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Brief Description of Item 





This report provides an analysis of the spending of the Pupil Premium by maintained schools in Bradford. This analysis is aimed at identifying effective practice, so that this can be shared in support of improving outcomes for children and narrowing the FSM attainment gap.





Date (s) of any Previous Discussion at the Forum





This analysis has not been previously discussed.








Background / Context





The Pupil Premium is now well established as an additional grant allocation to all schools and academies. The value of grant has increased in each year since its introduction and this has now become a sizable revenue stream for Bradford (£26.5m for maintained schools in 2014/15). The grant is entirely delegated to school budgets. This is not a ringfenced grant at school level, but schools are expected to target this resource to underachieving groups, especially pupils from more deprived backgrounds, in support of significantly reducing attainment gaps; rather than just absorbing this into general school spending. Every Governing Body is required to publish annually on the school’s website a statement, which explains how the Pupil Premium is being / has been spent, and what impact this has had. Our analysis presented in this report comes from the information collected from these Statements over summer 2014. 





Ofsted has compiled 2 reports (in 2013 and updated in 2014), which outline its findings on the use of the Pupil 


Premium nationally from its inspections. Ofsted’s view at July 2014 is that schools are spending this grant more effectively and that it is now starting to have an impact. In addition, Ofsted has found:


The most common type of expenditure is staffing. Spend on catch up type activities (booster classes, extended activities, holiday clubs etc) is also common, alongside pastoral support and enrichment activities to raise aspirations


Schools are commonly using the grant for more focused sessions concentrating on English and maths


There is much similarity in the types of expenditure across primary and secondary schools; though secondary schools are more likely to employ teachers, primary to employ teaching assistants





Ofsted’s key finding is that Pupil Premium is having the greatest impact where it is carefully targeted, where impact is rigorously monitored and where strategies have changed as a result of an impact assessment evidencing that an activity is not working. The most common Ofsted criticism in inspections is that impact of spending is not evaluated and / or the school’s leadership has not ensured that money allocated is being spent on its intended purpose (weakness of leadership and management).





The DfE’s evaluation in July 2013 identified the following characteristics of successful management:


Carefully ring fence the funding


Never confuse Pupil Premium with low ability


Thoroughly analyse which pupils are underachieving and why


Use research evidence


Allocate best staff to intervention groups to improve maths and English (or employ experts) 	


Check success through regular use of data


Give pupils clear feedback on how to improve


Train support staff to support achievement


Identify a senior leader to monitor expenditure and impact


Focus on barriers, such as attendance or behaviour


Include PP targets in staff performance management


Involve governors in decision making and evaluation





This evaluation also outlined expectations that Pupil Premium statements should:


Be easy to find


Give an overview of the PP and why it has been introduced


Provide access to Pupil Premium Policy


Give total allocations and a breakdown of expenditure each year


Give impact for the current year and intended impact for the next year























Details of the Item for Consideration





Pupil Premium Statements Survey


During summer 2014, School Funding Team completed a survey of the Pupil Premium statements published by maintained primary and secondary schools in Bradford. This was done by taking the statements directly from school websites and analysing these using a common set of questions, based on DfE expectations. The purposes of this survey were, in particular, to seek to assess whether:


a) A school’s statement acts a window on the quality of the school’s strategy and therefore, can tell us something about effectiveness and impact in that school


b) A school’s evaluation of the impact is strong enough and from this whether we can see that the Pupil Premium is making a difference, as Ofsted says it is nationally 


c) There is a clear link between types of expenditure and outcomes


d) From identifying this, good practice can be shared 





This survey has its limitations. Some of the analysis presented below can be described as subjective. This is because there is no single template for school statements and there is a wide range of both styles and content. In following a common set of questions, we aimed to be as objective in our judgements as possible.





General Findings – Statement Characteristics


School Funding Team attempted to access the statements of 158 maintained primary and secondary schools. Statements for 144 schools were collected; the statements for 14 schools either could not be found or could not be accessed e.g. due to apparent issues with the working of the school’s website or because the information was password protected. The table below shows the total results for the 144 statements that were analysed, with the low “YES” returns highlighted.


