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Summary
This study was to:

1. Examine the nature of socio-economic disadvantage and how this impacts on educational achievement at School X (BERA, 2011);
2. Identify strategies the school is using to overcome the impact, and;
3. Analyse what the school is doing well and the impact of school-based interventions, suggest areas in which the school can further narrow the attainment gap.

It was requested by The University of Wales Trinity Saint David. It was requested on 23 November 2017. The investigation was undertaken by Daniel Warren, Teacher of English at School X. 
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1.  Introduction 

The attainment gap between16-year-old FSM (hereafter, FSM) and non-Free School Meal pupils (hereafter nFSM) in Wales is 30 percent, which is greater than any other part of the UK (Joseph Roundtree Foundation, 2017); however, this trend is persistent across educational systems the world over and not unique to Welsh education. The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (hereafter, OECD) found that ‘socio-economically disadvantaged pupils are almost three times more likely than advantaged students not to attain the baseline level of proficiency in science’ (OECD, 2016). Seemingly, many education systems are perpetuating the failure of less affluent pupils vis-à-vis attainment.  Some international systems, on the other hand, combine both equity with quality in education. Finland’s education system is a good example of this, as differences in the socio-economic background of schools accounts for less than 30% of the already small performance differences between schools, and it performs highly overall (OECD, 2012). This suggests that there are interventions which could be made to help bridge the gap between FSM and nFSM pupils in Wales. 

Objectives 

1. Examine the nature of socio-economic disadvantage in Wales and the effect it has on pupils at School X;
2. Explore current policy and examples of best practice;
3. Analyse the equity and quality of interventions and performance at School X;
4. Provide suggestions for improvement, where appropriate.



Scope

‘[T]here is no single explanation for why learners from poor backgrounds do badly in educational terms.’ (Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2007). 

Examining the efficacy of every potential intervention which has been purported to close the gap for FSM pupils is not possible within the constraints of this particular report. Similarly, it is sometimes impractical to view interventions in isolation as specific goals often overlap. As this report ultimately intends to guide practice at School X to reduce in equity in educational achievement, its focus will be the efficacy of attendance and behavioural interventions being implemented at the school. In narrowing, the focus it does not intend to dismiss the value of other interventions, such as, teaching and learning-, or curriculum-focussed interventions. This report acknowledges that the efficacy of attendance and behavioural interventions at School X’s rely on concurrent efforts in these other areas and vice versa. This report attempts to reinforce the equity and quality benefits that attendance and behavioural interventions can produce for FSM pupils, as the number of pupils forecasted to enrol at the school increases and as the school continues to improve upon increases in attainment it has enjoyed in recent GCSE results. By exploring attendance and behavioural interventions, this report attempts to highlight the importance of equity in attainment and well-being of FSM and nFSM pupils’ as an equally valid measure of educational achievement. 






2. -Literature Review 

2.1. - The effects of poverty on education in Wales 

According to The Equality Trust (2018) the UK has a very high level of income inequality compared to other developed countries. The poorest fifth of society has only eight per cent of the total income, whereas the top fifth has forty per cent. Despite these startling figures, poverty in Wales over the last twenty years has decreased; however, there is little cause for celebration as this trend has reversed over the last five years and, between 2013 and 2016, approximately a third of children in Wales were living in poverty (Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2018). Wales is not alone in this and other UK nations have seen a similar rise. Regrettably, in Wales, there is a higher percentage of children living in poverty than any other UK nation. In 2011 Welsh Government (2016) pledged to eliminate child poverty by 2020; however, recently the Government acknowledged that it is incapable of meeting its self-imposed target, as its ambition ‘depended heavily on wider UK economic circumstances’. Teach First (2017) claim that a child’s socio-economic background has huge impact on a child’s ability to succeed in school showing that one in three teenagers from poor families achieve ‘basic school grades’ compared to two-thirds of their classmates, these repercussions extend throughout all aspects of that individual’s life. These findings are corroborated by the JRF (2017) which claims that one significant factor contributing to the ‘deprivation cycle’ in Wales, is poor educational attainment. In 2016, Wales has a smaller proportion of 25- to 49- year-olds educated to higher education than England or Scotland. The Although educational policy cannot solve the poverty crisis single-handedly, by examining the barriers poorer pupils face, considering good practice with proven results, and, making policies work for pupils and schools’ varying contexts (BERA, 2010), schools in Wales can mitigate the negative effects of poverty and improve the life chances, of young people in Wales. Considering this, stakeholders in Welsh education must implement strategies to mitigate the negative impact that continuing high levels of deprivation will have on the educational attainment of Welsh children. Welsh Government claims to recognise the importance of education and pledged an additional £100 million to school improvement during the Fifth Assembly. Welsh Labour claim they will honour this pledge despite austerity measures affecting education services in other UK nations.  Funding for education has remained relatively stable under the current administration (Welsh Labour, 2016) Although, the Institute for Fiscal Studies (2016) is less optimistic about Welsh Government’s continuing capacity to protect funding for education, due to wider economic pressures. If Welsh Labour are able to maintain funding, simply providing schools with more funding does not necessarily improve their performance (Hanushek, 2010). 

2.2. - Funding Education (1,150 words)

Considering how schools are funded is important when examining how schools attempt to close the gap between FSM and nFSM pupils. The OECD identifies several funding allocation methods, creating a spectrum within which all OECD countries operate: administrative discretion, incremental costs, and formula funding (OECD, 2012). The first of these two methods are generally combined and indicative of centralised systems, which are sometimes characterised by a lack of efficiency. Levacic (2006) argues that the most equitable systems utilise a formula funding system, as schools with similar characteristics receive similar funding and higher needs receive higher resources. Michael Dauncey (2016) explains that educational provision for pupils in Wales is predominantly funded through three strands: Local Government Revenue Support Grant (RSG), Local Authorities’ Education Budget, and Individual Schools Budget (ISB). Put simply, Welsh Government provides Local Authorities (hereafter LAs) an ‘un-hypothecated’ (National Assembly for Wales , 2018) sum, which they distribute between centralised educational provision (often specialist ALN provision, etc., which is not economical for individual schools to fund) and ISBs (the money which head teachers, approved by governors, allocate to run their schools). 

In addition, Welsh Government provides schools with funding supporting specific policies and political priorities (Welsh Government, 2017), such as the Education Improvement Grant (Welsh Government, 2018), the Pupil Deprivation Grant (hereafter PDG) (Welsh Government, 2015) (renamed ‘Pupil Development Grant’, March 2017 (Williams, 2018)) and Schools Challenge Cymru (Welsh Government, 2018). These funding streams provide schools with additional funding alleviate the disadvantages faced certain groups of pupils. Kirsty Williams, the current Education Minister, boasts the effectiveness of PDG funding and the positive effect, she claims, it has had in closing the attainment gap between FSM and nFSM pupils (Welsh Government, 2017); The findings of Ipsos MORI and WISERD (Pye, 2017), the organisations commissioned by Welsh Government to assess the impact of PDG funding, do not entirely support the surmises of the minister. The Welsh Labour Government confirmed in March 2017 that the grant would be guaranteed until the end of the current Assembly term (Williams K. , 2017). Unfortunately, this corroborates the findings of several commentators who lament the myriad policies competing to solve similar aims and the short-term nature of school funding( (Lupton, 2004); (OECD, 2012); (BERA, 2010) among others). Transient policies, supported by successive political parties undermine the efficacy of schools’ interventions: as political pressures affect party policy, priorities change, and schools’ funding is often affected; schools are sometimes judged against the same expectations despite funding and support shifting. 

The analysis of the PDG’s impact so far suggests that schools regard PDG funding as indispensable and it is significantly more useful than its predecessor Raising Attainment an Individual Standards in Education (Pye, 2017). It is not surprising that schools receiving PDG funding, particularly those serving communities of high deprivation, believe that the funding they are receiving is having a positive impact. The OECD (2012) purport that the education of pupils from a deprived socio-economic background is more expensive, a position Lupton (2004) supports. Unfortunately, the new system is not perfect either. The deputy-head teacher of School X, discussing how she allocates PDG funding, expressed frustration at the bureaucratic pressures of PDG funding, and difficulties in predicting long-term budgets. For educators to make a sustained change to the lives of disadvantaged pupils and communities, they require certainty regarding their budget. The way funding is currently allocated still leaves poorer pupils at a disadvantage (Lupton, 2004). Considering the persistence of the attainment gap, it is perhaps worth considering a more radical change to the way schools in Wales receive funding. 

Currently, the ISBs provided by LAs equate to approximately 85 per cent of the RSG they receive. The percentage of ‘un-hypothecated’ funding schools receive has been increasing and means that head teachers have increasing control of the money designated to fund education in their schools. While calculating the ISB of each school, 70 per cent of ISB funding is allocated based upon the number of pupils enrolled at each school under the LA (Duancey, 2016). This system, at first glance, seems equitable. Quite simply, more pupils equate more funding. Unfortunately, this does not account for what seems to be the reality: providing education for disadvantaged pupils costs more (Lupton, 2004). Hypothetically, two schools with similar numbers on roll, will receive similar amounts of funding (before PDG), even where the first school has a large FSM population and the second school has relatively few. As pupils from poorer backgrounds are likely to attend poorer performing schools (BERA, 2010), it is not conceivable that LAs can resolve the disparity between the educational experiences of one pupil, from an affluent area, and; another pupil, from an area of high socio-economic deprivation, with the remaining 30 per cent, allocated on administrative discretion and incremental costs. Lupton (2004) argues that, ‘schools with high proportions of disadvantaged students are at greatest odds of suffering from a myriad of socio-economic problems that can inhibit their learning’. Thus, the current system perpetuates inequalities (Chetty, 2011). While the PDG provides desperately needed funding, it is not necessarily the most equitable system possible. Consequently, it is no surprise that the OECD (2011f) found that funding allocated to disadvantaged groups, cannot always be traced back to initiatives that directly support FSM pupils. Furthermore, the additional funds are considered to be relatively low compared to other OECD countries and it is unclear whether PDG funding covers the additional cost of enrolling disadvantaged pupils. A formula funding system, as implemented in Chile, a system that addresses the disparity in the cost of funding the education of poorer pupils has the potential to provide a more equitable education system (Brandt, 2010); but, should such a radical and systemic change be made, it would be important that thorough accountability procedures for schools were also introduced (Bacolod, 2011). If such a system was in place in Wales, School X could predict the funding for years to come, knowing that in five years’ time, as Government changes hands, it is less likely to be negatively affected by relatively short-term initiatives. Schools could benefit in many ways from this, for example, a more secure funding system could ease the recruitment and retention process. As a result, socio-economically deprived pupils could benefit from the additional pastoral staff and experienced teachers that, the OECD (2012) notes, help reduce the attainment gap. Fluctuation in school funding would be based on socio-economic disadvantage in each school’s catchment area, not in line with the political policies of the day. 







2.3. - What should schools do? 

As discussed above, it is clear schools cannot solve the causes of social inequality alone. Although equitable funding remains a barrier, schools can improve pupils’ chances of succeeding in education.

Initially, it is important to consider what ‘educational achievement’ is. Kerr and West (BERA, 2010) note the failure of schools so far in narrowing the, in part, blaming macro policy decisions with a narrow definition of success. Kerr and West argue that by taking a prescriptive approach, governments equate improvements in exam results as the only measure of success, disregarding a more holistic view of what ‘success’ can be. They argue that the values and aspirations of all groups and stakeholders are not being represented in the education system; the Capped Point Score 9 measure for attainment may turn out to be an example of this, as the value of non-GCSE courses (mostly vocational courses) is being reduced. Ultimately, Kerr and West, believe that ‘schooling can lessen the impact of deprivation on children’s progress; however, its influence is limited by factors beyond the control of the school system.’ They encourage realistic ideals as to what can be achieved by individual educators and schools. Hirsch (2016), on the other hand, is seemingly uncomfortable with the hint of fatalism expressed by educationalists, such as Kerr and West (among others). He points to the “Coleman Report” a large, although, somewhat dated American study which examined schools’ impacts on disadvantaged groups. He notes that this report concluded that ‘schools did indeed matter, in that when one examines the outcomes across the national sample of schools, fully 40% of the differences in achievement can be found between schools.’ Furthermore, the sentiments that Hirsch expresses in ‘Why Knowledge Matters,’ suggests that he may disagree to the notion that attaining high grades is not the only consideration for a school; however, he believes this to be inevitable considering, as he believes, that the way pupils are currently educated and assessed is fundamentally biased against disadvantaged groups. Hirsch, argues that ‘good schools’ inherently narrow the gap (emphasising the importance of curricula), and by the same measure, ‘bad schools’ have considerable negative effect on rich children also. For the purpose of this report, it is worth considering both viewpoints and other measures of success. Ultimately, both agree that schools can have an impact. Therefore, it is worth considering theory to guide School X’s current and future practice.  

2.3.1 - Improving Attendance and Behaviour

It is without question that one of schools’ primary aims is providing high-quality education, so pupils can realise their academic potential and successfully complete their ‘induction into the adult tribe’ (Hirsh (Jr), 2016). If schools fail to provide pupils with this opportunity they are lambasted. Equally, ensuring pupils are safe and happy in their school environment, increases chances for equity, as well as quality education (Agasisti, 2018). If, however, pupils do not attend school it is difficult for schools to achieve either of these aims. As creating ‘a prosperous, more equal Wales’ with a ‘well-educated population’ is a Welsh Government goal for future generations, LAs, as with other public bodies, have been challenged to work to achieve this vision for Wales (Welsh Government, 2015). Consequently, guidance on PDG funding (Egan, 2014) explains that expenditure will be successful if ‘attendance and positive behaviour were clearly targeted,’ therefore, attendance data and exclusion figures will be monitored to determine the overall effectiveness of schools’ PDG spending. Below, this report will examine the guidance given to schools and consider what schools can do to improve behaviour and attendance as a means to close the gap in attainment.



2.3.1.1 - Attendance

Statistics published by Welsh Government suggest that there is a positive correlation between the percentage of pupils receiving FSMs and higher absenteeism rates (Welsh Government, 2017). This suggests that FSM pupils, particularly those in schools with a high percentage of other FSM pupils, are likely to miss more school. The same statistics suggest that not only do more FSM pupils take time off school than there nFSM peers, but a high proportion of FSM pupils miss more than the average number (5.6%) of sessions than their nFSM peers. Naturally, this is a concern, and the effect that this has on attainment is significant. Recent statistics show that more than half the percentage of all pupils, (including nFSM) who miss more than 6% (but no more than 10%) of school half-day sessions do not achieve the Level 2 Threshold (including English/Welsh and Maths) (hereafter, L2 inc. EWM) (Welsh Government, 2018). An inquiry into attendance and behaviour in Wales (National Assembly for Wales: Children and Young People Committee, 2013) found that pupils gave several reasons for not attending school, the most common were:

5. Bullying; 
6. Lessons and school work (considering them either, boring or too difficult);

Smaller groups identified the following as issues:

7. Factors relating to home life (caring responsibilities, parents not ensuring attendance, or having difficult circumstances at home);
8. Additional Learning Needs making it hard to access lessons;

In response to what would encourage better attendance:

1. Lessons being more fun;
2. Increased free time and extra-curricular activities;
3. Equal treatment and a change to teaching styles;
4. More dialogue, empathy and understanding of pupils as individuals through more consultation.

The responses do not provide an in-depth analysis of pupils’ reasons for absenteeism; however, the broad themes of the responses are corroborated by Malcolm (2003), whose report carried out a more extensive, qualitative analysis of pupil absenteeism in England. 

Currently, there is no single, authoritative, Welsh Government policy, or guidance document providing schools in Wales with strategies proven to improve attendance across multiple schools, (although individual case studies do exist (Estyn, 2012)), something that the National Assembly for Wales recognised as an issue (2013). At the time of writing, guidance on improving attendance lacks in coherence by comparison to the guidance given on literacy and numeracy (Welsh Government, 2016). The report recognises the potential pitfalls of creating one size fits all policies and promotes the sharing of good practice, placing particular emphasis on the need for regional consortia to lead this.  In 2013, the National Assembly for Wales (2013) recognised that schools were lacking a single, clear guidance document, with links to resources and examples of good practice. 

Guidance on how to spend PDG money was subsequently provided (Making Effective Use of the Pupil Development Grant (Egan, 2014)); but, this largely focusses on providing a process for designing interventions, with case studies highlighting examples of good practice.  Clear, comprehensive and evidence-based guidance on the efficacy of various attendance interventions over time has yet to be compiled (despite the guidance on PDG funding calling for an evidence-based approach). The Welsh Government guidance for the spending of PDG (2014) encourages schools to track data on absence and use the Sutton Trust Tool Kit (Educational Endowment Foundation, 2018) to guide implementing attendance interventions to support FSM pupils. Unfortunately, while the toolkit is useful for assessing the cost and value of teaching and learning interventions, and the strength of evidence supporting interventions, the toolkit does not include attendance-specific interventions. Without clear guidance on what really works in this particular area, schools have been left largely to use their own intuition, or, presumably, undertake their own research. Schools have reportedly used funds effectively (National Assembly for Wales: Children and Young People Committee, 2013) and interventions have apparently demonstrated success in raising overall attendance (Hattie (2012) cautions educators to consider effect sizes, on this point), and there concerns exist that money is being used too generally, negating the potential impact of PDG funding for disadvantaged pupils.  If this is not addressed, it may perpetuate the attainment gap. Due to the inconsistency of funding availability (discussed above) these interventions, while supposedly effective, do not appear to be sustainable across all schools (with better provision in one schools, having the potential to pull services away from another (Lupton, 2004; OECD, 2012)). Attendance affects the attainment of FSM pupils disproportionately. Attendance is one of the measures by which schools’ performance is measured. This has the potential to add to the burden of schools, especially those with high FSM populations, such as School X. 

Some practical school-level strategies that are recommended by Estyn (2012) include:

1. Increasing numbers of pastoral support officers, who will work closely with the Educational Welfare Officer (EWO);
2. Using a text messaging system to make parents aware of any attendance issues;
3. Holding a monthly attendance focus group, led by a member of the senior leadership team;
4. Working closely with primary schools;
5. Making use of multi-agency support (educational psychologists, behaviour support and Youth Initiative projects, for example); and,
6.  Switching the focus of behaviour systems to reward good attendance (certificates for good attendance), not just punishing poor attendance.  

Several of the schools within the case studies maintain that improving other in-school factors also improves attendance; therefore, for the purpose of this report, the strategies chosen for discussion below have been linked in case studies to improvements in attendance as well as behaviour.  

A multi-disciplinary, American initiative, ‘Every Student, Every Day,’ (U.S. Departments of Education, Health and Human Services, Housing and Urban Development, and Justice, 2015) has compiled a comprehensive, evidence-based toolkit for tackling chronic absenteeism, which provides a community action guide for all stakeholders. This campaign also seems to have raised the profile of attendance matters for all stakeholders. This campaign is also in its infancy, but may provide a useful evidence base in future, as it is an extensive national policy. The Welsh system may benefit by analysing the effectiveness of interventions trialled by this campaign.





2.3.1.2 - Behaviour

Martin Narey, Chief Executive of Barnardo’s states that, ‘It is a shocking fact that poor children on free school meals are up to five times more likely to be excluded from school than their better-off counterparts.’ (Barnardo's , 2010) This statement emphasises the need for whole-school approaches to improve behaviour; however, reducing the inequity between FSM and nFSM in this measure will also require targeted interventions (Estyn, 2012). Although not all pupils who misbehave are excluded, it is clear to see that disruptive behaviour in schools not only affects the individual ‘naughty child’ but also their peers, who are distracted from their learning. Once again, FSM pupils are disproportionately affected. Agasisti’s (2018) analysis of OECD countries found that schools with a positive atmosphere, with clear disciplinary boundaries benefit all pupils’ progress, but schools with a high FSM population experience greater attainment and attendance improvements among pupils by ensuring that such an atmosphere prevails. Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs suggests that pupils who do not feel safe in school are less likely to perform well. As FSM pupils are ‘less likely to believe they have any control over events that affect them,’ (Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2007). Therefore, it is important for discipline to be a priority in these schools. Effective schools engage all members of staff in promoting a consistent method and sharing data for the greatest impact. Often schools employ dedicated pastoral support staff for this purpose (Estyn, 2012). 

In addition to whole-school behaviour, Estyn (2012) recommends providing support for pupils referred from staff because of lack of progress due to persistently poor behaviour, an intervention programme for pupils who have accessed a nurture group in a primary setting and appropriate interventions for those pupils with additional learning needs. By using data effectively, the effect of behaviour policies on closing the attainment gap can be increased. The interventions mentioned above are grounded in social and emotional learning practices. These strategies have a moderate cost to the school, per pupil; however, extensive research suggests that they also have a measurable impact (Educational Endowment Foundation, 2018). These interventions can be run on multiple levels across the school and with the community but are best run concurrently. The interventions can be designed around individual pupils, groups of pupils (or families), or, on a whole-school level. Many schools in Wales work with the Wales Restorative Approaches Partnership (Restorative Justice Council, 2018), to promote ‘restorative approaches’ across the school. Pupils with a greater level of need, who present with frequent high levels of behaviour incidences, often require more targeted emotional literacy interventions (ELSA, 2018). These are inherently costlier per child, or group; however, Agasisti’s (2018) research suggests that there is a dual-benefit. Pupils in need of this interventions are unlikely to be able to access the learning that is taking place, so providing the intervention will increase their capacity to access future learning. The second benefit, is for the other pupils in the room. These pupils will also have greater opportunity to learn, as their peer causes fewer disruptions to learning. This, therefore, highlights the needs for schools to use data effectively, so that they can justify their PDG spending, but also highlight the complexity of separating benefit to FSM pupils and misusing PDG funding. If using PDG funding for nFSM pupils, schools must evidence the benefit this has to FSM pupils in closing the (National Assembly for Wales: Children and Young People Committee, 2013).








3. Methodology 

In its report, the Joseph Rowntree Foundation (hereafter JRF) outlined three categories of research which examined the links between education and poverty from different perspectives – the individual (or, micro level); the immediate social context, which might be located in families, communities, schools and peer groups (the meso level); and social structures (the macro level). To effectively analyse the effects of the interventions School X has implemented, it is necessary to consider all three aspects. Therefore, when considering the effectiveness of each policy, the report will consider:

1. Welsh Government policy and how the school is assessed;
2. The interventions School X has implemented, linking to research that may have informed or justify them; and, 
3. The impact that it has on the pupil/s involved.

Lupton (2004) argues that schools with high levels of disadvantage are further disadvantaged by the way in which governments monitor schools’ impact on pupils. While attainment is important for the life chances of individual pupils, Welsh Government policy recognises the need to create an inclusive, well-being focussed society for future generations (Welsh Government, 2015); therefore, this report’s overall judgment on the effectiveness of an intervention and its contribution to closing the gap in educational achievement, will consider attainment factors, such as Level 1 and Level 2 thresholds, but will also consider the benefit schools provide by ensuring pupils are in school, and; through being there, improve aspects of well-being.



3.1 – How does the definition of poverty affect the efficacy of the PDG?

For clarity, this report uses FSM data as a metric to identify pupils who experience socio-economic deprivation. This is not a perfect measure of poverty, nor does it encapsulate all pupils who experience similar levels of deprivation, and may be considered as living in poverty by other measures (Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2018); however, FSM data is a widely used tool for accountability and performance in schools, and determines the amount of PDG funding a school will receive (Taylor, 2017). As seventy per cent of pupils live in the 20 percent most deprived areas in Wales (2014), meaning many eFSM pupils at School X, may be crudely seen as ‘more affluent’ but actually experience similar, levels of deprivation, especially if they sit close to the FSM eligibility threshold – this group can be significantly disadvantaged as they may not qualify for support offered exclusively to FSM pupils. This provides an additional difficulty for schools reporting and justifying their PDG spending, as they may have a more holistic view of a child’s actual view of a pupils’ experience of deprivation. The English system, Pupil Premium, addresses this by giving each school less funding per pupil, but it acknowledges the issues of pupils on the threshold by funding pupils who have been eligible at some point within a given period. (Department for Education, 2018)Thus, overall judgments on effectiveness and recommendations attempt to encapsulate this by considering cumulative effects across the measurements described above and acknowledging that a significant majority of pupils at School X are eligible for FSM, or experience similar levels of deprivation. 
4. Findings 

Estyn (Estyn, 2014) found School X to be ‘unsatisfactory’ in all key areas. Following this report, the school was added to the list of schools requiring special measures. The most recent report acknowledges strong progress across all key measures (Estyn, 2017). This is demonstrated in many of interventions the school has implemented, and the school has recently been removed from the list of schools requiring special measures. 

4.1 – Examples of practice at School X
School X has followed has followed the guidance on how to implement the PDG (Egan, 2014), by allocating a member of SLT to oversee and plan the spending of funding, as well as providing a link to governors. Notable interventions, specifically relating to improving attendance and behaviour include:

1. Creating a costed plan for the allocation of PDG spending (see appendix 1)
2. Appointing and organising a dedicated pastoral team to monitor behaviour and attendance;
3. Meeting regularly with the Coleg Achievement Managers (CAMs), who then coordinate the work of Coleg Support Officers;
4. Creating a clearly defined graduated response for behaviour and attendance, which describes the roles and necessary actions for all members of staff (see appendix 2);
5. Arranging training in different levels of restorative approaches for all members of staff, to support the enforcement of the school’s behaviour policy;
6. Arranging increasingly specialist training for CAMs, CSOs, HLTAs and TAs to provide specific behavioural and attendance related interventions.
7. Developing a programme of family incentives for good and excellent attendance (linked to providing enrichment). 

This list is not exhaustive and further examples of interventions undertaken at School X can be seen in the appendices.

4.2 – How is the data collected and how is impact measured? (With an example of practice)

4.2.1 – Attendance and behaviour

Attendance and behaviour are monitored by the pastoral team and HAMs meet regularly with the deputy head, to discuss trends in attendance and behaviour and has an established system to meet the needs of individual pupils who require support. HAMs have recently begun monitoring attendance by pupil characteristic, to establish groups of pupils who are ‘at risk’ so preventative measures can be taken (see appendix ). 

Once the group has been identified, HAMs run an intervention over a 6-week period, helping pupils to monitor their own attendance and give them strategies to help improve their attendance. This group is monitored over the course of the intervention to track its effectiveness. At the beginning and end of the intervention, HAMs report to all staff regarding the pupils’ attendance (see appendix 3).

Similar group interventions are undertaken for behaviour (ELSA, for example (ELSA, 2018)), but the impact of these interventions in not always shared among all staff. 

4.2.2 – Attainment

Attainment is monitored by the school and the consortium provides the school with a detailed analysis of the school’s exam performance and scrutinises the performance of the school by pupil characteristic. (See appendix 4)

Some departments have used this data to provide enrichment experiences to help improve pupils’ exam performance, and this report has found evidence of the impact of these interventions. (PDG funding is not currently delegated to departments to run these interventions.) (See appendix 5)

4.3 - The Impact

4.3.1 – Attendance

· School X is in the 4th quartile for attendance compared to schools nationally. 
· It’s attendance has improved by 4.2% over the 3 academic years between 2015 and 2017 (Its overall attendance average is 4.2% lower than the national and LA average for 2017)

The following figures give the current attendance levels for School X, based on the evidence available at the time of writing (the first two full terms) for the academic year 2017/2018. 

· Overall mean attendance for all pupils - 92.8% 
· Overall mean attendance for nFSM – 91.44%
· Overall mean attendance for FSM - 90.03%
· FSM/nFSM attendance gap – 1.41%

If School X maintains its current mean attendance, by the end of the academic year 2017/2018, it will have reduced the difference between the school average and the national average to 1.3%. This would be impressive, considering the high FSM population enrolled at the school compared with the national average. The 2017/2018 gap in attendance between FSM and nFSM at School X appears small; however, small variables in attendance have a big impact, as discussed above. 

At the time of writing, historical figures of attendance levels between these groups is not available, so it is difficult to measure the gap in attendance over time; however, now these measures are being tracked, they could be used to design interventions at School X in future. 

4.3.2 – Behaviour

School X records behaviour points, achievement points and interventions using its ‘Culture for Learning’ policy, following a graduated response system (see appendix 2). At the time of writing, the author of the report does not have access to a similar analysis of behaviour trends, as can be seen for attendance (see appendix 3). 

The school operates a house system, assigning each pupil a colour. Behaviour trends are analysed by the Heads of House (HOH), with the assistance of HSOs and together, they keep form tutors informed with regards to that pupil’s behaviour, via the behaviour reports and follow the graduated response to initiate any interventions where necessary. Tutors share behaviour and achievement points with pupils on a weekly basis and they set individual targets. In addition, each HOH regularly updates pupils and form tutors about the performance of their house. This creates a sense of collective responsibility, improves the sense of belonging to a community and rewards good behaviour. 
Exact figures for School X’s exclusion rates are not available at the time of writing; however, with regards to permanent exclusions, the school has worked hard to avoid exclusion, and it is used only as a means of last resort. The school has created an internal exclusion room, and other sanctions including 2-hour workshops beyond normal school hours for pupils who persistently receive behaviour points and alternative other forms of alternative timetabling to keep pupils in enrolled at the school. See the graduated response for further details.

4.3.3 – Attainment – See appendices for ‘School X Data Pack 2017’

· Level 1 Threshold 
·  The school is in the 4th quartile of all Welsh schools 
· Overall attainment in this measure among all pupils is 83.12% 
· Current attainment gap -3.83% (significantly smaller than LA average of 10.18%)
· In the last three academic years, there has been a substantial increase attainment in this indicator: 26.65% more FSM pupils achieved Level 1 in 2017 than 2015, and eFSM pupils have increased by 13.67% in the same period. This corroborates Hirsh’s (2016) argument that disadvantaged pupils have significantly more to gain from strong school practices.

· Level 2 Threshold (inc EWM)
· The school is in the 4th quartile of all Welsh schools 
· Overall attainment in this measure among all pupils is 29.87% (This represents an increase in attainment compared to previous year. This is significant as School X and one other school, were the only schools to improve their attainment in this measure despite a drop nationally. School X’s is in the 3rd quartile in this measure.
· Unfortunately, the FSM gap has increased by 4.7% in the three exam periods between 2015 and 2017.
· Despite the increased gap, the school’s overall attainment gap (11.21%) is substantially narrower than that of the LA average (32.85%). 

**Notable outliers in attainment 

The English department at School X has increase pupils’ Level 2 attainment from 33.18 % in 2015 to 46.10% in 2017. The department is in the 2nd quartile, nationally. Notably, despite an increase in Level 2 inc EWM resulting in a widening of the FSM attainment gap, the English department has narrowed the attainment gap by 4.59% in the three exam periods between 2015 and 2017. 




5. Conclusions and reflections

In conclusion, School X’s overall attainment is poor in comparison with school’s nationally; although, the gap in performance between FSM and nFSM pupils is a considerably lower than the national average. Although, the interventions that have been implemented appear to have made a substantial difference, improving the life chances of pupils attending the school. This is particularly true for lower-ability pupils, with the substantial increase in Level 1 performance. The accelerated progress made by Level 1 FSM pupils compared with nFSM pupils is impressive – while the attendance data by pupil characteristics is not available for previous years, it is reasonable to assume that the percentage of FSM pupils attending has increased, and when these pupils attend, they succeed in gaining qualifications. The school has also done well to improve the percentage of pupils achieving Level 2 (inc EWM), especially in the context of a downward trend nationally. Unfortunately, save for Level 2 English, this has also resulted in a widening of the gap between FSM and nFSM (although, still significantly below the national average). Respectfully and acknowledging the vast improvements seen made by the school, this does raise one concern. If the Level 2 (inc EWM) trend continues to see an increase in overall performance, but a widening of the attainment gap, the school may be sacrificing equity for quality.

This report highlights the need for a well-considered, research driven approach.
  
6. Recommendations

Attendance
1. Continue to develop and provide training for HAMs, HSOs, HLTAs and TAs to provide behavioural and attendance interventions;
2. Continue to monitor attendance by pupil characteristics;
3. Using attendance by characteristic data, design an intervention to raise attendance of FSM pupils as a priority (as has been modelled for year 10 girls (see appendix 4));



Behaviour
4. Using the attendance model, collect intervention data for pupil by characteristic and target FSM pupils;

Attainment
5. Draw on good-practice in the English department to establish how they are improving results and closing the gap concurrently; 
6. Consider delegating PDG funds to individual departments with a proven track record of good practice, allowing them to make decisions on subject specific interventions within their department (this may include targeted literacy, numeracy, mastery or exam preparation interventions, or enrichment activities, to develop more resilient pupils (Agasisti, 2018) (see appendix 5 for an example). 

Funding
7. As PDG funding is only guaranteed by the current Welsh Government, it is important to remember that funding is not guaranteed beyond the end of the current Government’s term in Assembly, so investment ought to be made in sustainable approaches which can be continued should the funding be decreased or removed by successive governments; 
8. Continue to the evidence approaches by examining the effect on pupil characteristics, ensuring that PDG funds are being diverted to support FSM pupils specifically (or, make it clear how many FSM pupils directly benefit as a result of the intervention, for accountability purposes). 












Appendices

Appendix 1 – Costed PDG Plan
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Appendix 2 – Graduated Response 
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Appendix 3 – Example of Attendance Circle intervention

Our first wave of attendance circles has finished and the table below highlights the impact of the process in terms of improved attendance and targets reached.

All of our young people gained something during the 6 weeks, even if their percentage did not increase overall. 

 The course raised awareness, highlighted the barriers to achieving good attendance and allowed solutions to be discussed.  

	
	Start Percentage
	End Percentage
	Outcome

	Student X
	91.98%
	86.96%
	Dropped

	Student X
	85.8%
	87.83%
	Improved

	Student X
	90.12%
	88.26%
	Dropped

	Student X
	90.87%
	93.21%
	Improved

	Student X
	91.98%
	92.61%
	Improved

	Student X
	91.98%
	93.04%
	Improved

	Student X
	90.74%
	93.91%
	Improved

	Student X
	75.95%
	74.78%
	Dropped

	Student X
	81.48%
	79.57%
	Dropped

	Student X
	80.86%
	79.57%
	Dropped

	Student X
	78.45
	80.43%
	Improved

	Student X
	82.1%
	80.43%
	Dropped

	Student X
	79.63%
	80.43%
	Improved

	Student X
	91.36%
	84.78%
	Dropped

	Student X
	81.11%
	86.08%
	Improved

	Student X
	83.3%
	86.52%
	Improved

	Student X
	80.02%
	84.1%
	Improved

	Student X
	93.27%
	96.51%
	Improved















Appendix 4 – Attendance by pupil characteristic
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Appendix 5 – School X Data
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Appendix 6 – GCSE Residential Analysis and FSM Residential Proposal
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]1 Study Residential

—

Context

In April 2016, the CSC funded a study residenti~' “pr 30 pupils (20 from
L __sto .yollegeanc
School) to attend a bespoke studyTesidential in London which had a
significant impact on L2 English results |, in particular with
boys, and boys in receipt of Free School Meals (FSM).

gt

The success of the residential was shared at a regional level by the Head of
English . .e_ ....g1in the summeg term, as well as new Unit 2 and Unit 3
exam papers (written specifically for Es)s(residential by the department). This
has resulted in schools in the region (for example, t 9 arranging their
own study residential based on this experiential model.

Impact

Although, at the time of regional sharing, the impact of the residential was
qualitative (in terms of pupil engagement, motivation and confidence), the
impact of the weekend was clear in the summer results which showed a 19%
increase in the L2 English indicator (from 28% to 47%). Of the pupils who
were targeted to attend the residential, all were predicted insecure Cs (C3s)
to insecure Ds (D3s) in English so these were pupils who made a significant
difference to results, placing the school securely in quartile 2 (from quartile
4).

 Sixteen of the twenty pupils who attended the residential achieved a
C+ (two achieved B grades).

o The four pupils who did not achieve a C grade achieved a D grade and,
except for one EAL pupil who achieved a C grade in mathematics, this
was the highest grade these pupils achieved in any of their other
GCSEs
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REVIEW - PDG Plan 2017 - 18

oo rlan 2017 -18

* Continuation of additional student counselling provision DONE

* Continuation of restorative approaches training as a whole school initiative DONE

* HLTA to continue to deliver interventions and develop these further DONE

* Specialist input at drop down days and to lead interventions for identified small groups of
students DONE and FUTURE BOOKINGS

* Enhancement of nurture provision, especially with Year 7 students which include support for
parents PRIMARY TRAINED STAFF APPT

*£93000

* Continuation of CAM roles to monitor these issues and run interventions to offer. support
DONE
* Increase number of interventions available to students to support behaviour and motivation

through training for HLTAS/TAS/CAMs e.g Lego thearpy, motivational interviewing etc IN
PROGRESS

* Increase training for staff and develop use of RA DONE

* Develop programme of family incentives for good and excellent attendance (linked to
providing enrichment) STARTED
* £150000

* Launch of Bronze DofE DONE
* Continue to develop menu of additional extra curricular opportunities IN PROGRESS

* Continued development of a series of drop down days during the year to provide increased
opportunity to develop new skills and experiences - IN PROGRESS

* MAT opportunity men to be offered across all subject areas and extra curriculum IN PROGRESS
* £32000
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* Become a Spice School to access the time credit scheme to increase participation in
school activities and events DONE

« Offer family learning sessions PLANNING STAGE

* Develop programme of parenting teenagers workshops to support families IN PROGRESS

* Continuation of CAMs role (costed above)

* Develop offer of on site multi agency support for students and families IN PROGRESS

* £10000

* Employment of part time speech and language thearpist NOT DONE

* Continuation of individual tuition support for literacy and numeracy DONE

« Development of ‘prep time' by offering training and resources to support tutors with
meta cognition and self regulation activities IN HOUSE

« Training for peer mentors - reading bud

* Cost - £87,000

* Access to extended opportunities to personalise student timetables when needed DONE

* Develop training programme for TAs that includes joint training for teachers and TAs and
allow time for joint planning, monitoring and evaluation of intervention.

* Develop training for teachers on working with TAs

« Develop CPD for TAs on assessment for learning, and use of questioning to support
students to become independent students. IN PROGRESS

« Cost - £33,000





