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Intervention 

ReflectED is a metacognition based programme developed by Rosendale Primary School, in 

partnership with London Connected Learning Centre (London CLC) and the National 

Education Trust (NET). ReflectED focuses on metacognition skills (helping learners to think 

about their own learning and reflect on ‘learning moments and strategies’) to support 

attainment (ReflectED, 2017). ReflectED is a whole school approach delivered through a 

series of pre-prepared lesson plans spanning Reception to Key Stage 2 (KS2) (including 

technology aided reflection and other visual scaffolds). Teachers provide opportunities for 

pupils to make reflections and make use of the metacognitive skills in their day-to-day 

learning. The whole school approach to ReflectED being evaluated includes a visit to 

Rosendale School, an initial 1 day of training (launch event) for head teachers and their 

nominated lead practitioners and termly local hub training sessions which they then cascade 

to the remaining teachers in each intervention school.  

Table 1 summarises specific aspects of what ReflectED will look like within the evaluation via 

a Template for Intervention Description and Replication (TIDieR), as adapted for EEF 

projects (Humphrey et al., 2016).  

 

Table 1: TIDieR  

Aspect of TIDieR Exemplification relating to the evaluation 
 Brief name ReflectED (an approach to learning developed by Rosendale Primary 

School, in partnership with London CLC and NET) 

Why: Rationale, theory and/or goal 
of essential elements of the 
intervention 

There is considerable evidence to suggest positive links between 
metacognition and attainment (CF. p. 5). ReflectED focusses on 
teaching primary aged students’ metacognition skills to improve 
attainment. Essential elements of the intervention are: 

 Talk 

 Learning from others 

 Technology 

 Opportunities to reflect 

 Reflective behaviour and language, and 

 Valuing and using pupils’ reflections 

Who: Recipients of the intervention All children in intervention schools - ReflectED provides resources for 
students across the primary school age range (4-11 years) 

What: Physical or informational 
materials used in the intervention 

The following are provided for each school: 

 Lesson plans for ReflectED lessons – one lesson for each 
year group per week, 30 minute lessons.  

 Access to Seesaw for student reflections 

 Guidance for parents about metacognition in the classroom. 

 Resources for teachers 

 Distance support. 

What: Procedures, activities and/or 
processes used in the intervention 

 ReflectED lessons  

 School CPD (internal) led by lead practitioners 

 Network hub meetings led by the Rosendale project team to 
provide on-going professional development and support for 
the lead practitioners. 

 Regular training sessions for Lead Practitioners about the 
implementation of the intervention 
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Who: Intervention 
providers/implementers 

ReflectED is designed to be delivered by classroom teachers. A lead 
practitioner from each school allocated to intervention will be 
responsible for disseminating ReflectED training in their schools, 
organising within school training and meetings, and attending 
network hub meetings termly. Lead practitioners are also responsible 
for internal quality assurance within their schools.  

How: Mode of delivery The delivery of ReflectED lessons is undertaken as part of regular 
classroom activity, by classroom teachers. ReflectED is a whole-
school approach and as such all classroom teachers should be 
delivering it in intervention schools.  

Where: Location of the intervention Regular classrooms in participating schools that are allocated to the 
intervention arm of the trial. Schools will be recruited in several 
areas across England.  

When and how much: Duration and 
dosage of the intervention 

ReflectED lessons are approximately 20-40 minutes in duration and 
designed to be delivered on a weekly basis. Pupils work in mixed 
ability pairs during ReflectED lessons. There are weekly pre-prepared 
lesson plans for the whole primary school age range.  The learning 
from these lessons needs to be applied in day-to-day teaching and 
learning. 
 
The evaluation period comprises 5 terms of intervention with 
ReflectED, in schools that are not (and have not previously) been 
implementing ReflectED.  

Tailoring: Adaptation of the 
intervention 

Teachers can change the ‘new skill’ learned to draw on existing skills 
or scenarios. Cross-curricular links can be made and can use own 
books for this purpose. Some adaptation can be made for children’s 
ability level. One lesson can be taught over two separate sessions. 
Minimum requirement of 2 reflections per child per week but may 
reflect more. 

How well (planned): Strategies to 
maximise effective implementation 

In order to maximise the effectiveness of the implementation the 
following training and continuing professional development 
opportunities are provided: 

 Launch event (full day) attended by head teachers and lead 
practitioners for ReflectED 

 An opportunity to visit Rosendale and see ReflectED in 
action 

 Training (1/2 day inset) delivered within each intervention 
school by the lead practitioner to all teachers  

 Network hub meetings (1 per term attended by lead 
practitioner from each school) 

 Within school staff meetings focussed on ReflectED (2 per 
term) and facilitated by the lead practitioner. 

 Quality assurance ‘spot check’ visits by Rosendale 
practitioners. 

 School action plans for each intervention school created at 
Launch event (including what peer to peer support will look 
like, key dates, timetable for ReflectED delivery, how to 
ensure that pupils are given the opportunity to reflect as 
part of day to day teaching and learning) 

 Peer to peer support 

 Monitoring of reflections completed by intervention school 
pupils (with a focus on Y1 and Y5, then the same classes in 
Y2 and Y6) 

 Regular, frequent email contact between ReflectED and the 
intervention schools 

 Distance telephone support if required. 
 Technical support from Seesaw. 
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Significance 

The value of metacognition for students of all ages is clear, in the EEF Teaching and Learning 

Toolkit metacognition and self-regulation are rated very highly in terms of progress made 

(plus 8 months) versus cost to implement, with extensive evidence (EEF, 2017). The 

importance of metacognition in pedagogy has been exemplified in research that draws 

positive links between metacognition and student outcomes including attainment (Akyol, 

Sungur, & Tekkaya, 2010; Dignath, Buettner, & Langfeldt, 2008; Higgins, Hall, Baumfield, & 

Moseley, 2005; Kuyper, van der Werf, & Lubbers, 2000; Prins, Veenman, & Elshout, 2006).  

The value of pupil reflections and using these is a key component of ReflectED, there is 

considerable research supporting the value of reflection on learning and the declarative 

awareness of metacognition within these reflections (Schraw, 1998; Wall, Higgins, 

Remedios, Rafferty, & Tiplady, 2012). Different ways of facilitating pupil reflection have 

been widely studied and include ‘think aloud’ (Veenman, Prins, & Verheij, 2003), visual 

prompts for dialogue and the recording of this (Wall, 2008; Wall et al., 2012) and digital 

technologies (De Clercq, Desoete, & Roeyers, 2000; Meyer, Abrami, Wade, Aslan, & Deault, 

2010). This evaluation will facilitate the situation of ReflectED as a method of such reflection 

within the field, alongside evaluating the effectiveness of it.  

The previous evaluation of ReflectED (Motteram, Choudry, Kalambouka, Hutcheson, & 

Barton, 2016) focussed on progress in maths, with secondary focuses on reading and 

attitudes to both maths and reading. A positive impact on progress in maths (plus 4 months) 

was shown, but this was suggested to be limited by already embedded metacognitive and 

reflective skills in the participating schools (Motteram et al., 2016). Participating schools 

were generally positive about ReflectED and few adaptations were reported. Slight concerns 

were raised about the challenges for some pupils in writing reflections (quality was reported 

to improve over time), actual and potential approaches to differentiation would be 

discussed with the developers to maximise school training. A positive feeling around the 

value of ReflectED for students with English as an additional language (EAL) was reported 

and schools liked the email contact from the project team throughout the intervention. 

 

The links between metacognition and both maths and reading are abundant (Flavell, 1979; 

Jacobs & Paris, 1987; Ozsoy, 2011; van Kraayenoord & Schneider, 1999). Motteram et al. 