 


Table 1�
YES�
NO�
�
1. The PP Statement was easy to find�
92%�
8%�
�
2. The PP Statement was published with a more detailed PP Policy�
24%�
76%�
�
3. The quality of the PP Statement gives the impression that the school is taking its PP responsibilities seriously, rather than the impression of a just satisfying a 'tick box' exercise�
82%�
18%�
�
4. The PP Statement or Policy refers to the involvement of Governors in decisions and monitoring�
30%�
70%�
�
5. The PP Statement or Policy refers to the way the PP links with other school strategies�
28%�
72%�
�
6. The PP Statement or Policy makes it clear that PP spending is targeted (not just a general budget resource)�
83%�
17%�
�
7. The PP Statement or Policy makes it clear that improving English and maths are key priorities�
69%�
31%�
�
8. The PP Statement or Policy makes specific reference to narrowing the FSM attainment gap�
65%�
35%�
�
9. The PP Statement or Policy gives confidence that impact is closely monitored�
58%�
42%�
�
10. The PP Statement includes some evaluation of impact�
81%�
19%�
�
11. Where the answer to 10. is YES - the evaluation of impact is strong�
15%�
85%�
�
12. Where the answer to 10. is YES - the evaluation of impact is weak�
47%�
53%�
�
13. By comparing statements over more than one year, it appears that the school's strategy has been adjusted in reaction to its impact assessment (judgement limited by access to previous year statements on school websites)�
31%�
69%�
�
14. The PP Statement or Policy makes specific reference to supporting Looked After Children�
3%�
97%�
�
15. The PP Statement shows a breakdown of spending by type of activity�
35%�
65%�
�



We found a wide range of styles, content and levels of detail. Taking this analysis at face value i.e. that its statement acts as a window on the effectiveness of a school’s use of Pupil Premium, there are a number of areas where the majority of schools are not demonstrating that they are following the DfE’s expected / effective characteristics. This is especially noticeable in the evaluation of impact (questions 10, 11, 12 and 13), which we would conclude is generally weak, but also in the clarity of how the Pupil Premium is being spent (question 15). This may indicate that Pupil Premium is not effectively targeted in the majority of schools. The report later explores the relationship between different characteristics of statements and schools’ success in the reduction of the FSM attainment gap. It may be that more detailed work is taking place that is not recorded in the statements. One of the factors to consider is that this information is published for parents so it could be simplified. This could certainly be true of questions 2, 4 and 5. It could also be true of question 15, but from a parent’s perspective, the majority of statements do not give a clear view on how exactly the Pupil Premium is being spent. This feels to link with the general weakness in evaluation, which is displayed in the statements. The clearest and highest quality statements are those written in table format, that present the value of spend, what the intended impact of spend is, how and when impact will be assessed, what impact previous assessments have found, and who in the school has responsibility, by spending area.












































Details of the Item for Consideration





One of the factors to consider also in this general position is that we found that the statements of schools that are allocated smaller amounts of Pupil Premium tend to be less detailed. This is understandable. Against this, we would expect that the statements of schools that receive significant levels of grant to be the most detailed.  The table below shows the survey findings separated by size of allocation (SMALL <=£50k; MED btw £50k - £115k; LARGE >£115k). Where the characteristics are lower than the total position in Table 1 is highlighted.





Table 2�
SMALL�
MED�
LARGE�
�
1. The PP Statement was easy to find�
95%�
92%�
90%�
�
2. The PP Statement was published with a more detailed PP Policy�
31%�
29%�
22%�
�
3. The quality of the PP Statement gives the impression that the school is taking its PP responsibilities seriously, rather than the impression of a just satisfying a 'tick box' exercise�
71%�
85%�
86%�
�
4. The PP Statement or Policy refers to the involvement of Governors in decisions and monitoring�
34%�
35%�
22%�
�
5. The PP Statement or Policy refers to the way the PP links with other school strategies�
29%�
40%�
17%�
�
6. The PP Statement or Policy makes it clear that PP spending is targeted (not just a general budget resource)�
76%�
81%�
90%�
�
7. The PP Statement or Policy makes it clear that improving English and maths are key priorities�
55%�
73%�
72%�
�
8. The PP Statement or Policy makes specific reference to narrowing the FSM attainment gap�
53%�
69%�
69%�
�
9. The PP Statement or Policy gives confidence that impact is closely monitored�
55%�
71%�
50%�
�
10. The PP Statement includes some evaluation of impact�
76%�
85%�
81%�
�
11. Where the answer to 10. is YES - the evaluation of impact is strong�
5%�
15%�
14%�
�
12. Where the answer to 10. is YES - the evaluation of impact is weak�
39%�
33%�
41%�
�
13. By comparing statements over more than one year, it appears that the school's strategy has been adjusted in reaction to its impact assessment (judgement limited by access to previous year statements on websites)�
26%�
40%�
28%�
�
14. The PP Statement or Policy makes specific reference to supporting Looked After Children�
8%�
0%�
2%�
�
15. The PP Statement shows a breakdown of spending by type of activity�
16%�
42%�
36%�
�



This table shows the lower level of detail of schools with smaller allocations. However, it also indicates weaknesses in the reporting of schools with larger allocations. One of the surprising findings is the low proportion of schools with larger allocations that do not breakdown their spending by type of activity (and therefore, do not present an evaluation of impact by type of activity).





General Findings – Patterns of Pupil Premium Spending


Of the 144 statements, 136 include reference to spending activities. 47 of these assigned values to specific activities, so the distribution of their spending can be identified. The remainder (the majority) only list the types of activities, so it is only possible to identify types of activity, not the distribution of spending. The table below shows the most common areas of spending identified within the 136 statements.





Table 3�
No.�
% �
�
Classroom staffing focused on interventions / 1:1 work / small group work / mentoring *�
117�
86%�
�
Catch up classes / extended activities / holiday clubs / enrichment / outdoor learning�
109�
80%�
�
Classroom staffing (more general e.g. to reduce class sizes / enhanced curriculum) *�
106�
78%�
�
Subsidies (school trips, uniform, food, transport)�
83�
61%�
�
Pastoral / inclusion / health / behaviour / nurture support (staffing and non staffing)�
78�
57%�
�
Resources and Facilities�
65�
48%�
�
Parental Involvement / Home Liaison & Support�
62�
46%�
�
Achievement / Attendance Initiatives and Awards�
34�
25%�
�
Specific staffing for SEN or Looked After Children�
13�
10%�
�
Vocational subjects / apprenticeships / off site provision�
8�
6%�
�
Leadership (either staffing or consultancy support)�
7�
5%�
�
School transition / careers support�
6�
4%�
�
Early Years staffing (Primary only)�
6�
4%�
�
Admin costs / data management�
6�
4%�
�
Specific support for new to English pupils�
4�
3%�
�
Sharing good practice�
1�
1%�
�































































Details of the Item for Consideration





* due to the language used by schools there will be overlap between these two categories





The pattern of common types of expenditure in Bradford shown above does correlate well with Ofsted’s findings nationally (areas highlighted within the table). This correlation is strengthened with an analysis of the distribution of spending, for the 47 schools we are able to analyse. This is shown below:





Table 4�
Total Spend�
% of Total Spend�
�
Classroom staffing (more general e.g. to reduce class sizes / enhanced curriculum) *�
2,148,396�
33%�
�
Classroom staffing focused on interventions / 1:1 work / small group work / mentoring / booster etc *�
1,467,310�
23%�
�
Pastoral / inclusion / health / behaviour / nurture support (staffing and non staffing)�
876,439�
14%�
�
Resources and Facilities�
437,623�
7%�
�
Catch up classes / extended activities / holiday clubs / enrichment / outdoor learning�
349,067�
5%�
�
Parental Involvement / Home Liaison & Support�
301,447�
5%�
�
Vocational subjects / apprenticeships / off site provision�
245,600�
4%�
�
Subsidies (school trips, uniform, food, transport)�
172,252�
3%�
�
Specific support for new to English pupils�
119,465�
2%�
�
Leadership (either staffing or consultancy support)�
110,483�
2%�
�
Specific staffing for SEN or Looked After Children�
72,238�
1%�
�
Achievement / Attendance Initiatives and Awards�
68,435�
1%�
�
Admin costs / data management�
66,085�
1%�
�
Early Years staffing (Primary only)�
24,268�
0%�
�
School transition / careers support�
8,000�
0%�
�
Sharing good practice�
800�
0%�
�



Relationship between Quality of Statements and FSM Gap Reductions


The survey has also tried to identify (as simply as possible) whether the characteristics of statements are different for schools that have been most and least successful in narrowing the FSM / non FSM attainment gap for pupils between 2012 and 2013. The attainment data has been taken from published Key Stage 2 (primary) and Key Stage 4 (secondary) results in each year. The characteristics of the statements and the patterns of spending for the 25% most and 25% least successful schools have been analysed and compared. Please note that only the MED and LARGE schools have been used, seeking to avoid distortion caused by small cohort numbers. 





