 
Raw means/n (%) Effect size 

 
Intervention group Control group 

  

Primary 
outcome 

n 
(missing) 

Mean (SD) 
Median (min, 

max) 

n 
(missing) 

Mean (SD) 
Median 

(min, max) 

n in model  
(intervention; 

control) 

Effect 
size  

(95% CI) 

p-
value 

KS2 scaled 
maths score 

       

FSM 
subgroup: 
KS2 scaled 
maths score 

       

Secondary 
outcome 

(continuous) 

n 
(missing) 

Mean (SD) 
Median (min, 

max) 

n 
(missing) 

Mean (SD) 
Median 

(min, max) 

n in model  
(intervention; 

control) 

Effect 
size  

(95% CI) 

p-
value 

KS2 scaled 
reading 
score 

       

KS2 scaled 
GPS score 

       

KS2 raw 
maths score 

    N/A N/A N/A 

KS2 raw 
reading 
score 

    N/A N/A N/A 

KS2 raw 
GPS score 

    N/A N/A N/A 

Secondary 
outcome 

(categorical) 

n/N 
(missing) 

Percentage 
n/N 

(missing) 
Percentage 

n in model  
(intervention; 

control) 

OR  
(95% CI) 

p-
value 

Achieved 
expected 
standard 
Mathematics 
Reading 
GPS 

       

 

  



15 | P a g e  
 

Example Table: Summary statistics for non-identified pupils 

 
Raw means/n (%) 

 
Intervention group Control group 

Primary outcome n (missing) 
Mean (SD) 

Median (min, max) 
n 

(missing) 

Mean (SD) 
Median (min, 

max) 

KS2 scaled maths 
score 

    

Secondary 
outcome 

(continuous) 
n (missing) 

Mean (SD) 
Median (min, max) 

n 
(missing) 

Mean (SD) 
Median (min, 

max) 

KS2 scaled 
reading score 

    

KS2 scaled GPS 
score 

    

KS2 raw maths 
score 

    

KS2 raw reading 
score 

    

KS2 raw GPS 
score 

    

Secondary 
outcome 

(categorical) 
n/N (missing) Percentage n/N (missing) Percentage 

Achieved expected 
standard 
Mathematics 
Reading 
GPS 

    

 

Example Table: Correlation between Key Stage 1 and 2 outcomes for identified pupils  

Correlation 
Key Stage 1 

Mathematic Reading Writing 

Key Stage 2 

Mathematics    

Reading    

GPS    
 

Example Table: Intra-cluster correlation coefficients 

Variable Population ICC 95% CI 

KS2 scaled maths 
score 

Identified pupils   

Non-identified 
pupils 

  

KS2 scaled 
reading score 

Identified pupils   

KS2 scaled 
reading score 

Identified pupils   
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