(2016) reported a negative impact on reading (2 months less), it is therefore important to 

establish the impact (in a larger scale effectiveness trial) of ReflectED on attainment in both 

reading and maths. Having said that, in interpreting the results of the 2016 trial we should 

consider its size, missing data and the timetabling of ReflectED lessons (for example, if 

ReflectED took away from literacy time, but not maths) alongside the side effect on reading. 

The reported reduction in reading was not ‘statistically’ significant, thus chance could also 

provide an explanation for the observed negative effect.  
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This larger scale effectiveness trial is longer in duration (5 terms as opposed to 3 terms) and 

considers the impact of ReflectED as a whole school approach. The dual focus on children 

entering Year 5 and Year 1 is important for two main reasons: firstly, the whole school 

approach to ReflectED being evaluated and secondly, debate in the field about the age(s) at 

which metacognition develops - established belief is that metacognition does not develop 

until 8 years old or beyond (Bartsch, Horvath, & Estes, 2003; Kuhn, 1999; Veenman, 

Wilhelm, & Beishuizen, 2004). However, these assertions about metacognition and age are 

being challenged in the literature with reference made to children as young as 3 and 4 years 

old showing evidence of emerging metacognition (Leutwyler, 2009; Wall, 2008; Whitebread 

et al., 2009).  

Methods  

Research aim and questions 

The central aim of the trial is to evaluate the impact of ReflectED, applied as a whole school 

intervention, on attainment in both Key Stage 1 (KS1) and Key Stage 2 (KS2). More 

specifically, the trial will evaluate the impact of ReflectED on maths and reading attainment 

in KS2 (primary outcomes), maths and reading attainment at KS1 and metacognition (as 

reported by the Junior Metacognitive Awareness Inventory at KS2 (secondary outcomes). 

The research will also explore the impact of ReflectED on students eligible for Free School 

Meals (FSM). 

The primary research questions are: 

 How effective is ReflectED in improving pupil outcomes in maths at the end of 
KS2?  

 How effective is ReflectED in improving pupil outcomes in reading at the end of 
KS2? 

 
The secondary research questions are: 

 

 How effective is ReflectED in improving pupil outcomes in maths at the end of 
KS1? 

 How effective is ReflectED in improving pupil outcomes in reading at the end of 
KS1? 

 How effective is ReflectED in improving pupil outcomes in grammar, punctuation 
and spelling (GPS) at the end of KS2? 

 How effective is ReflectED in improving primary and secondary outcomes for 
pupils with Free School Meals (FSM)? 

 Does ReflectED have an impact on metacognition for pupils in KS2, as measured 
by the Junior Metacognitive Awareness Inventory (JrMAI)? 
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The challenges of measuring and assessing metacognition: 

As well as maths, reading and GPS we are interested in eliciting evidence of metacognition 

and looking at the potential for development of this after five terms of the intervention. The 

development of metacognition is not linear (Hofer & Sinatra, 2010), but it is widely 

recognised that using a developmental framework to look at metacognition can be useful 

(Kuhn, 2000).  

How metacognition can be elicited and explored across the school age range is a widely 

debated topic. A recent systematic review (Gascoine, Higgins, & Wall, 2017) recognised over 

80 distinct tools or methods that have been used to explore metacognition with children 

aged 4-16 years. Gascoine et al. (2017) noted links between a large proportion of these tools 

or methods and the subjects of maths and literacy and also the difficulties of exploring 

metacognition (via one method) across a wide age range. Pupil Views Templates (PVTs) are 

one tool that have been used widely across the school age range (4 – 16) to explore 

metacognition (Gascoine et al., 2017; Wall, 2008; Wall & Higgins, 2006; Wall et al., 2012), 

visual templates are completed by students (with teachers or researchers) and then the text 

is analysed using a framework derived from Moseley, Elliott, Gregson, and Higgins (2005) to 

look for evidence of student’s awareness of both cognitive skills and metacognition. The 

time intensive deductive analysis required to do this with a sample size as proposed in this 

trial is beyond the scope of this evaluation. However, this framework will be used to explore 

Seesaw reflections and their metacognitive content with a sample of both KS1 and KS2 

students as part of the implementation process evaluation (see p. 16). This idea fits with the 

“Third wave”  (Panadero, Klug, and Järvelä (2016, p. 725) of measures in the self-regulated 

learning field, measures that are perceived as measurement tool but are “also an 

intervention” – reflections in Seesaw are already an integral part of the ReflectED 

intervention. 

Considering the nature of metacognition and debate within the field, we recommend that a 

self-report measure of metacognition would not be suitable for KS1 students; indeed there 

is not an appropriate measure in existence. Such a measure could be used with KS2 students 

if the additional burden for schools and pupils is carefully managed. The Junior 

Metacognitive Awareness Inventory (JrMAI) has been used with students of KS2 age in 

several studies (Sperling, Howard, Miller, & Murphy, 2002; Sperling, Richmond, Ramsay, & 

Klapp, 2012). Gascoine et al. (2017) noted that the JrMAI seeks to explore metacognitive 

knowledge and regulation (distinguishing between metacognitive and self-regulatory skills), 

it therefore seems appropriate to use given the aims of ReflectED.   

Design 

The trial will be a pragmatic two-armed cluster randomised controlled trial (RCT) of the 

whole-school ReflectED metacognition intervention, with schools randomised equally to 

either receive ReflectED or continue with business as usual (control). The primary focus of 
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the evaluation is on all pupils in Year 5 in January 2018 through to the end of Year 6 

(summer 2019), with a secondary focus on children in Year 1 through to the end of Year 2 

for the same period. The focus on these year groups will allow us to use data from the 

National Pupil Database (NPD) about KS assessments as far as possible, thus minimising the 

burden on participating schools.  

Randomisation  

Schools will only be eligible for randomisation after: 

 Signing a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU);  

 Providing specified data requested in the MOU (including pupil UPNs, FSM status 

and contact details for their head teacher and nominated lead teacher);  

 Completing a pre-randomisation survey by the specified teachers (see Table 3: 

Process evaluation summary) to allow the evaluation team to establish the baseline 

in terms of existing practice across all study schools (head teacher, lead practitioner, 

at least one KS1 teacher and at least one KS2 teacher); and 

 Completing a short (12 statements in total) self-report measure of metacognition 

with all pupils who will be in year 5 in January 2018  

Randomisation will be conducted at the school level using minimisation to ensure groups 

are balanced on school characteristics. The intervention being evaluated (ReflectED) is 

whole-school in its delivery; hence randomisation is at school level. Minimisation uses 

algorithms to ensure balance at baseline and permits ongoing allocation, thus schools will 

know which condition they have been assigned to soon after recruitment. Schools will be 

stratified by geographical location (see section below on locations of trial settings) as well as 

size and percentage of ever FSM. Randomisation will be conducted and recorded by the 

evaluation team using MinimPy software (MinimPy, 2013; Saghaei & Saghaei, 2011). 

Participants 

Schools will be eligible to participate if they are not currently implementing ReflectED 

Metacognition and are willing to implement the programme throughout the school 

(including participating in training), if they are randomised to the intervention group. There 

will be an emphasis on recruiting schools with average or higher proportions of 

disadvantaged pupils (as measured by EVERFSM in the National Pupil Database).   

Recruitment will be conducted by the project team and supported by the evaluation team. 

Recruitment will be focused on specific regions to assist with training and research activities, 

prior to recruitment commencing the areas suggested by the developers include: Poole, 

Derby, Oldham, Scarborough, Essex, Ipswich, Sheffield, Lincolnshire, and Gloucestershire. 

Schools recruited to the trial should be at least one form entry in size (smaller schools would 

be considered on a case-by-case basis by the developers and evaluators).  The evaluation 
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team will provide materials for, and where appropriate attend, recruitment events to 

ensure that recruited schools understand the randomisation process and the chance that 

they may be allocated to the control arm of the trial. Recruited schools need to be fully 

aware of the conditions preceding randomisation (as listed above); the MOU will fully 

explain to schools the randomisation process and what will be expected of schools that 

agree to participate in the trial.   