The characteristics of the statements of the most successful 25%, where these are better than the total position of all other schools (i.e. all excluding the 25% most successful) are highlighted below.





Table 5�
YES�
NO�
�
3. The quality of the PP Statement gives the impression that the school is taking its PP responsibilities seriously, rather than the impression of a just satisfying a 'tick box' exercise�
92%�
8%�
�
6. The PP Statement or Policy makes it clear that PP spending is targeted (not just a general budget resource)�
92%�
8%�
�
7. The PP Statement or Policy makes it clear that improving English and maths are key priorities�
80%�
20%�
�
12. Where the answer to 10. is YES - the evaluation of impact is weak�
45%�
55%�
�
13. By comparing statements over more than one year, it appears that the school's strategy has been adjusted in reaction to its impact assessment (judgement limited by access to previous year statement on school websites)�
40%�
60%�
�
15. The PP Statement shows a breakdown of spending by type of activity�
40%�
60%�
�



By comparison, the characteristics of the statements of the least successful 25%, where these are worse than the total position of all other schools (excluding the 25% least successful) are highlighted in Table 6 below. Together, these suggest that the statements of the most successful are generally more robustly written, with a clearer emphasis on targeting spending and evaluating impact, by individual spending area. The opposite is also generally true for the least successful schools. Although not true of all, this simple comparison does suggest that there is some relationship between the quality of a school’s statement and the effectiveness of a school’s strategy. As such, analysis of statements does provide some window into the effectiveness of a school in its spending and monitoring of the impact of Pupil Premium. As found by Ofsted, it appears that the strength of leadership and the clarity of strategy, which can be gauged from the statements, are critical.








































































































Details of the Item for Consideration





Table 6�
YES�
NO�
�
3. The quality of the PP Statement gives the impression that the school is taking its PP responsibilities seriously, rather than the impression of a just satisfying a 'tick box' exercise�
83%�
17%�
�
6. The PP Statement or Policy makes it clear that PP spending is targeted (not just a general budget resource)�
83%�
17%�
�
7. The PP Statement or Policy makes it clear that improving English and maths are key priorities�
69%�
31%�
�
9. The PP Statement or Policy gives confidence that impact is closely monitored�
55%�
45%�
�
11. Where the answer to 10. is YES - the evaluation of impact is strong�
8%�
92%�
�
12. Where the answer to 10. is YES - the evaluation of impact is weak�
56%�
44%�
�
15. The PP Statement shows a breakdown of spending by type of activity�
32%�
68%�
�



The survey also looked types of spending in the most and least successful schools, to assess whether one of the reasons why schools are more successful in reducing the attainment gap is because they spend their resources in ways that others do not. Due to the limited data within the statements it has only been possible to compare common expenditure areas, not the distribution of spending across areas. The most common areas of spending identified for the 25% most successful schools are shown in the table below. The major differences from the average of all other schools and from the 25% least successful schools are highlighted.