As a whole-school intervention, all pupils in intervention schools will receive the 

programme. All pupils in Years 1 and 5 in January 2018 will be eligible to be included in the 

evaluation, subject to consent (see Ethics section). If a recruited school has more than one 

form entry, all pupils in Year 1 and Year 5 in January 2018 will be consented.  

Recompense for teaching time and school incentives 

Whilst the research is designed to minimise burden on participating schools, schools will be 

required to assist with data collection for both impact and process evaluations. Intervention 

schools will receive the ReflectED programme and training. Schools allocated to intervention 

are also expected to release specified staff for training. With this in mind, intervention 

schools will be provided with funding for Lead Practitioner release to the value of £1,110 

(£185 x 6 days) to attend training. 

Control schools will be provided with choice from a local high quality professional 

development offer during the intervention period (2018-2019)1 to be delivered in London or 

locally and a financial payment of £250 following the final data submission at the end of the 

trial.    Control schools will also have free access to ReflectED for the following academic 

year (2019-2020) and beyond.   

Sample size calculation 

The sample will comprise students in Year 5 and Year 1 in January 2018.  The primary 

analyses will compare KS2 maths and reading scores between the trial arms for the Year 5 

cohort.  We will assume a pre- and post-test correlation of 0.65, and an intra-cluster 

correlation coefficient (ICC) between pupils of 0.13. This is based on EEF guidance on the ICC 

for KS2 maths (0.127) and reading (0.137) scores calculated using data from the NPD 2013-

2014 academic year with special schools and small schools excluded in England (EEF, 2015a). 

Recruiting 140 schools (70 intervention, 70 control) with an average of 30 pupils per class, 

                                                      
1 Training will not be directly related to metacognition, reading or mathematics and will either be provided by: Rosendale 

Research School or Research School Partners. Training may be delivered at Rosendale School or in local hubs. The offer will 
include: 

- ICT in the primary curriculum 
- Making the best use of the pupil premium 
- Improving the use of language in Early Years 
- Making the best use of Teaching Assistants  
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under these conditions will give us 80% power to detect an effect size of 0.14 between the 

trial arms for either outcome.  The EEF ICC guidance estimates the ICC for KS1 maths score 

for England to be 0.103 (and for English to be 0.103), and so assuming an ICC of 0.10 and a 

pre-post correlation of 0.65, with this sample size we should also be powered over 80% for 

the comparison of KS1 scores. 

Accounting for 15% attrition under otherwise identical conditions, would give us 80% power 

to detect an effect size of 0.16 for KS2 scores. 

In 2016, 14.5% of primary school pupils were known to be eligible for, and claiming, free 

school meals.  Recruiting 140 schools with an average of 30 pupils per class, we might 

therefore expect 609 pupils to have EVERFSM status (obtained from NPD) in the comparison 

of KS2 scores.  Using an ICC of 0.13 and a pre and post-test correlation of 0.65, we would 

have a MDES of 0.20 with 80% power within the FSM subgroup.  

Outcome Measures 

The outcome measures are detailed in Table 2 below. The primary outcomes will be the raw 

KS2 scores in maths and reading for the Year 5 pupils (at the end of Year 6).  

The secondary outcomes will be the KS1 maths raw scores and the KS1 reading raw scores 

collected from schools (encrypted and transferred securely using password protected files) 

for the Year 1 pupils (at the end of Year 2). Additional secondary outcomes for KS2 will be: 

 Grammar, punctuation and spelling (GPS) score collected via NPD 

 Junior Metacognitive Awareness Inventory (JrMAI) (collected pre and post by the 

evaluation team) 

Baseline for Year 5 pupils will be the Key Stage 1 maths and reading assessment results. For 

the Year 1 pupils the Early Years Foundation Stage Profile (EYFSP) will provide the baseline 

measure.  
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Table 2: Baseline and Outcome measures 

Time point 
(outcome 
measure) 

Year 
Group 

Measure NPD variable Time 
point 
(baseline 
measure) 

Measure NPD variable 

  OUTCOME  BASELINE 

Summer 
2019** 

 
 
 
 

Year 5  

KS2 raw 
maths 
score* 
 

KS2_MATMRK 

Summer 
2015 

 

KS1 maths 
attainment 
point score 

KS1_MATPOINTS 

Year 5 

KS2 raw 
reading 
score* 
 

KS2_READMRK KS1 reading 
attainment 
point score 

KS1_READPOINTS 

Year 5 
KS2 raw 
GPS score 
 

KS2_GPSMRK KS1 writing 
attainment 
point score 

KS1_WRITPOINTS 

Year 5 JrMAI N/A 
Autumn 

2017 
JrMAI N/A 

Year 1 

KS1 raw 
maths 
score 
 

N/A – data will 
be obtained 
directly from 
schools 

Summer 
2017 

 

G11 for 
Mathematics – 
Numbers 
and 
G12 for 
Mathematics - 
Shape, space 
and measures 

FSP_MAT_G11 
 
 
FSP_MAT_G12 

Year 1 

KS1 raw 
reading 
score 
 

N/A – data will 
be obtained 
directly from 
schools 

G09 for 
Literacy – 
Reading 

FSP_LIT_G09 

*primary outcomes 
**pupils in school year 5 in 2017/18, will be in school year 6 at time of outcome measure collection, 
similarly pupils in school year 1 in 2017/18 will be in school year 2 at the time of outcome measure 
collection. 

 

With the exception of the KS1 raw scores for the Year 1 cohort, all baseline and outcome 

data will be collected from the National Pupil Database (NPD) to minimise burden on 

schools.  Using the baseline measures of prior attainment listed in Table 2 (and available via 

NPD) means that all baseline measures will have been administered prior to randomisation. 

The Key Stage 2 assessments are externally marked as part of the national system of 

assessment and will, therefore, also be blind to condition. We will collect the KS1 raw scores 

for the Year 2 pupils (in summer 2019) directly from participating schools, as only levels 

(BLW = Below expected standard; PKF = Pre-Key stage; WTS = Working towards expected 

standard; EXS = Working at expected standard; GDS = Working at a greater depth within the 

expected standard) are currently reported on the NPD. Data will be collected (at the end of 



Page | 14  
ReflectED protocol September 2017_1.8 

summer term 2019) on an encrypted spreadsheet sent to schools by the evaluation team, 

this will be password protected and when completed by the schools transferred securely to 

the evaluation team at the University of York.  

Key Stage 1 assessments are teacher-assessed although some moderation does occur and 

the data is being collected for external purposes. For these reasons, and given that this is a 

secondary outcome we feel that they will be adequate and pragmatic outcome measures 

for the study and reduce the burden of participation on schools. Raw scores for the KS1 

baseline for the Year 5 pupils will be obtainable from the NPD as these were recorded at the 

time of their administration (in summer 2015). 

The JrMAI metacognition measure will be teacher administered at both baseline and 

outcome for pupils in KS2. Mindful of teacher and pupil burden, this measure comprises 12 

short statements with a three point Likert scale for response (see Appendix X) and should 

take no longer than 30 minutes for each class to complete. Schools will receive a copy of the 

JrMAI in ‘tele form’ format for each pupil in year 5 in autumn 2017 and then again when 

those pupils are in year 6 in July 2019. A copy of the JrMAI for each pupil will be delivered to 

schools in named envelopes. To maintain anonymity the JrMAI measure inside each 

envelope will only be identifiable by a trial ID unique to each pupil. Schools will be asked to 

return only the completed JrMAI for each pupil (showing the trial ID only) to the evaluation 

team and ensure that no pupil names have been added.  

 
Analysis plan 
 

The statistical analysis proposed follows the most recent EEF guidance (EEF, 2015b).  A 

detailed statistical analysis plan will be prepared by the trial statistician within three months 

from the end of recruitment, and independently peer-reviewed.  Proposed analyses are 

described in brief below.   

 

Analysis will be conducted in Stata 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.  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. 

 

We suggest two analysis approaches due to the potential for the new EU Directive (due to 

be implemented in May 2018) that could preclude the use of individual level data without 

the explicit ‘opt-in’ consent of parents.  We are hopeful that analysis 1 (both primary and 

sub-group) will be the option that we use.  

 

Primary analysis 1 (assuming no impact of EU legislation): The population for the primary 

analysis will be pupils in Year 5 in January 2018, who will sit their KS2 exams in summer 
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2019.  Unadjusted outcome scores will be summarised by arm. The ICC associated with 

school year for the primary outcomes will be presented alongside a 95% confidence interval 

(CI). The correlation between the primary outcomes and the chosen measure of prior 

attainment will be calculated. KS2 attainment for pupils in the two conditions will be 

compared using a linear mixed model at the pupil level. Group allocation, measure of prior 

attainment, and the minimisation factors will be included as covariates in the model. School 

size will be dichotomised to use as a factor in the minimisation but will be included as a 

continuous variable in the model.  Free School Meals status will be aggregated to the level 

of the school (percentage of pupils that have ever been eligible for FSM at the school) to use 

as a factor in the minimisation but will be included as a dichotomous variable at the pupil 

level in the model.  Adjustment will be made for clustering at the school level using a 

random effect. Effect sizes will be calculated based on the adjusted mean difference 

between the intervention and control group (controlling for prior attainment) and the total 

variance, obtained from the model. 

 

Primary analysis 2 (assuming EU legislation precludes use of individual data): 

This analysis will be at the level of the school year using aggregated data.  Mean KS2 scores 

for each school will be summarised by trial arm and compared using a linear model at the 

school level. Group allocation, measure of prior attainment (mean KS2 mathematics 

attainment score from the previous academic year), and the minimisation factors at the 

school level (geographical location, school size and percentage of pupils eligible for FSM at 

the school in their continuous form) will be included as covariates in the model. Effect sizes 

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

control group (controlling for prior attainment) and the total variance, obtained from the 

model. 

 

Secondary analysis: Secondary outcomes will be analysed in an analogous was to the 

primary outcomes. 

 

Subgroup analysis: 1 (assuming no impact of EU legislation):  The effect of the intervention 

on pupils who have ever been 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 (assessed at the 0.1 significance level as the 

trial is not powered to detect interactions), this will be followed by repeating the primary 

analysis in the subgroup of pupils who have ever been eligible for FSM.   

 

Subgroup analysis: 2 (assuming EU legislation precludes the use of individual data):   

Because we will be unable to match FSM status with outcomes we cannot replicate the 

previous analysis.  The only approach we can do is to categorise the schools into ‘high’ and 

‘low’ FSM status and repeat the primary analysis with the dichotomised schools as an 

interaction term.   
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Compliance 

A Complier Average Causal Effect (CACE) analysis for the primary outcome based on the 

number of reflections performed by schools as collected will be considered to provide an 

unbiased effect of the intervention in the event of non-compliance.  Details will be clarified 

after an IDEA workshop and the protocol updated in October 2017 with further details.   

 

Implementation and process evaluation  

Background 

Metacognition is a notoriously ‘fuzzy’ concept (Wellman, 1985), thus clarity around what 

ReflectED is (i.e. what it looks like in practice) will be key to ensure recognition of potential 

crossover and contamination (including where adaptations have been made to existing 

similar pedagogy to accommodate ReflectED where there are similarities). The TIDieR (Table 

1) was collectively developed by both the evaluation and development team, thus 

establishing a clear picture of what ReflectED comprises and looks like in practice. A key aim 

of the process evaluation will be to establish, prior to intervention commencement, existing 

metacognitive practice and what this looks like across all participating schools. It will be 

pertinent to explore participating teachers’ conceptualisations of metacognition before and 

after the intervention, in both control and intervention schools.  

 

In line with EEF guidance (Humphrey et al., 2016), the process evaluation seeks to explore 

the relationship between the delivery of the intervention and the impact on pupil outcomes, 

looking beyond the surface at reasons for potential variation in this. A detailed process 

evaluation will be structured to maximise data quality and quantity, whilst simultaneously 

minimising the burden on schools and individual teachers. The process evaluation will 

comprise a combination of cross-sectional and longitudinal design, with mixed methods of 

data collection and analysis.  

Research questions 

The key research questions that the process evaluation seeks to answer are as follows: 

 To what extent do the schools and teachers implementing ReflectED adhere to the 

intended model of ReflectED as a whole school intervention? 

o Linked to the above, how effectively has the training provided to the head 

teachers and the lead practitioners cascaded to the remaining teachers?  

o What variability in the implementation of ReflectED exists across different 

participating settings? Are there any barriers? 

 How much of ReflectED has been delivered in the intervention schools? (E.g. how 

many reflections have pupils in intervention schools recorded on Seesaw? How many 

terms of ReflectED have been delivered?) 
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o Linked to the above, how well have different components of ReflectED been 

delivered and how well have participants engaged with it? 

o Compliance data will be collected by the ReflectED team and shared with the 

evaluators to facilitate a CACE analysis  

 How does ReflectED differ from existing practice in primary schools that focusses on 

facilitating pupils’ metacognitive skills? (Including practice in intervention schools 

prior to the implementation of ReflectED and activity in control schools other than 

ReflectED). 

 What is the reach of ReflectED across the intervention schools (e.g. what proportion 

of training has been attended? How many reflections have been completed? Are 

there perceived or actual benefits for specific groups of pupils (e.g. SEN, EAL, GRT)? 

 Has ReflectED been adapted in any way during the intervention period? In what 

ways and why? 

 What evidence is there, in pupils’ reflections, of metacognition and any change in 

this over the course of the intervention? 

Methods 

Routine data collected by the development team (e.g. attendance at training, access of 

online resources including reflections completed by pupils on Seesaw) will be used as well as 

the specific sources summarised in Table 3. Data will be triangulated to facilitate 

understanding of ReflectED, its use in schools and to inform and explain the findings of the 

impact evaluation. Where data collection involves school visits, burden to participating 

schools will be minimised by conducting as much of the data collection as possible in one 

visit.  

 

Table 3: Process evaluation summary 

Method? Who? Control Intervention Why? When? 

B
a

se
lin

e 

Te
rm

s 
1

-2
 

Te
rm

s 
3

- 
5 

Pre and post 
teacher and head 
teacher surveys  
 
Focussed on 
existing practice & 
conceptualisation 
of metacognition 
 
Format: online, 
short survey 

Two 
evaluation 
teachers 
nominated 
by the 
school (1 
KS1 & 1 
KS2), lead 
practitioner 
(if not a 
nominated 
evaluation 
teacher 

  Establish baseline in the focus 
cohorts 
Minimise school burden in 
terms of data gathering. 
Assess the extent to which 
ReflectED has been embedded 
in the school.  
Teacher confidence in 
ReflectED 
Fidelity of the intervention 
(teacher reported usage, 
adaptations made and 
opinions) 
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Method? Who? Control Intervention Why? When? 

B
a

se
lin

e 

Te
rm

s 
1

-2
 

Te
rm

s 
3

- 
5 

above) 

Head 
teachers 

  Establish whole school view of 
baseline, change in practice 
across the whole sample and 
the potential embeddedness of 
ReflectED 

   
 

Structured 
observations  
 
Inter-observer 
reliability checks 
for quality 
assurance 
 
Observation 
frameworks 
developed with 
ReflectED 

ReflectED 
training 

  Facilitate evaluation team 
knowledge and awareness of 
what the ReflectED should look 
like in practice. 
Linked to school observations, 
explore how the training is 
transferred into practice and 
the fidelity of the cascaded 
training. 

   

KS1 and KS2  
 
 

  
 

20 visits in total (more visits in 
KS2 as this is the primary 
focus). 
Classroom observations to 
explore what ReflectED looks 
like in the classroom (including 
potential adaptations and/or 
barriers), school context, pupil 
engagement and 
embeddedness. 

  
Y5 
& 
Y1 

 
Y6 
& 
Y2 

Interviews 
 
Pre-agreed coding 
frame for analysis 
 
 

Classroom 
teachers 
 

  Discussion relating to 
observations 
Differences in implementation 
across different year groups 
The embeddedness of 
ReflectED 
Adaptations and barriers 
(actual or perceived) 
Student engagement 
Perceived value of ReflectED 
(including for specific sub-sets 
of pupils) 

  
Y5 
& 
Y1 

 
Y6 
& 
Y2 

Head 
teachers 
 

  Exploring the whole-school 
perspective on ReflectED in 
relation to the points above 
(for teacher interviews). 
Similarly, for control schools, 
as above, but whole school 
approach. 

   

ReflectED 
team 

- - To establish perceived aims 
and what the 2-year 
intervention will look like, seek 
to achieve, how it may 
develop. At the end of the 2 
years reflecting on the above 
and exploring any changes that 
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Method? Who? Control Intervention Why? When? 

B
a

se
lin

e 

Te
rm

s 
1

-2
 

Te
rm

s 
3

- 
5 

may have occurred. Would 
consider the feasibility and 
sustainability of the whole 
school ReflectED approach. 

Pupil focus groups KS1 and KS2   Would take place after 
classroom observation visits, 
to explore student 
understanding and perception 
of ReflectED. No more than 20 
minutes with 4-5 students in 
each group. Excerpts of 
reflections could be used to 
facilitate dialogue. 

   

Reflection analysis 
& metacognition 

Sample of 
KS1 and KS2 
(c. 20%) 

  Exploring the quality of pupil 
reflections, dosage and fidelity. 
A pre-defined framework for 
analysis e.g. Moseley et al. 
(2005) would be agreed prior 
to commencement.  
 
We propose following in detail 
a pre-defined sample of pupils’ 
reflections. Focussing on 10 
schools, with a range of pupils 
selected according to the pre-
test in Y1 and Y5 in 2018.  

 2 pupils per year 
group, with two 
reflections per term 
selected 

 Reflections collected 
in each of the 5 terms 
of interventions 

 400 reflections in 
total. 

   

 

Costs 
 
Following EEF guidelines, the evaluation team will provide a cost per pupil per year for the 

first year of the intervention, and forecast for the subsequent two years. We anticipate 

initial training costs will be high but with a subsequent cascade model we will examine 

what, if any, lower costs will be incurred after the initial set-up process. Costs of 

implementation (including technology costs) will be identified in the process evaluation and 

are likely to include training days (paying trainers, cost of materials, printing, venue, 

refreshments and travel) and resources. Opportunity will be reported separately, e.g. 

teacher time for training and planning. Cost implications will be identified as per EEF 
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guidelines through discussions with the development team, teacher surveys and teacher 

interviews. 

Ethics and registration  

Ethical approval and data protection 

Ethical approval would be sought from the School of Education, Durham University. 

 

Update: Ethical approval was granted by Durham University School of Education 

Ethics committee on 9th October 2017 (ref. 2840).  

  

All outputs (including the statistical database, reports and publications) would be 

anonymised and data would be handled in accordance with the Data Protection Act (1998). 

Confidentiality would be maintained, no one outside of the evaluation team would have 

access to the database (held securely on the department servers). Pupil outcome data, 

namely KS1 results for participating and consented pupils in 2019, will be transferred to the 

evaluation team from schools using an encrypted Excel spreadsheet. The metacognition 

measure for KS2 (JrMAI) will not collect pupil names, pupils responses will be identified 

using a trial ID only.  

Consent 

School head teachers will opt-in to participating in the evaluation by signing a MOU. As this 

is a school/class level intervention, parents will be given the opportunity to opt-out of data 

sharing for their child and participation in focus groups, not opt-out of receiving the 

intervention. An opt-out consent process for parents will be implemented for all 

participating pupils (i.e. those in Year 1 and Year 5 on whom the data collection focusses, 

see Table 2, p. 13) in the participating schools at the start of the intervention (school year 

2017/18).  Opt-out consent forms will be sent to parents (via the schools) with an 

information sheet explaining the content and format of the evaluation in terms of the pupil 

involvement (including potential participation in audio recorded pupil focus groups) and the 

data that will be shared and with whom.  

 

A time period will be specified in which opt-out returns should be returned before the 

schools share data (e.g. UPNs, dates of birth, FSM eligibility status) with the evaluation team 

and developers. Due to the whole-school nature of the intervention all pupils (in schools 

allocated to intervention) will receive ReflectED, but data will not be shared with the 

evaluation team for pupils that opt-out consent has been returned for or for those not in 

the specified year groups.  
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Trial registration 

Prior to the main period of recruitment in October 2017, the trial will be registered at the 

International Standard Randomised Controlled Trial Number registry (ISRCTN) and the 

number added to this protocol.  

 

Update:  

 

The trial was registered with ISRCTN and assigned on 5th October 2017  

 ISRCTN14046821 

 http://www.isrctn.com/ISRCTN14046821  

Personnel  

Evaluation team 

 Dr Louise Gascoine (Principal Investigator), York Trials Unit, University of York. 

 Professor David Torgerson (Co-Principal Investigator), York Trials Unit, University of 

York. 

 Dr Louise Tracey (Co-Investigator), Department of Education, University of York.  

 Dr Kerry Bell (Co-Investigator), York Trials Unit, University of York. 

 Caroline Fairhurst (Co-Investigator), York Trials Unit, University of York. 

 Louise Elliott (Co-Investigator), York Trials Unit, University of York. 

 Professor Carole Torgerson (Co-Investigator), School of Education, University of 

Durham. 

 Imogen Fountain - Trial support officer, York Trials Unit, University of York 

The evaluation team will be responsible for the design, randomization, data collection, 

analysis and reporting of the evaluation. 

Delivery team  

 Kate Atkins, Headteacher, Rosendale Primary School 

 Justine Paton, Lead Practitioner, ReflectED, Rosendale Primary School 

 Rachael Gallagher, Lead Practitioner, ReflectED, Rosendale Primary School 

 Julia Lawrence, Deputy Director, London CLC 

 Marc Rowland, Head of Research School, Rosendale Primary School.   

The delivery team will be responsible for school recruitment, intervention development, 

training and delivery of the programme. 

http://www.isrctn.com/ISRCTN14046821
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Risks 

Table 4: Risks, mitigation and likelihood 

Risk Preventative Measures Likelihood 
Insufficient schools recruited  Emphasis that ReflectED is a promising intervention 

and the value of metacognition (e.g. EEF Teaching 
and Learning Toolkit) 

 Work closely with the development team and utilise 
combined experience of recruitment 

 Long lead up 

 Incentive provided to control schools in the form of 
additional training. Control schools will be offered 
access to ReflectED at the end of the trial period (i.e. 
academic year 2020/21) 

Medium 

High attrition from 
evaluation, especially 
control schools 

 Evaluation team to clearly explain at initial stage of 
recruitment the RCT approach and value of control 
schools, plus the incentive offered 

 Regular contact throughout the project with all 
schools 

 Incentive for control schools 
 

Low 

Lack of technology in the 
recruited schools 

 Emphasis of this requirement (e.g. use of Seesaw) 
during school recruitment and in the MOU 

 Explore possible alternatives with the developers 
(e.g. to using Seesaw if technology was to fail) and 
make this clear to schools 

 Discuss technology requirements and solutions early 
on in setup (EEF and developers) 

Medium 

A change in KS assessment 
procedures 

 There is usually a lead-in time for changes in 
assessment procedures which mean this is unlikely 

 Explore possibility of collecting all outcome data 
directly from schools 

 Explore possibility of administering independent 
measures 

Low 

Missing data  Emphasis to schools that all school-level data 
(including opt-out consent) must be completed prior 
to randomisation 

Low 

School staff turnover  If teachers are training colleagues (cascade) there is 
likely to remain at least one member of staff in each 
school who could train new teachers in ReflectED 

Low 

Managing a team across 
institutions/departments 

 The PI (Louise Gascoine) will have responsibility for 
coordination and communication. She has project 
management experience and has worked on 
previous trials with all the other team members 

Low 
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Timeline 

School 
year 

Term Specific date Evaluation team (York and Durham) Developers (ReflectED) 

2016/17 
Summer 
term 2017  

- Trial set-up (including documentation) – led by evaluation team with input from the developer 

 End June 2017 Protocol development and agreement (including EEF agreement) – led by evaluation team with input from the developers 

 End July 2017 Ethics applications and registration on ISRCTN    

2017/18 Autumn 

term 2017 

- Main recruitment period (including MOUs, opt-out consent for students in Y1 ad Y5) – led by developers with input from the evaluation 
team 

  - Randomisation (rolling randomisation as schools 
are recruited) 

  

  End Autumn term 
2017 

 
 
 
 

Process evaluation observations  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Launch event 

   Beginning: training day (1/2 day inset in each school) delivered by lead practitioners 

 Spring term 
2018 

 Intervention starts  
(January 2018) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Intervention ends (July 
2019) 

Intervention schools: two staff 
meetings per school per term, 
plus one network hub meeting 

in each term 

Control schools 
access alternative 

training 

 Summer 
term 2018 

 

2018/19 Autumn 
term 2018 

 

 Spring term 
2019 

 

 Summer 
term 2019 

  
 

Collect KS1 raw data  
from schools (July2019) 

 Summer 
break 2019 

 Begin PE data analysis and write up   

 Begin main trial write up, pending NPD data   

2019/20 Autumn 
term 

 Access NPD    

 December 2019 First draft of final report   

 Spring term End March 2020 Final report submitted   
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Appendices 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (MOU) - Agreement to 

participate in the evaluation of ReflectED 

This memorandum of understanding (MoU) explains what your school’s participation in the 
evaluation of ReflectED will entail. If you agree to take part and accept the terms and conditions 
outlined please sign both copies of this MOU, retaining one and emailing the other signed copy to 
Justine Paton at Rosendale School via reflected@rosendale.cc.   

Aims of the evaluation 
The aim of this project is to evaluate the impact of ReflectED; a metacognitive skills intervention, on 
the attainment of pupils in KS1 and KS2. The results of the project will make a contribution to 
understanding the value of metacognition for pupil attainment in both maths and reading.  

The project 
ReflectED is delivered as a whole school intervention, in all classes and it was developed by a team 
led by Rosendale Primary School. In this research project the ReflectED intervention will run for five 
school terms (from spring term 2018 to the end of summer term 2019). Participating schools will be 
asked to gain opt-out consent from parents/carers for all pupils in year 1 and year 5 in the academic 
year 2017/18 to participate in the evaluation (as they will be the year groups where data will be 
collected). The impact of five terms of ReflectED will be evaluated using a randomised controlled 
trial (RCT) and compared with a ‘teaching as usual’ approach, i.e. usual teaching. 

During this project, you will be contacted by both the ReflectED team (from Rosendale School), 
hereafter referred to as the ‘Project Team’, who are responsible for ReflectED training, support and 
resources and by researchers from York Trials Unit (YTU) at the University of York and from Durham 
University, hereafter referred to as the ‘Evaluation Team’, who are carrying out an independent 
evaluation of project.  

Structure of the evaluation 

Schools will be involved in delivering either of two possible approaches, with your school 
being randomly assigned to one of the two approaches for the whole academic year. 
Random allocation is essential to the evaluation as it is the best way of investigating what effect 
ReflectED has had on children’s attainment. It is important that schools understand and consent to 
this process. The randomisation is like a lottery and is completed by an independent statistician in 
the evaluation team using a computer programme. The two approaches that each school will be 
randomly allocated to one of are: 

 

 ReflectED approach: For schools in this group, all teachers across the participating school will 

teach using ReflectED resources. The head teacher and a nominated lead practitioner in 

each school (selected by the school) will attend a ReflectED launch event at the end of 

autumn term 2017 and the lead practitioners will attend further training sessions during the 

duration of the trial. The lead practitioner will then cascade training to teaching colleagues. 

Schools will be provided with training materials and remote support 

mailto:reflected@rosendale.cc
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  ‘Teaching as usual’ approach: Schools in this group (also known as the control group) will be 

asked to continue with their usual teaching with for the duration of the project (spring term 

2018 – end of summer term 2019). If a school has already planned for other metacognition 

based interventions of programmes, this should continue, but this should be acknowledged 

in pre-randomisation surveys and other contact with the evaluation team. After the 

evaluation has finished, if you are allocated to the business as usual approach, you will have 

free access ReflectED for the next academic year (2019-2020) and beyond.  In addition, you 

will be eligible to choose from a menu of high quality, alternative training to be provided 

locally or in London during the period of the study (2018-2019).  

 
In order to find out how the intervention is working; the evaluation team will visit a sample of 
selected schools. In these visits, we will observe some lessons and talk with the teachers and pupils 
in interviews and focus groups. Informed consent will be sought from participants before 
researchers conduct any interviews or focus groups.  
 
The Evaluation Team will use school and pupil information provided by schools to access the 
National Pupil Database to assess any impact of the ReflectED on attainment. The outcome 
measures will be KS2 reading and maths results, KS1 reading and maths results, KS2 GPS and a 
measure of metacognition for KS2 (Junior Metacognitive Awareness Inventory). Schools will be 
required to provide the evaluation team with pupil details (including UPNs) at the start of the study 
and the graded KS1 results for Year 2 children in summer 2020. 

Use of Data  
All pupil data will be treated with the strictest confidence and will be stored in accordance with the 
Data Protection Act (1998). Named data will be matched with the National Pupil Database and 
shared with the Project Team – ReflectED, the Evaluation Team – York Trials Unit, University of York 
and Durham University, the Department for Education, the Education Endowment Foundation (EEF), 
FFT Education and in an anonymised form to the UK Data Archive. All results will be anonymised so 
that no schools or individual pupils will be identifiable in the report or dissemination of any results. 
Confidentiality will be maintained and no one outside the Project Team and Evaluation Teams will 
have access to the database. 

Responsibilities of the Project Team (ReflectED, Rosendale School) 
 To provide appropriate training in ReflectED for schools allocated to the intervention (i.e. 

schools allocated to receive ReflectED)  

 To provide appropriate resources for schools allocated to the intervention2 

 To organise and provide a choice of training opportunities for schools allocated to business 
as usual3 

 To work closely with the Evaluation Team 

Responsibilities of the Evaluation Team (University of York, Durham 

University) 
 Act as the first point of contact for any questions about the evaluation 

 Conduct the random allocation 

 Provide information sheets and consent forms for parents/carers (via the project team) 

                                                      
2 Intervention schools will be provided with funding for Lead Practitioner release to the value of £1,110 (£185 x 6 days). 
3 Business as usual or control schools will be provided with a local high quality professional development offer during the 

intervention and a financial payment of £250 following the final data submission at the end of the trial.      
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 Conduct baseline surveys with teaching staff 

 Collect class and pupil level data (including name, date of birth, UPN, EVERFSM) and request 
NPD data using pupil details 

 Organise the distribution (to schools) and subsequent collection of a short 12 statement self-
report measure of metacognition (the Junior Metacognitive Awareness Inventory) for all 
pupils in year 5 in autumn term 2017 and then again for the same pupils in year 6 in July 
2019.  

 Request KS1 results data for year 2 students in the summer term of school year 2018/2019 
from all participating schools 

 Analyse the data from the project 

 Disseminate the research findings  

 To work closely with the Project Team 

Requirements for Schools 

 All schools will not participate in another research project or evaluation that would interfere with 
the evaluation of ReflectED (e.g. focused on metacognition).  Schools should advise the 
evaluation team about any current activities they are already involved in that focus on 
metacognition.   

 All schools will consent to randomised allocation and will be randomly allocated to either 
intervention (ReflectED) or control (teaching as usual). All schools will commit to the outcome of 
the randomisation process4.  

 All participating schools will deliver letters to parents giving them information about the study 
and an opportunity to opt their child out of the data gathering process. They will inform the 
Evaluation Team of any responses arising, and permit the publication of anonymised data 
collected. Schools will advise the project team if any pupils have opted out of any photographs or 
films that may be produced during the trial for training purposes. 

 All schools are required to return the following data to the evaluation team prior to 
randomisation (by October half term 2017): 
- Requested pupil data for students in year 1 and year 5 (UPN, EVERFSM, pupil name and date 

of birth) 
- Teacher and head teacher surveys completed  
- Junior Metacognitive Awareness Inventory for pupils in year 5. 

 All schools will help researchers from Evaluation and Project Teams to collect evaluation data 
(including facilitating visits for observations and interviews/focus groups for those schools that 
are allocated to receive the intervention). 

 All schools will nominate a lead practitioner as a key point of contact for the study and for 
training if randomly allocated to the intervention (ReflectED). 

 Schools allocated to the intervention: 
- The head teacher and their nominated lead practitioner will attend a Launch training day in 

November 2017. 
- The nominated lead practitioner will attend further training related to the ReflectED 

intervention across the five terms of intervention and cascade this training to their 
colleagues in school 

- Will liaise with the London Connected Learning Centre regarding the minimum technology 
requirements to participate in this trial. 

- Will commit to accessing Seesaw for pupils in their school. 

                                                      
4 Please note, schools in multi academy trusts will be randomised individually. Federated schools will be treated as one 

school in the randomisation process and as such intervention or control training will not be duplicated if two schools are 
part of the same federation. 
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 All schools will agree to the Evaluation Team obtaining data on the evaluation cohort’s KS2 
results from the National Pupil Database, and will provide the names, dates of birth, UPNs and 
free school meals status of the relevant pupils (unless opt out consent has been received) to 
enable this to be achieved. 

 All schools agree to provide the evaluation team (via an encrypted Excel spreadsheet) KS1 raw 
scores for year 1 students when they have done their KS1 assessments in summer term 2019.   

 All schools agree to do the JrMAI (metacognition measure) in autumn term 2017 with pupils in 
year 5 and then again with the same pupils when they are in year 6 (summer term 2019). 

 All schools will, at the earliest opportunity, notify the Project Team if there are any issues which 
could prevent the effective implementation of the intervention or the collection of data relating 
to the evaluation 

 If the school has to withdraw from the project for operational or other unavoidable reasons, they 
will notify the Evaluation and Project Teams straight away and wherever possible still provide 
assessment data for the evaluation. 

 Lead practitioners and/or head teachers will provide valid email addresses and telephone contact 
numbers to the Evaluation and Project Teams and agree to check communications regularly 
during the period of the research. 

 

Contact details 
 

Thank you for agreeing to take part in this research. Please do not hesitate to get in touch if you 

have any questions about the ReflectED intervention or the evaluation of ReflectED: 

 ReflectEd project team: reflected@rosendale.cc  

 Evaluation team (University of York and Durham University): ytu-reflected@york.ac.uk  

  

mailto:reflected@rosendale.cc
mailto:ytu-reflected@york.ac.uk
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Timescales 
2

0
1

7
 

September – 
October 2017 

 ReflectED recruit schools and seek signed MOUs from participating schools 

October – 
November 2017 

 Schools send out parent/carer information sheets and notify researchers of any 
opt-outs  

 Researchers collect baseline data, including teacher survey, KS2 metacognition 
measure (year 5) and pupil information (name, DOB, UPN) 

November 2017  Researchers randomly assign schools to control or intervention 

November/ 
December 2017 

 Launch: Schools allocated to intervention given the opportunity for Head and 
lead practitioner to visit Rosendale School and see ReflectED in action 

2
0

1
8

/1
9

 

January 2018 – July 
2019 

 Intervention schools deliver ReflectED for five school terms 

 Control schools carry on with teaching as usual and offered an alternative 
training session 

 Researchers visit a sample of intervention schools to carry out observations of 
ReflectED lesson, focus groups with teachers and pupils 

July 2019  All schools to provide (via an encrypted Excel sheet) KS1 raw scores for year 2 
students (year 1 in school year 2017/18) when they have done their KS1 
assessments in summer term 2019 

 Metacognition measure repeated for KS2 (year 6, those who were in year 5 in 
school year 2017/18) 

 Teacher survey (all schools) 

 

Head teacher agreement 
 

I agree for my school to take part in the evaluation of ReflectED research project and I accept the 

requirements outlined in this MOU. 
 

School Name: ___________________________________________________    

Head teacher name: _______________________Head teacher signature:    

Head teacher email:          Date:     

Lead practitioner contact name (if not Head Teacher): 

_________________________________________   

Lead practitioner Email Address (if not Head Teacher): 

_________________________________________ 

School Telephone Number: ___________________________________________ 

Is your school part of a multi-academy trust (please circle?  

YES  NO  If yes, please state name of MAT      

Is your school a federated school (please circle)? 

YES  NO  If yes, please state name other school(s)     

 

Thank you for taking part in this research 
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Parent/Carer Information Sheet and Consent Form 

York Trials Unit 
Department of Health Sciences 

Faculty of Sciences 
ARRC Building, University of York 

YO10 5DD 
 

[Insert date] 
Dear Parent/Carer; 

Parent/Carer Information: Evaluation of ReflectED 

We are writing to you because the head teacher at [insert name of school] has chosen to take part in the 

evaluation of ReflectED Metacognition. Researchers from the University of York and Durham University have 

been chosen by the Education Endowment Foundation (EEF) (an organisation funding research into education) 

to independently evaluate the effectiveness of ReflectED.  In particular, we are looking at the impact of 

ReflectED on pupils’ attainment in maths and reading.  

What is ReflectED? 

ReflectED is a programme that focusses on developing metacognitive skills to improve attainment. 

Metacognitive skills help pupils to think about and reflect on their own learning, including thinking about what 

helps them to learn. ReflectED was developed, and is being led, by staff from Rosendale Primary School and 

Children’s Centre in London.  

How is ReflectED being evaluated? 

This project uses a randomised controlled trial (RCT) to help us to see if participating in ReflectED has an 

impact on pupil attainment. In the autumn term 2017 your child’s school will be randomly selected (by a 

computer) to either receive ReflectED for five school terms (intervention group) or to continue with their usual 

teaching (control group). If your child’s school is allocated to receive ReflectED, teachers will receive training 

and have access to additional resources and support in teaching metacognitive skills. Your child’s school will 

also timetable a weekly ReflectED lesson focussing on metacognition skills (30 minutes, once each week) in all 

classes.  

Why are we writing to you? 

We are writing to all parents/carers of pupils in Year 1 and Year 5 in September 2017 in all of the schools that 

have signed up to participate, because our evaluation focusses on these year groups. At the end of the trial, 

researchers will compare results for pupils in maths and reading assessments from schools that have used 

ReflectED (intervention group) to results for schools that have not used ReflectED (control group). To make 

this comparison we would like to collect some information about your child: some of this information will be 

gathered directly from your child’s school (i.e. name, date of birth, unique pupil number, free school meal 

eligibility) and some (including national assessment results) from the National Pupil Database (NPD) (held by 

the Department for Education). Pupils in Year 5 in January 2018 will also be asked to complete a short (10-15 

minutes) questionnaire to explore their self-reported metacognitive skills, they will be asked to complete the 

same questionnaire again in summer term 2019. During the study, researchers will visit a sample of schools to 

observe ReflectED lessons and talk to some pupils about their experiences of it (in short audio recorded focus 

groups of no longer than 20 minutes).  
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Pupils’ assessment results and all other pupil data will be treated with the strictest confidence. Named data 

will be matched with the National Pupil Database and shared with ReflectED, the evaluation team (University 

of York and Durham University), the EEF and EEF’s data contractor FFT Education and in an anonymised form in 

the UK Data Archive. We will not use your child’s name or the name of the school in any report or publications 

arising from the research.  

Please note: not all schools will be asked to participate in pupil focus groups; we will visit a sample of the 140 

schools that we will recruit.  Audio recordings of focus groups will be stored securely and in line with Data 

Protection Act (1998) and destroyed 1 year after completion of the evaluation.  

If you do not want your child to participate (via the sharing of their data, their participation in focus 

groups, or both), please inform their teacher by returning the opt-out form enclosed.  

Please find attached a list of frequently asked questions and their answers. If you would like more information 

about the evaluation of ReflectED or have any questions, please contact the evaluation team at ytu-

reflected@york.ac.uk or Louise Gascoine on 01904 321809.  

If you have any questions or would like further information about ReflectED please contact the project team at 

Rosendale School via reflected@rosendale.cc or telephone 0208 6704962. 

Thank you in anticipation of your help 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Dr Louise Gascoine, Professor David Torgerson and the ReflectED evaluation team 

             

Evaluation of ReflectED: Opt-out Form 

If you DO NOT want your child to take part in the evaluation of ReflectED, please return 

this form to your child’s school by [insert date] (if you are happy for your child to take part 

please do not return this form to school).    

Please note that if you choose to opt out, you can opt out of one or both aspects below. E.g. if you do not want 

information about your child to be shared, but are happy for them to participate in an audio recorded focus 

group then you should only tick the first box.  

I DO NOT give permission for information about my child (including name, date of birth, free school 

meals eligibility), questionnaire and assessment results to be shared (and linked to the NPD) for use in 

the evaluation of ReflectED. 

I DO NOT give permission for my child to participate in an audio recorded focus group about 

ReflectED 

Parent/carer signature:         

Date:           

Child’s name:          

Child’s school:           

mailto:ytu-reflected@york.ac.uk
mailto:ytu-reflected@york.ac.uk
mailto:reflected@rosendale.cc
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Evaluation of ReflectED   

Frequently Asked Questions for Parents/Carers 

What is ReflectED? ReflectED is a whole school approach to teaching pupils metacognitive skills that was 

developed by teachers at Rosendale Primary School in London. In summary, the ReflectED programme 

comprises training for school staff (delivered by the ReflectED team), lesson plans for weekly metacognition 

lessons and access to an app (Seesaw) for pupils to record reflections about their learning.  

Will I find out if my child’s school has been randomly allocated to receive ReflectED or to continue with 

teaching as usual? Your child’s school will find out which group they have been allocated to in November 

2017, we are happy for them to share this information with you if you would like to know. 

What happens if my child’s school is allocated to receive ReflectED? The school will receive training and 

access to the aspects of ReflectED described above. All children in your child’s school will receive ReflectED for 

the duration of the evaluation (five terms beginning in January 2018); the head teacher has decided to 

implement it as part of the curriculum in your child’s school.  

Why do the researchers want to look at data from the National Pupil Database (NPD)? The NPD is a 

government database where information about all pupils in English schools and their exam results (e.g. SATs) 

are stored. Looking at data on the NPD will allow the researchers to compare the attainment of pupils in 

schools who did and did not receive five terms of the ReflectED programme. To match data on the NPD we 

need to ask your child’s school to provide their full name, date of birth and unique pupil number. The funder of 

the research (EEF) has also asked us to collect information about free school meal eligibility, because they are 

interested in exploring the reach of the interventions that they fund. All data will be transferred securely by 

schools to the evaluation team.   

What is the measure of metacognition for pupils in year 5 in January 2018 (repeated when they are in year 6 

in summer term 2019)?? The Junior Metacognitive Awareness Inventory (JrMAI) is a short, self-report 

questionnaire where pupils are asked to read and respond to 12 statements using a three-point scale. E.g. “I 

know when I understand something”; “I can make myself learn when I need to…” (1 = never, 2 = sometimes, 3 

= always).  

Why do the evaluators want to talk to some children about their experiences of ReflectED? When looking at 

how effective a programme is, it is important for researchers to consider different factors that may affect this. 

We will look at how ReflectED has been implemented in different schools and are interested in what pupils 

and their teachers think of it. The researchers would like to audio record focus groups with pupils to allow 

them to engage fully in conversation rather than focussing on writing notes. The focus groups will include 4-6 

pupils at a time and last no longer than 20 minutes, we would expect that pupils will enjoy this opportunity to 

talk about their learning.    

Do the researchers on the evaluation team have DBS clearance? All of the researchers visiting schools are 

required to have DBS clearance.  

Is data about my child stored securely? All data, including audio recordings, will be stored securely and in line 

with the Data Protection Act (1998). Data will be stored in an anonymous format and kept separately from 

identifiable data (e.g. children’s names).  

Has the evaluation of ReflectED research project received ethical approval? The project has received full 

ethical approval from the School of Education at Durham University and the Department of Health Sciences at 

University of York.  
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Is my child’s participation in the research confidential? Unless the researchers are worried about the safety or 

wellbeing of a child, information provided by children in the research (e.g. from discussions in focus groups or 

on written responses to the metacognition measure/JrMAI) will be kept confidential and anonymous. 

Where can I find out the results of the evaluation of ReflectED? The evaluation team have to produce a final 

evaluation report. This is due in March 2020 and will be published by the EEF on their website 

(https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk); this final report will not name any schools or individual 

participants. You can read about the original trial that produced promising results on the EEF website.  

I am happy for my child to participate, what do I need to do next? If you are happy for your child to take part 

in the ReflectED Evaluation you do not need to do anything more, thank you for taking the time to read this. 

I am not happy for my child to participate, what do I need to do next? If you do not want your child’s 

information to be collected and used, please sign the attached opt-out consent form and return it to your 

child’s school as soon as possible.  

I was happy for my child to participate but I’ve changed my mind and no longer want my child’s information 

to be shared, what do I do? You are free to withdraw your child from the research project at any time. Please 

tell your child’s school or contact the evaluation team directly by email ytu-reflected@york.ac.uk or phone 

01904 321809.  

I have another question… If you would like more information about the evaluation of ReflectED or have any 

questions, please contact the evaluation team at ytu-reflected@york.ac.uk. If you have specific questions 

about how ReflectED is taught please contact the ReflectED team at reflected@rosendale.cc or by telephoning 

0208 670 4962. 

 

Thank you 

  

https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/
mailto:ytu-reflected@york.ac.uk
mailto:ytu-reflected@york.ac.uk
mailto:reflected@rosendale.cc
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Baseline Questionnaire for Schools (usual practice) 

To be added (October 2017).  

 

 

 