Table 7�
% of Statements�
Variance from Av of Other Schools�
Diff from Lowest 25%�
�
Catch up classes / extended activities / holiday clubs / enrichment / outdoor learning�
80%�
1%�
1%�
�
Classroom staffing focused on interventions / 1:1 work / small group work / mentoring / booster etc *�
76%�
-13%�
-10%�
�
Classroom staffing (more general e.g. to reduce class sizes / enhanced curriculum) *�
76%�
-3%�
0%�
�
Pastoral / inclusion / health / behaviour / nurture support (staffing and non staffing)�
52%�
-8%�
-3%�
�
Subsidies (school trips, uniform, food, transport)�
44%�
-15%�
-18%�
�
Resources and Facilities�
44%�
-9%�
3%�
�
Parental Involvement / Home Liaison & Support�
24%�
-27%�
-28%�
�
Achievement / Attendance Initiatives and Awards�
12%�
-18%�
-26%�
�
Specific staffing for SEN or Looked After Children�
12%�
3%�
2%�
�
Leadership (either staffing or consultancy support)�
12%�
8%�
9%�
�
School transition / careers support�
8%�
6%�
5%�
�
Admin costs / data management�
4%�
0%�
1%�
�
Specific support for new to English pupils�
4%�
2%�
-3%�
�
Sharing good practice�
4%�
4%�
4%�
�
Vocational subjects / apprenticeships / off site provision�
0%�
-10%�
-3%�
�
Early Years staffing (Primary only)�
0%�
-8%�
-7%�
�



This analysis is not conclusive, but it perhaps suggest that the spending of most successful 25% is more curriculum / staffing / classroom orientated vs. non staffing costs and spend on additional extra initiatives. An analysis of the actual distribution of spending, if we had the data to do this, would produce a more conclusive result. It is clearer that the spending of the most successful 25% is more targeted; the average number of areas of spend for these schools is 4.52 (out of 16), compared against 5.28 for the least successful 25%. This would suggest that focusing the majority of spending on a smaller number of key activities that are closely monitored contributes to a more positive impact on narrowing the attainment gap.  





Summary of the Survey’s Key Findings


The styles, content and quality of statements vary significantly. There are some strong statements, but also some poor ones. A main area for improvement is the quality of evaluation of impact, and how this then influences change in strategies. Another area for improvement is how clear schools are about how much is spent on what activity. The highest quality statements were those written in table format, that presented the value of spend, what the intended impact of spend is, how and when impact will be assessed, what impact previous assessments have found, and who in the school has responsibility, by spending area. This may be aided by provision of a standard template for schools to use.































































































Details of the Item for Consideration





The majority of schools were not found to do this within their statements. One of the more surprising findings is the low proportion of schools with larger allocations that do not breakdown their spending by type of activity (and therefore, do not present an evaluation of impact in this way). It may be that schools deliberately keep their statements simple, and have more detailed working analysis. However, the survey of the differences in the characteristics of statements between the schools most and least successful in narrowing the FSM attainment gap between 2012 and 2013 suggests generally that where the analysis of spend and impact is weak in the statement, the impact of the Pupil Premium in narrowing the FSM gap is weaker. 


The pattern of common types of expenditure in Bradford correlates well with Ofsted’s findings nationally. There may be some relationship between types of spending and impact. However, better data is needed on the distribution of spending by schools in order to evaluate this. It does appear that schools that focus spending on a smaller number of key activities, rather than distributing funding across many areas, had better success in reducing the attainment gap between 2012 and 2013.


Although not true of all, this survey does suggest that there is some relationship between the quality of a school’s statement and the effectiveness of a school’s strategy. As such, analysis of statements does provide some window into the effectiveness of a school in its spending and monitoring of the impact of Pupil Premium. As found by Ofsted, it appears that the strength of leadership and the clarity of strategy, which can be gauged from the statements, are critical.


Accepting the limitations (and in some ways the simple nature) of this survey, its findings can be used in discussions with schools.














































































































Implications for the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) (if any)





The Pupil Premium is a grant that is allocated separately from the DSG. However, the findings of this survey are intended to better inform the Forum’s overall financial decisions making.





How does this item support the achievement of the District’s Education Priorities





The District’s key strategic aims are to:


Secure high quality leadership and governance in all schools


Improve the school readiness of children and early years outcomes


Improving teaching and learning (including raising the levels of literacy across all phases)


Raise the attainment of vulnerable groups and narrow the attainment gap.





This item directly supports the raising of attainment of vulnerable groups and narrowing the attainment gap.








Recommendations





The Schools Forum is asked to consider and to note the information presented. Members are also asked to consider how this analysis is best communicated to share findings and good practice.





List of Supporting Appendices / Papers





None. 





Contact Officer (name, telephone number and email address)





Andrew Redding, Senior School Finance Officer 


01274 385702, 


� HYPERLINK "mailto:andrew.redding@bradford.gov.uk" ��andrew.redding@bradford.gov.uk�











