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Executive summary

This report brings together the findings from a programme of work examining the features of
effective school groups.

School groups are set to remain a key feature of the school system and are central to the
I32PSNYYSyiQa aoKz22f AYLINE@SYSyY dunded NiodisSrBe @ h FS NI K
England are now being educated in an academy or free semaolhe vast majority of such schools

are in a multdacademy trust of two or more schooBut a significant proportion of pupits

including over half of pupils in primary and special schqal® in nornacademy schoojsncluding

schools maintained by the local auwttities. There is therefore an ongoing need to understand how

school groups of all types are operating to enstine bestoutcomes for all pupils.

Inthis programme of work we have developed a suitengtricscoveringschool group performance

acrosgour domains opupil attainment and progress, pupil inclusion, workfostestainability and
financialmanagementThese have builtonth@ RdzOF GA 2y t 2f A0& LyaidAaiddziSQa
and LA performanceeacher recruitment and retentiorgnd unexplained exitgnd have been

subject to consultation and discussion with the sector.

We have supplementethese quantitative metricthrough the multiwave Decisions in Education in
England PanédDEEP3urveywhich gives ua better understanding of how groups are operating.

In February 2024 wpublishedan analysis oflata on pupil inclusion, outcomes apdogress and at
the same timdaunchecdthe first iteration of ourinteractive web tool Thisallowed users t@ompare
the performance ofndividualschool groups acroghesemeasuresin this report weinclude new
analysis obur measure®f workforce and financiafficiency, as well as introducing analysis from
the DEEP surveWe havealsonow released anipdatedversion of our interactive wetmol to cover
our full range of metrics.

This reportshowsthere is noidentifiablegeneraloptimal organisational structureor schoolgroups
We cannot conclude that, based on performance alone, the MAT structure should be preferred to
the localauthority model, or vice versa.

Across althe metrics we construdhere istypicallymore variation within school group types
compared to between school group typésr examplethe difference between twdlifferent MATs
is often larger that the difference betwedhe average MA&ndthe average local authority
However we do highlighsomekey differencedy group type and size across oudomains of
performance.

Pupil inclusion attainment and progress

In February we published a full analysiur metrics related to pupil inclusioaftainmentand
progressCombining those resultsith responses to the DEEP survey wertl that:

A The highest performing groups on overall attainment receive a lower proportion of
applications from disadvantaged pupils and have lower rates of absence and suspension.

A Primary school groups linked to dioceses (MAT andM#@) have intakes that are less
representative of their local area. However, they have relatively low levels of persistent
absence and relativelyighoverall attainment.
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A Larger MATs (with 10 or more schools in a phase) have, on average, higher rates of
persistent absence, suspension, and unexplained thdts smaller MATs and local
authorities.

A However, thesdarger MATs admit greater rates of disadvantaged pupils and have higher
attainment outcomedor low prior attaining and disadvantaged pupils.

A Internal exclusions are not captured in national data collections but findings from the DEEP
survey indicate the use of internal exclusion is more prevalent in secondary schests
than 3 per cent of sampled secondary schools reported not using ifteratusion at all, in
comparison with almost a quarter of primary schools.

Workforce

In this new analysis, we present findings froor quantitative workforce metrigavhichfocus on

the turnover rates of classroom teachers and teaching assistants. Together they make up around
three quarters of all school staff. Our employment data is drawn from the School Workforce Census
(SWC)and we use this data to track staff movement between schools and into and out of the
English state school workforce to construct two metrics for each staff type (classroom teachers and
teaching assistants)he average annual turnover ratén the three academic years 2016/17 to
2019/20and the 3-year cumulative turnover rateto 2019/20 We find that:

A Amongst primary schoolannual turnover of teachers and teaching assistants is similar
across all types of school groups thoubhre are wide differences within groups.
particular, the variation between different MATs and federations is much larger compared
to dioceses and local authorities

A In secondary schoolgroup levelnnualteaching assistanturnover (18.6%) is significantly
higher thanclassroom teacher turnovefl$.®4).

A At secondary, mukicademytrusts hawe higher turnover of classroom teachers than local
authorities There are significant differences in annual turnover (16.9% in the median MAT,
14.4% in the median LA) and cumulative turnover (37.4% in the median MAT, 32.7% in the
median LA).

A Small secondary MATSs (with fewer than five secondary schools) have, on average, lower
rates ofannual teacheturnover (15.9 per centpompared to larger MATE.9.5 per cent)

A The extent to which MATsentral teamsare involvedn workforcedecisions depends on the
levelof seniaity of the role. 60 per cent of the respondents to DEEP said that decisions
around classroom teacher recruitment wedlevolved to individual schogland around half
of MATSs set teacher pay centrally

Finangal management

Ournew quantitative workforce metrics focus onstatistical measure of efficiengthis looks at

how well schoolsbalancespending decisionis orderto maximisethe progress ofheir pupils?), the
extent towhichschool groups have {gpear balances (i.e. they are not spending more than they have
coming in), andhe level of seHgenerated income (for example from renting out faciliti€¥yme of

the analysis is complicated by the fact that there are diffeidata collections for academies and

1 Our model includes teacher experience, leadership FTE, expenditure on education support staff, and
SELISYRAGAZNBE 2y Wol O1 2FFAOSQ FdzyOlAzya a GKS Ay Lldzia



local authority maintained schoolSo, for example, on our measure of efficiency it is not possible to
drawdirect reliable comparisons between academy trusts and local authorities, but weooapare
different academy trusts to each other.

We find that:

A At primary, multi-academy trusts are around twice as likely to have positiweear balances
compared to otheigrouptypes Relative balances aren averagesmallerat secondarybut
the ratio is bigger, MATs arealmost three times as likely to hapesitivein-yearbalances
than other school groups.

A There is a higher degree of variation in the level eféar balances amongst trusts
compared to other group type#t primary, local authorities have hyear balances between
-2.5% and +2% whilst trusts have balances ranging betw&®érand 23%f expenditure

A Almost 90 per cent of MATS in our survey usedsbping(taking a fixed proportion of
funding from all schoolgpather than pooling funding across all schodmaveragethey top-
sliced around 6 per cent of school budgé®eserves from one school are also used to
support deficits in other schools with the MAT.

A No MAT respondents to the DEEP survey gave the efficiency of their MAT the hagingst
i.e.all believed that they could be doing more to improve efficiency.

A Diosan school groupsypicallyseltgenerate the largedraction of their income, over 6
per cent on averageéAcademy trusthave the lowest selfjenerated income which may
reflect the communities they seevHowever there is larger variation amongst MATs than
there is amongst local authorities.

A Comparing efficiency across different group types is limited by not being able to fully
account for central expenditure in a consistent welpwever, it is noticeable thatt primary
in particular, local authorities have much more similar levels of efficiency to one another
compared to multacademy trusts, where the withigroup type variance is much higher.

A The medianmall MAThassimilar levels oéfficiencyto the medianlargerMATat primary
but are on averagemaller MATSs arkess efficient at secondafp.801 vs. 0.762)

Relationships between metrics

A At both primary and secondaryupmeasure of efficiency has a positive association with
overallattainmentand an even stronger associatiafith the attainment and progressf
disadvantaged pupils.

A Higher levels of efficiency asdsoassociated with higher rates of classroom teacher
turnover.¢ KA &4 KAIKfAIKGA GKIG GSFOKSNiffodzNY 2 GSNJ A &
example schoolare adept at identifyingnd retaining only higlguality teachersthis could
potentially help drive efficiencies.

A Groups with highellevels of average overalttainment are likely to receive a smaller
proportion of applications frondisadvantaged pupils than the proportion of disadvantaged
pupils living in the local areélthough much bthis is driven by the admission practices of
dioceses.

A Particularly at secondary, groups witthigher fraction of selfjenerated incomeypically
have2 G KSNJ W322RQ 2dzi02YSa O0KAIK FGdFrAyYSydas 2
apart from disadvantaged preference scar€his may reflect the level of affluence of the
communities which schools serve.



A At secondary,lassroom eacher turnovehas a strongeassociatiorwith our other metrics
than teaching assistant turnovein particularhighteacher turnover ismegativdy
correlated with overall dtainment and post16 destinationsHowever, it is not correlated
with the progress of disadvantaged or I@sior attaining pupils hool groups with high
turnover have lower overall attainmeryet still achievesimilar progress for these pupil
groups.

A At primary,we find no correlation between teacher turnover ahdadline KSattainment.

Policy recommendations

A The Department for Education should now publish easily accessible metrics for school
groups, in line with its approach of "trust quality descriptorsThis would allow users to
see the relative strengths and weaknesses of school groups and allow a more informed
understanding of their performance and how they reflect their local communities.

A The accountability and inspection system should be reviewed, and consideration should be
given to how it can better reflect the different pupil demographics and circumstances of
individual schools Schools that admit representative proportions of disadvantaged pupils or
those with additional needs should not be penalised under any potential new system.

A The school admissions code should be reviewed with a focus on includioparticular, it
should consider why certain types of school groups (such as dioceses) appear to be less likely
to reflect their local areas iterms of the number of pupils from Ioimcome backgrounds
that they admit.

A Consistent Financial Return's should move to collecting the income and expenditure of
local authority education teams akin to the data reported by trusts on central teams
through the Academies Accounting Returfhis would allow for better comparisons
between how trust central teams and local authorities #lfze and redistribute grant
income.

Where next?

We believe that these metrics and the associated tool provide a strong foundatievhich to build
a more rounded understanding of how school groups in England are performing. This will help
develop our understanding of whitis thatworks andhas the potential to support more effective
school system that enables all pupils to succéak. online toolswill allowindividual school groups
to comparethemselves to other groupsearning from best practice

We know that the pandemic has hadaamgterm impact on many of the metrics wexplore in this
report. Due tothe halting of certairdatacollectionswe have not been able to so far explore
whether the picture has changed in the pgeindemicperiod. However, we hope to update these
metrics later in this year.
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Introduction

The academies programme has arguably been one of the biggest reforms to the English education
system of the last fewlecades. Introduced in 2002 under the then Labour government, academies
were initially envisaged as raising educational standards in disadvantaged communities and areas of
low performanceThe passing of the Academies Act 264dto both a broadeningcope of the
programmeg to includehigh performing sisools converting viointarily ¢ and its rapid acceleration.

Today over half of all pupils at statiended schools in England areing educated in an acadery

free school But thisof course also means a significant proportafrpupilsg includingover half of

pupils in primary and special schoglare in nonacademy schools.

School groups are set to remain a key feature of the school systeraracéntral to the
I32PSNYYSyiQa aoOKz22f thk J0RISCRADISWHie/Paped theNjbvar@niet id L y

out two key policy directions which aimed to increase academisatibstated that all schools in
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authorities the powers to establish new mudicademy trusts. Whilst both the target of achieving a

fully trustled system by thermd of the decade and the policy of encouraging local authorities to set

up their own trusts have subsequently been dropped, the direction of travel is still towards a more
academised systerdf. There igherefore an ongoing need to understand how school groups of all

types are operatingo ensure high outcomes for all pupils.

In 2016 the Education Policy Institute published its first analgséithe performance of mulki
academy trusts and localthorities® Consistentvith other studies it found no difference between
the performance of thes groups as whole butfound considerable differences within each group.
The difference between the highest and lowest performéghool groups was equivalent to around
half a grade in each GCSE subject

In 2019 we exploreteacher progression and retentian both multracademy trusts and local
authorities® Amongstour findings were that whileteacher retention was lower in large muilti
academy trusts, teachers in such trusts tended to progress more quickly to middle and senior
leadership.

In the same yeamwe published a study looking at unexplained pupil exitsoves out of schools

that did not appear to bénstigated by families, examining both those that had taken place between
schools and those involving leaving the school system entitefpund that of the 2017TGCSE

cohort, around 1 in 10 pupils experiencatleast onedt dzy’ S E LIt |, And théte viakakainé
considerable variation between different mulicademy trusts and local authorities.
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3Nick GibbUIN 121149Answer to written parliamentary questiqfebruary 2023).
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Sw2y |y Rdwdpardrmance in muldicademy trusts and local authorit@®ducation Policy

Institute (2016).
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Trustsp Ambition Institute, Education Policy Institute and Cambridge Asses$atst).

"Hutchinson and Crenrd&/S y v AUyied@atbeddoupil exits from schools: Further analysis and data by multi

academy trust and local author@Education Policy Institut019).
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What is clear from these studiésthat there are many dimensions to the performance of a school
group.In ourlatest programme of work & ¢ KS CSI G dzZNBa 2F gwethde i A oS { O
worked towardd JNBE RdzOAy 3 | Y2NB NRdzyRSR RSTFAyAlwey 27
have considered this under a set of broad princifesvhichany school group should lmperating

All school groups should:

A Have an intake which broadly reflects the characteristics of its local communities,
particularly in terms of disadvantage (eligibility for free school meals), ethnicity, and special
educational needs.

A Support all pupils to pursue a higiguality education within the school once they are
admitted. Good attendance should be supported, and suspensions and managed moves
should only occur when it is in the best interest of the pupil and/or the safety of others.
There should be a focus oisddvantaged pupils and pupils with other characteristics who
typically have lower average attainmetat help close attainment gaps.

A Have sustainable workforce managemettiat supports teacher retention Teachers and
other staff should feel supported and happy in their roles, allowing them to have long and
impactful careers.

A Make good financial decisions and use resources efficieripending decisions should
support pupils to reach their full potential.

Over the last three years we have publistatlysis of, and consulted on, a suite of metrics that
capture performance in these areakhis quantitative work is supported liye development and

analysis othe Decisions in Education in EngldBEEPsurvey, a threevave survey whiclwve have

carried out ovetthe past two years. Insights from the survey carubed tocomplementdata

analysis, providing details into the policies schools and school groups use to manage pupil inclusion,
the educatiorworkforce andschool expenditure.

Earlier this year we publishexhalysis of inclusion and attainment of school groups. At the same
time, we launched an interactivereb toolthat allows users to interrogate our metrics for individual
groupsand compare the relive strengths and weaknesses of individual school grotips.tool also
includes important contextual informatiogsuch as geographic spread, size and pupil demographics
¢ that we know is associated with performance on some of these measures.

In this report weexpand our analysi® include measures dhe school workforce and financial
managementThis complementan update to our web tool to also include our additional workforce
and finance related metric§Ve also supplement thanalysisn this reportwith key insights from

our DEEP survey to further undtmsd how school groupsin particular multiacademy trustg are
operating.



Methodology

Quantitative metrics

As part of this stdy we have constructed a range of metrics acrgsgpilinclusion pupil attainment
and progressyorkforce sustainability and financial managemerue tothe effects of the
pandemic bothin terms of some data collections not happening, and the inconsistent effett®of
pandemic on the measures themselydge analyss usere-pandemicdata. We hope to update
our metrics tool with more recemnpostpandemicdata later in the year.

We construct our metrics within phase. So, where possible for each school group we calculate two
measures for each metric: one for the primary schools in the group and one for the secondary
schools. In some cases, school groups only operate schools in ose ph#he measure is not
constructable for a phase (e.g., attainment scores), and so we only construct one measure per
metric. Additionally, for some measures the numbers are too small to reliably construct metrics
across a large enough fraction of groupsy., the number of suspensions in primary settings is very
small nationwide.

Table 1: List of metrics
Preference score are the applicants to a

INRdzLJAQ a0K22fa NBLN v Y,

pupil population(disadvantage, SEND)

Admissions score are pupils offered places a

I ANRdzLJAaQ a0K22fa NB \Y
applicant pool (disadvantage, SEND)

Persistent absence \%
Suspensions

Repeated suspensions

Unexplained exits

KS2 attainment Vv
KS2 attainment of disadvantaged pupils V
KS4 attainment

Progress of disadvantaged pupils, comparec
with disadvantaged pupils nationally
Progress of low (bottom 25%) prior attainers
compared with low attainers nationally
Sustained destinations pedb, adjusted for
average postl6 destinations locally

Annual classroom teacher turnover
3-yearcumulative classroom teacher turnove
Annual teaching assistant turnover

3-year teaching assistant turnover

Efficiency

In-year balance

Selfgenerated income

<

< << <

<
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Contending with small numbers

By its nature, quantitative analy$ schoolsften involves dealing with small numbers, which can
introduce substantial uncertainty in results. For example, most primary schools have very small
numbers of repeated suspensions per year. Equally our proposed metrics for pupil achievement are
at risk d being influenced by small numbers, because the pupil groups we focus on are typically in
the minority in school cohorts.

I 0SYSTAG 27F (i Kchadl gloipd® B Quiintetiics Toék @aipds papyl cohorts in

multiple schools, thus increasing the number of pupils included in our analysis. Nevertheless, many
school groups included in this study only include two schools per phase, and/or have small numbers
of pupis. Therefore, we pool data from across three school years (2016201.8/19) when

constructing all our metrics. When pooling this datatllbugh schools are treated as secondary
schools.

This has a number of benefits. Results will be less sensitive to small pupil numbers or to
characteristics specific to individual pupil cohorts. Results will reflect a more stable view of typical
life in the school group, as opposed to a single eeesibnal snapshot which may represent an
exceptional year.

We additionally restrict our sample to only include schools in the group which were part of the
group for at least the three years prior. This again ensures stability and that the group has had
sufficient time to exert its possible influence over the sdhoo

After pooling data across schools and years, some small numbers will still remain. Suppression of
small numbers is necessary to protect the identity of data subjects and to ensure our results are
robust. Suppression has been implemented in line with Officé&ational Statistics rules,

suppressing counts that are five or fewer.

Placing results in context of the national distribution

In muchof the analysis in this repome use the raw metrics, as calculated, to illustrate the full
distribution.

We intend for these metrics, though, to be useful benchmarking tools, which school leaders and
other stakeholders can use &asilycompare the results of school groups with others to identify

areas of high performance and areas for improvement. Therefore, in our accompanying data tool we
convert all our metrics to nationalecilesfrom 1 to 10 with each metric scaled so that the higher

figure represents the better outcome

To enable users of our data tool to make meaningful comparisons, it also contains functionality to
compare up to three school groups at a time, across the full suite of metrics. This is accompanied by
contextual information, for example, the fraction of pts eligible for free school meals.



Comparing group types: Box plots

To understand how individual groups can be compared across a range of metrics, we must first
understand how each metric is distributed across groups, and crucially within different group types.
For any given metric, the distribution of scores can varyifségntly by group type, as well as by

phase of education.

To demonstrate these inteand intratype differences, we present a box plot for each metric. These
figures contain a box plot for each group type showing the median, first and third quartiles, and the
whiskers extend to 1.5 times the interquartile rarfg@chool groups beyond the end of the whiskers
FNB3 RSSYSR |a W2dzift ASNEQ® ¢KS LIRAyda | NPdzyR (K
scores; the more points, the higher proportion of groups in each type achieved the corresponding
score on the sda. From this we can see the variation among group types, as well as the underlying
group counts behind the plotsif group types have small counts, we cannot be as confident that the
metric tells us something about the effects of that group type, rathan the effects of the small
number of groups themselves.

Comparing individual groups: Radar plots

The metrics we have constructed are widaging and scores are driven by a variety of factors. It is
important to recognise that, within these metrics, school groups will have areas of strength and
areas for improvement.

In our data tool we therefore provide visualisations of the metrics for individual school groups using
radar plots. Radar plots are a way of visualising performance on multiple metrics simultaneously.

Axes are national deciles from 1 to 10 with each metric scaled so that the higher figure represents
the better outcome. For example, higher rates of teacher turnover will be closer to the centre of the
plot, while higher financial efficiency will be closerthe edge of the plot. In simple terms, the

further towards the outer edge of the plot, the better the outcome.

Qualitative insight# DEEP

In 2022, we launched a national survey, the Decisions in Education in England Panel (DEEP) survey,
to gain a more detailed and nuanced picture of what decisions, actions, and policies are currently
being implemented in schools.

There have been three waves of the DEEP survey. In the first wave we focused on underst@nding
workforceand financial challenges faced by schools and groups. In the second wave, we sought to
obtain a more comprehensive understanding of how schools use admissions, teaching, and
behaviour management policies and practices to improve pupil inclusion and oegcdrhe third
wavecovered albreas of interest

The survey was administerehline,and the majority of respondents/ere leaders imulti-academy
schools and central teanfdn what follows ve reportinsights from the DEEP survey alongside
guantitativemetrics

8 The interquartile range is the distance between the first and third quartiles.
9 See annex for further details on response rates by group type.
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School workforce

Background

In the 2022/23 academic year almost one million FTE people were working irfustaied schools in
England. Of these, nearly half (48%) were teachers. There has been around a 7% increase in the
overall size of the school workforce in the last decade. This period has seen a relatively large
increase in the number of teaching assistants (20%) comparththers (5%

A commonly used metric to understand the health of the school workforce is the turnover of staff
yearon-year. Our 2022 methodological discussion paper laid the groundwork for the development

of a series of turnover metrics to use in assessing the effawtiss of school groug$Turnover

continues to be high, and around 1 in 10 of all qualified teachers leave the profession each year, with

over 90% of these exits not related to retirement. Rather exits are due to career changes or moves

to non-state funded education sectofs.

[26 &0FFTF (Gdz2NYy2OSNJ KIa 0SSy RSEOWAmaplmit F & G§KS &k
opportunities for progression and lead to higher wage bills at a school Tewelover is also

essential to resolve poor job matching, where an individual teacher is a poor fit either for a

particular school, group, or the profession more generally.

Some staff turnover is therefore necessary and desirable, but excessively high turnover can be
disruptive to learning and may imply staff are unhappy with the working conditions in their current
role. Evidence has shown a one standdeyiation increase iannual teacher entry rate results in a

0.8 per cent of a standard deviation reduction in GCSE scores, with students in the middle of the
ability distribution most negatively affectéd Recruiting new staff also costs time and money and
therefore has a direct impact on the resource available to high turnover schools. The average cost to
replace a teacher has been estimated at £4,600, equivalent to the annual pupil premium funding for
3 or 4 pupilst®

While most concern over teacher recruitment and retention takes a system perspective (seeking to
ensuring sufficient teacher supply to meet the overall needs of the education sector), movement
within the sector has implications for schools and thereforgifsu

Looking at teacher movement across schools, rather than out of the profession, in 2018 the National
Foundation for Education Research (NFER) found that between 2010 and 2016 the rate of teachers
moving schools increased more rapidly than the rate of teexhesaving the school workforce. In

W5 SLI NI YSYy i TN 9dRz0d iniEn@ayidbRe@orting year 2DRlational Statistic§2023).

e 4 S@Sy a2y MeayuRng evdrkfofcéststadnability in school grodEducation Policy Institat

(2022).
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Ambition Institute, Education Policy Institute and Cambridge Asses$26:r8).
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2016, 8.5 per cent of primary teachers and 8.3 per cent of secondary teachers moved school in any
given year, up from 5.3 and 4.2 per cent in 26%.0.

Our metrics

Our quantitative workforce metrics focus on the turnover rates of classroom teachers and teaching
assistants only. Together they make up around three quarters of all school staff. Our employment
data is drawn from the School Workforce Census (SWC). Thislserole, salary, qualifications, and
personal characteristics of all staff working in schools in England, as captured by the Department for
Education in November each year.

We use the SWC to track staff movement between schaals into and out of the English state
school workforce to construct two metrics for each staff type (classroom teachers and teaching
assistants):

A the average annual turnover ratén the three academic years 2016/17 to 2019/20

¢KS ydzYoSNI 2F &l FF WS- ¢e.g.\bghdedn 2016/H7/NRddzL) 6 S 6 S S
2017/18), as a percentage of the total number of staff in the grouplinTo minimise the
effect of random variation, we mean average this annual turnover rate over jie@s.

A the 3-year cumulative turnover ratgo 2019/20

We calculate a §ear cumulative turnover rate. This is the proportion of staff present in a

school group in 2019/20, who are not present in 2016/17. A limitation of this measure is that

we check only the first and last year, not the intermediate yearseahere a teacher is

present in the first year and leaves for some intermediate years but returns in or before the

39 year will not be flagged as an exit. However, this metric has the advantage of

establishing whether over time it is the same staffjoyi3d | yR f SI @Ay 3 6+ a Ay
figureld 2NJ AF GdzNYy2@SNJ Aa 200dzNNAyYy3I | Y2y3ad | ff

Figurel: Pictorial illustration of difference between annual and cumulative turnover
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Analysis at a more granular level would enable us to say more about differential turnover for staff at
different stages of their career, but the number of staff employed in some role types is small and

some roles have now been abolished. Teaching assjgtanhe otherhand, isa rolealready wel

defined in the SWC. Where staff have multiple contracts in the same year, we retain only the

contract with the latest end date or, in the case of a tie, the contract with the longest duration.

We do not differentiate between staff moving school and those leaving the state system. At a school
level the effect of a staff member leaving is the same regardless of their destination. However, we
recognise thatat a systerdevel employment conditions that lead to a large number of staff exiting
the state sector are more problematic th#hose which simply lead to a lot of movement within the
sector.

We determine a staff member to have left a school if a year later they:

A no longer appear in the SWC and therefore are no longer recorded as working in a state
funded school in England, or

A they appear in the SWC but are employed by a different school (unless the school is a direct
successor).

For multracademy trusts, we only count exits if an individual either leaves the SWC or moves to a
new institution which is not part of the same group. For schools in other group affiliations (e.g., local
authority or Diocese) any movement to a new schisalounted as an exit.

There is some evidence that workforce dynamics are different in facdtdemy trusts compared to

other school groups. MATs have a sliglathove average rate of teachers leaving the profession,
although it has been suggested this could be due to staff ngotd MAT central office functions
(something we cannot track in the SWEYr movement across schools, rather than out of the
profession, teachers have been found to move school more in MATs and this is more pronounced for
bigger academy chairi8.

Discussion
Drivers of turnover

Staff turnover occurs as a result of the decisions of individual staff members, located within different
schools and school groups. Most research into staff turnover in schools has looked specifically at
teacher turnover and a number of individual and ihgtonal factors have been shown to affect the
likelihood of a teacher choosing to change school or profession.

In their review of English teacher workforce dynamics, the National Foundation for Educational
Research (NFER) found that teachesel factors were of most predictive value, explaining 95 per
cent of the variation in the probability of a teacher leavihg profession and 55 per cent of the

72§ | 33aINB3IALGS it 2F GKS F2ff26Ay3 NBO2NRSR NRBfSatT W/
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variation in the probability of changing school. Two factors were found to have particular
importance:
Al GSIFOKSNNn&a 138 yR @SINBA 2F SELISNASYyOS:T 6KA
leaving the profession or moving school (the oldest and youngest teachers are most likely to
leave the profession, while the probability of moving school is higleestoung teachers
and decreased with age), and
A subject taught, which had a small but statistically significant predictive effect, particularly on
the likelihood of moving schools. Maths, science and modern foreign language (MFL)
teachers had abovaverage rates of leaving the profession, whereas hutiemieachers
were the least likely to leave.

Other individuallevel factors linked to turnover include working pattern (ptimie vs fulltime), role
(classroom teacher vs senior leader) and ethnicity (ethnic minority teachers have a higher turnover
rate)°

Another individual factor potentially affecting turnover is pay. Classroom teachers had a median

average salary of £40,300 in the academic year 2022/2Bove the median earnings forll-time

employees as measured in April 2023 of £35,500owever, the current cosbf-living crisis has put

I aljdzSSTS 2y (SIOKSNBRQ FTAYylyOSa yR fSaa GKIyYy KI
expense outright? If teachers can find employment with higher pay in other sectors, this may drive

teachers aware from the profession.

This problem is likely more acute amongst teaching assistants. They have much lower salaries than
classroom teachers and over 70 per cent of school leaders are now reporting teaching assistants are
leaving because they can earn more in another?ob.

In addition to individual factors, a number of sché®lel characteristics have also been linked to
differential rates of teacher turnover. Turnover is typically higher in:

A secondary schools (compared to primary schools),
A schools located in London (even when compared to other large cities), and
A schools with higher proportions of disadvantaged pupils.

The finalin this listis largely driven by personal characteristicschools with high proportions of
disadvantaged pupils, on average, employ younger teaci@ther work has suggested that
NBflFGA2yaKALA 06SG6SSy LlzZLAf RSY23ANI LIKAOA YR NBI
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demographics may instead serve as a proxy for school working conditiarsmilar relationship

may explain why schools with lower Ofsted grades experience higher turffdvata from the

TALIS survey found that once working conditions had been controlled for, neither the disadvantage

2T I a0OK22ftQa Ayidl1S y2NJ Ada hFadiSR 3INIRS 46SNB
desire to leave their schodl.

This finding is supported by qualitative work which found that workload and working conditions
were key factors behind teachers leaving the professfohe most important components of
working conditions were found to be the quality of leadership and teacher cooperation. High
workload itself was not predictive of a desire to leave the profession once other wes&imgjtions

characteristics were contblSR F2 NE o0dzi 2206 al dAaftlkOdAzy gl a f A

whether their workload is manageabt&Discrete choice experiments have found that teachers
would be willing to tradeoff higher pay/rewards to work in supportive environments with fewer
challenges from pupil behaviodt.

Differences in rates of turnover across school groups
Figure2 shows how primary staff turnover varies between and within different school group types.

Primary staff turnover of teaching assistants is a shade lower than that of classroom telautheos
significantly ¢ average annual turnover between 2016/17 and 2018/19 w&8% for TAs and
14.2% for teachersThe anual turnover rates of both teachers and TAs are, on avefagty, similar
across group typedshere is though greater variation in the averaggear cumulative turnover for
both teachers and TAs across group types. Importattitre is clear variation within group typkn
particular, the variation between different MATs and federations is much laxg®pared to
dioceses and local authoritieghich have moreonsistentrates ofturnover.

At primary, &derationson averagehave the highest turnover ratgboth average and cumulative)
andthe mediantrust hashigher turnoveratesthan the medianlocalauthorities although the
differences are small.

25 Sims and Allen. "Identifying schools with high usage and high loss of newly qualified teadhéomal
Institute Economic Revie?d3 (2018): R2R36.10.1177/00279501182430011

26Worth et al.dTeacher Workforce Dynamics in England: Nurturing, Supporting and Valuing Téaghers
National Foundation for Educational Resea2®l18).

27SimsATALIS 2013: Working Conditions, Teacher Job SatisfactidRededtiort Statistical Working Paper,
Department for Educatio(R017).

28/ 22 LISNDA 0 & 2RActons3\HeSihdNDDKdr Rétention: Qualitative InvestigdiBesearch report,
Department for Educatio(R017).

2SimsATALIS 2013: Working Conditions, Teacher Job Satisfaction and Rede$tatistical Working Paper,
Department for Educatio(2017).
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Figure2: Staff turnoverg primary phase
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In secondary schoolgaff turnover igypicallyhigher than primaryAdditionally, eaching assistant
turnover is on averagsignificantlyhigher than that of classroom teacherswverage annual
turnover between 2016/17 and 2018/19 wa8.6% for TAs and5l7% for teachers?

Figure3 shows how secondary staff turnover varies between and within different school group
types.The pattern of trusts having higher average turnover of classroom teachers than local
authorities, is stronger at secondary schodhere are significant differences in annual turnover
(16.9% in the median MAT, 14.4% in the mediaf®laid cumulative turnover37.4% in the median
MAT, 327% in the median DX.
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Figure3: Staff turnoverg secondary phase
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Workforce management withirmulti-academy trusts

The extent to which key decisions on school workforce are taken within groups are centralised varies
considerably with the seniority of staff decisions impact. Decisions on recruitment and salaries of
headteachers are much more likely to be taken centithiyn decisions rearding classroom

teachers.

Using responses to the DEEP survey we estimate that in almoghixgs of cases, recruitment

decision regarding headteachers are retained entirely at the group level. In contrast, no recruitment
decisions regarding classroom teachers are taken soleheairoup level andn over 60% of cases
decisions are entirely devolved to individual schools. Decisions on senior leader recruitment tend to
be taken in conjunction between the school and group. Similarly, on pay, 88% of MATSs report setting
their headteachers pay centrally, whereas only arobatf of groups set the salaries of teachers and
teaching assistants centrally.

Box 1:Responses to DEER@mv where decisions on staff pay and deployment are being taken
Set centrally by Entirely devolved to|Entirely retained at Distribution
group school group-level

Headteachers 0 2% 63%_ _m I
Senior leaders . 9% 7% _IIII_
Teaching staff 50% 61% 0% I | P

Education support staff 52% - 5 :

Source: DEEP Survey

Workforce challenges for schools

Maintaining a sustainable workforce is mifliceted, and we should not solely be concerned with
turnover. In our DEEP survey we asked school leaders to rate the relative strengths and challenges
with regard to allowing them to achieve a high degree ofkfmice sustainabilityBox Z2illustrates

some of these key areas. School leaders typically view current teaching and CPD quality as relative
strengths. Interestingly, staff turnover is not flagged as a major concern, with school leaders viewing
workload aml absence as more pressing challenges. However, recruitment is flagged as the biggest
challenge, in terms of both the quality and size of the pool of potential teachers in the local area.



Box 2:Responses to DEEP shtivat the supply of staff is the biggest workforce challenge for school

groups

Quantity of | ocal staf.supp

Quality of | ceewanl staff.upply

Staf f absence

Staf f wor kl oad

Staff turnover

St af f appr=asivssanl

Te ac hi n gwegrurasl=imtay

Qual it ymwosfessCPD

0 1
Chall enge

Source: DEEP Survey



Financialmanagement

Background

In England, the government spent almost £58 billion on revenue funding to schools 228723

This funding is deployed by leaders of schools, trusts, and other education authorities to deliver
education to all young people nationally. The funding is allocated to schools usingtibeal

funding formula (NFF). This allocates funding to schools based on pupil characteristics, sueh as low
income, low prior attainment, and English as an additional language, and school characteristics, such
as school sparsity and the costs of the sillestate. The formula also attempts to account for
geographic variations in the labour market using an area cost adjustment, and funding is protected
FNRY &aKIFNLI OKIFy3dSa Ay LlzLAf ydzYoSNBR o6SigSSy @

Whilst funding allocations are notionally set usingationalformula, local authorities do retain the
ability to alter certain elements of the formula to redistribute some of the funding to meet local
needs. Schools, local authorities, MATs and other groups also have the ability to raise their own
funds to supplemat that received from central government through national and local formulas.
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groups have access to are limited, regardless of the precise allocation mechanisms from central and
local government. The optimal allocatiofthese limited resources, in order to deliver the best
possible quality of education is unknown. Further, any optimal allocation likely differs between
settings depenthg on the constraints each individual school or group faces and so there is no single
route to quality, sustainable, resourgdficient education and indeed there are multiple.

Therefore, the challenge for researchers and policymakers, is to understand which schools and
school groups are most efficient with their resources, given that they can be deployed in so many
ways and across so many types of school grouping. Succesi#ualiifying the most efficient schools
and school groups is an opportunity to learn how they get the most out of difteited resources.

Talking about efficiency can be a controversial subject in the context of recent years-tafrnesl
Odziia G2 LzLIAf FdzyRAYy3IT AYONBI &SR LINBaada2NBE 2y
services are reduced in local government and elsewheresspre on school finances due to the
Covid19 pandemic; pledges of increased education spending potentially being misplaced as
increases to per pupil spending will not target $ehoolsserving the most disadvantaged pupils

and finally the recent history of teacher shortages, particularly in certain subjects, compounded by
issues in teacher retention.

Our metrics
Data sources

Data is available on actual school level on income and expenditure. These are reported in two
sources, depending on school type: Consistent Financial Return (CFR) for maintained schools; and

35 Department or9 R dzO I Gcha@lyfuddding: Everything you need to krid#he Education Hui2024).
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AcademiedAccountsReturn (AAR) for academy schools. It is therefore possible to draw comparisons
between academwandmaintained schoolsand hence the system overall.

However, there are two caveats that come with this analysis. Fiesthdemieseport income and
expenditure on an academic year rather than a financial basis. In this analysis we therefore equate
the three academic years 2016/42018/19 and the three financial years 2018¢201819.

Secondly, and more importantlycademies report income and expenditure on central services as
well as by individual schools. We attribute these to all pupils in an academy orpapiebasis.
Equivalent data on local authority central education services does not exist.

Efficiency

We discussed the development of a methodology to measure school group efficiency in a previous
EPI working papef.We proposed using data envelopment analysis (DEA). DEA uses linear
programming to empirically quantify the relative efficiency of multiple similar decisiaking units
(DMUSs). It can therefore handle multiple inputs and outputs. For each DMU x, theridgAhe
2LI0AYdzy aSid 2F 6SA3IKGA G2 FGdlFOK (G2 SIOK Ay Lz
as close as possible to one, with the constraint that applying those same weights to each DMU in the
set must not produce an output/input ratio exeding one. This makes it especialigll-suitedto

analysing efficiency in public services such as education and health, where inputs and outputs are
not strongly defined by prices.

Furthermore, DEA allows DMtsfavour different combinations of inputs and outputs depending
2y (KS WYRA&aA 2 yAplyiagIDEA t& &ldchtibrerdciyiNdeditdag sflsfect to various
constraints, there are multiple potential approaches to providing pupils with high quality education.

Our metric is the efficiency score derived from a DEA model which uses four inputs and one output.
The set of inputs in our model are:

A Teacher experiencethe total combined years of experience among qualified teachers,
$SAIAKGISR o6& GKS C¢9 27F ljda t AFASR (Sl OKSNX&
by pupil FTE.

A Leadership FTHhe FTE of leadership teachers divided by pupil FTE. Leadership teachers

include executive headteachers, headteachers, deputy and assistant headteachers, advisory
teachers and those with equivalent pay ranges.

A Expenditure on education support stafthe percentage of expenditure that is spent on
education support staff. We prefer this over the teaching assistant variable because
spending on education support staff captures a wider category.

A QELISYRAGAZINE 2y WoIORS 2FNMIDSYQ0 T8 O 2§ BLISY RA (i d
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administrative supplies, and bought in professional services such as legal and auditor costs.

%%a A f fndledstadding school group efficieEducation Policy Institut2021).
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does not achieve an entirely balanced and holistic view of efficiency. However, it aims to capture the

key decisions that leaders make about how to deplir resources.

As set out above, we do not have datagantral services by local authorities in the way that we do
for academy trustsThis means that comparing efficiency across different group types is limited by
not being able to fully account for central expenditure in a consistent way. On this measure it is
therefore more meaningful to compare academy trusts with other academy tragter than with
local authorities.

In-year balances

In-year balances compare the income and expenditure for a given yearstiolyjingwhethera
givenschoolis spending more or less money than they have coming in that year. We use the CFR
and AAR returns to aggregateturns from individual schools to the group leegld express the
balances as a fraction of expenditure to make the figure comparable.

In-year balances can be a good indication of the financial health of a school or group. It is not
sustainable for schools or groups to runyiar deficits year after year. Repeated deficits also limit
the ability for schools and groups to build up reserwhich may be needed to protect against
unexpected financial shocks.

Our metric is the threg/ear average of the aggregatedyirar balance across the group. We average
over three years to smooth out any idiosyncratic shocks. As with our other metrics we present these
figures split by phase, however, in this case in paldiccaution should be applied as many groups
contain primary and secondary schools and it is possible that-srdssidisation occurs within

groups across phases. For example, the primary schools in a given group may hayeaarsimplus
whilst the secadary schools may have anyear deficit, so in reality the group as a whole may have

a net inyear balance of zero.

Selfgenerated income

Seltgenerated income can be a not insignificant slice of school budgets. Funds are usually generated
from facilities and services (e.g., hiring sports fields), donations, and private Betsgeen 200910

and 201920, spending per pupil fell by 9% in real terfist can be argued that seffenerated

income is a helpful way for schools and groups to prop up those bits of the budget where existing
funding is not sufficient to meet needs. Sgénerated income has the additional benefit of being
unrestricted and so aabe directed to wherever the need is greatest.

Whilstincome seHgeneration can create opportunities for schools to provide higher quality
education,relying on a large fraction of selenerated income can be risky for schools and groups.
Funding from central government is to some extent guaranteed and protections exist to prevent

37 This is estimated using a mdiivel modelcontrollingfor school and pupil levedrior attainment gender,
SEND, FSktatus IDACIENglish as aadditionallanguage andthnicity.
BLYAGAGdzI S T ZNIca@dn B@hding: $ciicdR X Sukalidn §p@nding microsite.
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extreme changes in budgets yeam-year whereas seljenerated income can fluctuate more,
particularly if arising from private funds and sponsors.

Our metric is the threg/ear average of the aggregated sg#fnerated income across the graup
expressed as a fraction of total expenditu#®e average over three years to smooth out any
idiosyncratic shocks. As discussed, havinggegierated income can provide schools and groups
with much needed income. As above though, we caution against excessively high percentages of
expenditure beingudnded through selfjenerated income streams.

Discussion
Efficiency of different school groups

As set out above,amparing efficiency acrossfferent types of school groups is complicated by
differences in the data that is collected on them, specifidhldy we can include the spending of
MATs on centraservicesp dzii ¢S OFyy2i0d R2 AAYAf ANIADOAYTANI I2We Fida/

Infigure4 we show the distribution of efficiencgcores across different school groyfisst
excludingcentral expenditureof academy trustand then including itAn efficiency score of 1
indicates a school ¥ ¥ deffifie@t(This means a school group with an efficiency score of 1 is using
its inputs at least as efficiently as the most efficient group in the datimds not mean that
theoreticallythere is not amore efficientcombination of inputslf we exclude central expenditure
then the averagerust appears to be between 3 er centand 4.2per centmore efficient than the
average local authogt However, when we include central expenditng trusts primary trusts

appear to be less efficient thdacal authority groups while secondary trusts have a similar level of
efficiency.This does nohecessarilynean that trusts are less efficient simae cannot account for
central spend in locauthorities.

At primary, noticeablytte within group variancéor local authorities is much smalldran the within
group variance for mukacademy trustsWhilst at secondarythe within group variance in
efficiency scores is very similar fmoth MATs andbcal authoritiesWe discusslifferencesin
efficiencybetween smaller and larger MATSs in more detail in a following section

Figure4: Distribution of efficiency scores within and between differesthool groups
Primaryc excluding centrafrust expenditure Secondary excluding central trust expenditure
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Whilst not necessarily a driver tife high degree ofvithin group varation between different MAT,s

we can see from the DEEP survey that academydtage a range of approaches to managing

funding. There are two common funding models used within radddemy trusts to distribute the

general annual grant (GAG) received from central governn@AG poolingwhere fundingirom all

schools in the trust is collected by the trust, and the trust thewliggributes the money to its

schools based through its own formulas and perception of naedtop slicing-the GAG goes to

iy RAOARdzE f aO0OK22ft &z odzi GKS GNHMzAaG GF15&a + FAESR |
centralised functionsAlmost 90per centof MATSs responding to our DEEP survey used top slicing.

On average, they top slicé9 per cent2 ¥ & OK 2 2 &ndl @meddd? Bpoited slicing over 10

per centof budgets.

Box 3:Multi-acadeny truststop slice almost 6percenton average

density

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10 1%
Percent agli ¢®p

Source: DEEP survey



In our DEEP survey we also asked school leaders to rate the financial efficiency of the MAT they
belonged to. Most DEEP survey respondents (80%) rated the financial efficiency of their MAT at 2 or
3 on ascaleof 1 to6. No respondentshough gaveheir MATthe highestrating (J). This suggests

that whilstthe vast majority oschool leaders belieWdAT efficiency is nqtoor,there is more MATs
could be doing to improve efficiencies.

Box 4:Noleaders in multtacademy trusts gave their trust the highest rating for financial efficiency

4 0

30
2 0%
1% l
I
2 3 4 5

0% )
1(Hi yh 6(Low
Financial ef f(li6fi eny rating

Source: DEEP survey

In-year balancesn different school groups

At primary, multiacademy trusts are arourtsvice as likely to have positive-year balances (be
spending less than they receive in income) compared to other school types. At secondary, whilst
overall relative balances are smaller the ratio is biggetATs are almoghreetimes as likely to

have positive iryear balances than local authority and diocese linked schools.

Table2: Percentage of groups with average positiveyear balances

Localauthority 40% 26%
Diocese 44% 26%
Federation 44% -
DiocesarMAT 74% 90%
Multi-academytrust 81% 76%

Figureb showsnot only are MATs more likely to have positiveygar balancedyut when they do
thesebalancedend to be on average larger as a fraction of expenditure. Primary LA maintained
schools, federations and those linkedadiocese have hyear balances close to 0% on average, and
typically just below zero at secondary. Whereagéar balances are, on average, betweed 5%



of annual expenditure in trusts (including those linked to dioceses) and those trusts at the first
quartile still have positive balances.

Additionally, there is a higher degree of variation in the level gfeiar balanceamongst trusts
compared to other group types. Primary local authorities havgeiar balances betweet2.5% and
+2% whilst primary trusts have balaissanging betweenr8% and 23%.

Figureb: In-year balancess a fraction of totalexpenditure by group type
Primary Secondary
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The DEEP survey reveals that in almost 50% of MATSs reported that reserves from one school have

been used to aid other schools in the group. Additionally, in around 50% of cases the reserves are
heldcentrally by the mulk OF RSY@& (GNXza G NI} GKSNJ dKIFy o0& (KS aoOKz2
level of control is exerted by the trust over thes & S NIré& Be

Reserves are used to manageyiar balances, drawing down reserves to fungéar deficits and

topping up reserves in the case ofyiaar surpluses. Both particularly high and low levels of reserves

are concerning. The Education & Skills Funding Ag&8yA) has established that reserves below

5% may indicate financial vulnerability, but it is also concernedrdsgrves ofmore than20% of

G2Grt AyO02YS YI@& AYRAOFGS GKFIG AYLRNIIFYy(d FdzyRa
to fulfil their purpose®®

T

Box 5:Responses to DEEP show that MATSs use reserves ascbs®ls to reduce deficits

Schools' reserves been
used to aid thedeficit of
a different school or

schools

Centrally 14.6% 35.4% 50%

Locally (schoelevel) 31.3% 10.4% 41.7%

Reserves held

Other 6.2% 2.1% 8.3%

B¥9RAzOF GA2Y 3 {1 AGuidanceCAnfiiiy Bt rdsead@BSERGhidaince.
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5219 479%

Source: DEEP Survey

Seltgenerated income

Seltgenerated incomeypically comes from facilities and services (e.qg., hiring sports fields),
donations, and private fund¥Vhilstincome seHgeneration can create opportunities for schools to
provide higher quality education, it is not without rigkren that itcan fluctuate morehan core
government fundingparticularly if arising from private funds and spons@sr metric is the three
year average of the aggregated sgéfnerated income across the group. We average over three
years to smooth out any idiosyncratic sheck

Figure6 demonstratesthat diocesan school groups typically sgdnerate the largest fraction of

their budget, over 6% on average. Perhaps surprisingly, given their operating model, trusts have on
average the lowest fraction of sajenerated income. However, as demonstratedhe plots there

is a larger variance amongst MATs compared to LA maintained scpadisularly at primary

Figure6: Selfgenerated income as a fraction of total income by group type, primary phase
Primary Secondary
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expenditure it appears to be an area where less control is retained by the group and individual
schools have much more autonomy. Almostpéd centof DEEP survey respondents reported that
decision making on seffenerated income was entirely devolved to schools compared to jpst 5
centwhere it is entirely retained by the group. This is likely because the ability to raise income is
often determined by what facilities individual schools hadewever, as shown above, we know
some funding is redistributed by groups through shared revenue reserves. So even if additional
revenues are raised at the school level it is not necessarily entirely retaynge:bndividual school.



Box 6:Decisions around how an individual acaderagends seHgenerated income are typically

largely devolved to the academy
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Pupil inclusion

Background

In earlier work we set out why we believe a school group that is inclugiuéd havean intake that
is representative of the local aré andwould provide quality education tall pupils once they are
admitted. We therefore would typically expect an inclusive groupawe low rates of absence,
suspension, andff-rolling.*°

In England there is a longstandiiggue ofsocial segregation: the clustering of children from poorer
backgrounds within certain schodfsThis is a matter for concern because the school a child attends

has an impact on their future outcomesid aound 1&H n LISNJ OSy i 2F G(KS RAFTFSN
academic outcomesan beexplained by the school attendedThe drivers behind this social

segregation are very complex: they relate to parental choice, the mix of schools available in a local

area, the local housing market, and school admissions pafities

The school choice system in England involves parents and carers submitting an ordered list of their
school preferences. For use in the case of oversubscription, schools also publish admissions criteria
which will apply if places available do not meet dewhdhis mandatory that these admissions

policies are published prior to families submitting preferences.

Permanent exclusions and suspensions are sanctioned tools for headteachers to use, but there is
little transparency around how movédmetween schools are used in England, including how

alternative provision is arranged for those who are excluded. There is evidence to suggest that
exclusion often does not work in the best letegm interests of pupilé? Pupils who are suspended
achieve much lower educational outcomes than their peers, on average. Only 18 per cent of children
who received multiple suspensions went on to achieve good passes in English and maths GCSEs in
2015/16%°

Of additional concern is that some school moves occur beyond the framework of formal exclusion. In
HAMPEZ 9tL RSGSE2LISR | YSGK2R F2NJ ARSY(GATeAy3ad Wdzy
many as 1 in 10 pupils the 2017 cohort experienced exits at some point during their time at

01 2R3IS | YR /MNIzkihodoH iyclusio® and attainment at schgobup leved Education Policy

Institute (2024).

M5 N} @02y DNEIS@hScaand neighRounvddisiokedatian in Scotland and Erylénstitute for

Fiscal Studie€023).

2 dzZNBSaaz DNEBI @8Rka PldcesR)\ FaidCBoc22fSEhacbChdice, Inequality and options for

Reform of School Admissions in Eng&r&utton Trusf2020).

“BD2NI NR YR CAGT ®© aLy@SadGA3IlI GAyYy3 ( KBeséaShiPapemy | yia 27F
Educationl5, no. 2 (2000): 1132.10.1080/026715200402452

4 Madiaet ald & {T&ny IZhbour Market and Economic Consequences of School Exclusions in England:
9PARSYOS FTNRY ¢g2 |/ 2 @fishIdudhd od Bddgational PEyLANIBgY nO. B £622) D
801¢16.10.1111/bjep.1248T ho & dziK Sd Ff d a¢KS LYLI OG 2F { OGK22f 9EC(
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secondary school that cannot be accounted*dBy their nature, it is unknown what drives each of
these unexplained exits (as far as we can tell by the data they are not fanvign), and therefore it

is impossible to know which are in the best interest of the pupil. Nevertheless, a significant

proportion of all pupils experiencing an unexplained exit fail to return to the school system ever
again: as many as 4 in 10 (24,000) pupils experiencing an unexplained exit in the 2017 cohort did not
return at all.

Absence, and particularly persistent absence, can be an indicator of issues at school or at home
which may be going unaddressed. Persistent absence is when a pupil is absent for ten per cent or
more of their possible sessions. Pupils might be persistatidgnt for a range of reasons and school
attendance policies should include identifying and addressing these underlying issues. Not only does
absence disrupt learning, but a prolonged or concentrated period of absence can make returning to
school more diftult.

We acknowledge that decisions should be taken in the best interest of the pupil and the safety of
others, so the optimal level across these domains may not be zero.

Our metrics

Our merics regarding school choice andmissions attempt to take into account both how pupils

with different characteristics apply to schools and their likelihood of being accepted after applying.

28§ fAYy1l RFEGF 2y FI YA & Qlével dataNid@mithe NABnal SunpBDatised OK 2 2 f
(NPD) and schoddvel data from Get Information About Schools (GIAS). We then construct two

separate types of measure$ LINB T S NB ghdis RiYORINSS ARy hathese G sSaie Q

expressed as odds ratio

Preferencescores

This iscalculatal as theodds ratio {0 Y of how likely a local pupil with a certain characteristic is to
apply to a school ia givengroup compared to a local pupil who does not share that characteristic
WheretheWf 2 OF £ I NB I Q ib dénddyagthedweOlidyersSOper20atput Areas (LSOA)
in the radius from a school in whi@® per cent of pupils attending the school Itf&Ve calculate

two scoreg; one for disadantaged pupils and one for those with identified SEND.

An odds ratio of less than 1 indicates that a given group receives fewer applications from pupils with

the characteristic of interest than would be expected given its locations; a score above 1 indicates

the group receives more; and a score around 1 ingi€aa (G KS 3INR dzLJQd NBOSAGSR |
broadly in line with its localities.

Admissions scores

This is calculated as the odds ratio"y of how likely a pupil with a certain characteristic is to be
admitted to a school in the group compared to a pupil who does not share that characteristic, given

46 Hutchinson and CrenR&/S vy Alyie@atbeddoupil exits from schools: Further analysis and data by multi
academy trust and local authordyEducation Policy Institu@2019).

47TLSOAs are a commonly available small area identifier used in the Census. They typically have an average
population of 1500 people or 650 households.
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that both pupils have already submitted a first preference to attend the school. We again calculate
two scoreg; one for disadvantaged pupils and one for those with identified SEND.

Worked examples and formufar both measuregan be found in our previous repdft.
Persistent absence

Our metric for persistent absence follows th€ RJ- NI YSy (i T @efiditiehRdaapi i A 2 y Q&
defined as persistently absent in a given school year if they miss 10 per cent or more of their
available school sessions. Our metric is constructed by averaging the annual rate of persistent
absence across the schools in a group.

Suspensions

| &dALSy&arAzy O0LINBGAz2dAate (y2ey a | WFAESR GSNY
This type of exclusion can involve part of the school day, and a pupil may be excluded up to a

maximum of 45 school days across onenare fixed periods in a single academic y&awe report

two metrics at school group level; the rate of suspensions, and the rate of repeated suspensions

(more than one suspension in a single academic year).

Unexplained exits

¢2 YSI &dzaNB dzy SELX F AYSR LizLlAf SEAG& FNRY &d0K22f =
are collected three times a year, every term) to track pupils through their secondary school journey.

First, we identify pupils who move schools, then we exelpdpils who we can identify as having

likely moved schools for familyriven reasons, these can include: a move of home address, a move

to a special school, a change in looked after or adoption status. The full methodology is outlined in

our2019 publicak 2y > W! ySELJX I AYSR %% dzLJAf 9EAGA FNRY { OK22f

We reportthe termly rate of unexplained exits. We construct this rate for secondary schools only
and exclude primary schoalsie toa verylow rate ofinstances

81 2R3IS | YR /INIzkihodoH iyclusio® and attainment at schgobup leved Education Policy
Institute (2024).

4 Department for Educatior®A guide to exclusion statisti®¥$2017)

%0 Hutchinson and Crenr&/S v vy Ayied@adeddoupil exits from schools: Further analysis and data by-multi
academy trust and local author@Education Policy Institut019).
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Discussion
Representative intakes

Primary school groups linked to dioceses (MAT andM#&iT) have the lowest mediaverage
scoresacrossmnost ofour school admissiongietrics.In the case ofboth preference scoresll
diocese school grougsave odds ratios below 1, this implies thatthlbse groupseceive fewer
applications from pupils with the characteristic of interest than would be expected ¢findn
locations Perhaps of greater importance isahdiocese linkeghrimaryschools (both MAT and nen
MAT)typicallyadmit relativelyfewer disadvantaged pupils even conditional on apphygribis is true
for a diocese linked school even at thé"fercentile.

As across many of our metrics the within group variation is typically larger than the between group
variation.However amongstiocese and local authorities thevithin variationfor the preference
scores isoticeably smaller than for MATs and federations.

Theodds ratioswith respect to SEN pupils are on averégéow onefor all group types. This ot
surprising asnany SEN pupils likethoose to apply tpandattend, specialist provisiont isthough
notablethat the bottomright panel of figure/ indicatetrusts on average, tend tadmit relative
few pupils with SEN given they apjak a first preference, compared té\&and diocess The
medianMAT has aatio below0.5, indicatingpupils with SEN are half as likely todmmitted given
application.

Figure7: Preference and admissions scores by group type, primamgase
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At secondarymulti-academy trusts look much more simitarlocalauthorities both in terms of the
medianaverageratio, but also the varianceithin group type.Some s$milar patterns exisacrossour
preference andadmissionsnetrics forsecondary schoaroups Diocese groups still have the lowest
average odd ratiofor disadvantaged pupilgor all groups, thehanceof a disadvantaged pupil



being admittedare smaller than that of a nedisadvantaged pupil, given they both apply to the
school.

Figure8: Preference and admissions scores by group type, seconghase
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Schools in England are able to set their own oversubscription admissions criteria, provided they are
consistent with the School Admissions CétM/hilst our quantitative metrics capture the relative
ratesat whichpupils with different characteristics apply and are admittecgttoolsthey do not

allow us to say anything about the admission criteria schools are using.

These criteria must fall within the parameters set outhie School Admissions CotiBy law, if a
school is named on an EHCP (education, health and care plan) the pupil must be adrit&EEP
survey provides some further insight into the criteria schools are using.

For both primary and secondary schools, having a sibling at the school already and proximity are the
most widelyused admissions criteria in the event of oversubscription. Roughly a quarter of primary
schools prioritise pupils with complex needs in some way, contrasting with secondary schools of
which only 10% prioritise pupils with complex needs. Instead, at secppdi@rity tends to be

further directed towards children of staff and pupils from feeder schools.

Prioritising based on family and distance from the school likely arises for practical reasons and
possibly in efforts to appeal to the loa@mmunity and parents rather than inclusion or equity.
However, we know that residential segregation means distance is not neutral and families with more

SI5 SLI NI YSy i T@dda®iRedzdd: fipd £hHabs, shudio schools and ®Efamsparency data
(2023).
52 Department for EducatiardSchool Admissions Co@¢2021)
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purchasing power may be able to more readily exercise school choice as they can chose to live closer
to desirable school®

Box 7:Admission codesypically prioritise based on family and distance

Pri mary only Secondary only

Proxi mity

Si bl

Childre

Children with

Refugee

Pupils eligihbl for Pupil Premi um
Children from feefder primary school s
0% 2% 5 0 7 % 1 0% 0% 2% 5 0 7 % 10%
%of Schools Using Criteria

Rankillel s-HsH 2N
Source: DEEP Survey

Demographic composition can affect a school groups rate of attendance and suspension

Disadvantaged pupils and those with special educational needs and/or disabilities are particularly
likely to be persistently absent. In the latest annual attendance figures from the Departorent f
Education (2022/23}, pupils who were eligible for Free School Meals (FSM) had a persistent
absence rate of 36.5 per cent, compared with a rate of 15.6 per cent amongst their more
advantaged peers. Similarly, rates of persistent absence are higher amongst pupils with 8&N (36.
for those with an EHC plan, 31.1% for those with SEN support), compared to pupils with no identified
SEN (18.4%)).

Therefore, it is important to consider the demographic composition of the pupils at a school when
considering levels of absence and suspensions. Schools that have higher numbers of disadvantaged

Bw2 6 S Niiréh ®02%Schools White Paper (Engl@nResearch Briefing, House of Commons Library
OHNHHO®T 283G al A3IK {GF1Sa ¢Sadayas | O02dyliayi&o Af A& X
Politics38, no. 1 (2010): 2389.10.1332/030557309X445591

“5S LI NI YSy il TRNaBRdOlsddoR v Bngléadademic year 2022/2BKlational Statistics

(2024).
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pupils will typically have higher levels of both absence and suspensioogh pupil demographics
should not be used to justify particularly high levels.

Differences in rates of persistent absence across school groups

Across both primary and secondary phasésesace ion averagdower in schools linked to
diocese andhighest onaverage in multacademy trustsVariationwithin group type ighough
typically large than the variation between group typesome trusts for example hawenongstthe
very lowestratesof absence At primary, it ithoughnoticeable thatdiocese schools not only have
low average rates of absendesut also considerably smaller withgroup variance compared tll
other group types.

Figure9: Persistent absence rate by group type
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Unexplained exits

We calculate our unexplained exit measure for secondary groupsamtiqe numbers at primary

are very small. Figurk0 shows multiacademy trusts have both the highest average rate of

unexplained exits as well as the highest degree of varialleemedianaverageexit rate across

trusts is 0.0@ implyingfor every1,000 pupils4 exit each term without aaxplanation we can
identify inthe dataThisR2 Sa y 2@ ySOSaal NAfe YSIWRhKKERQIKAAS
believe this is a good proxy measure.

FigurelO: Termly rate of unexplained exits by group type, secondary phase only
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Differences in rates ofuspensions across school groups

Very few primary age pupils are given suspensisnsve only reporgroup level suspension rates
for secondary pupilsAs with the majority of our metrigshe variation within group type is much
larger than the variation between group typé&diere is alearcorrelationthoughbetween the
median and the within group variancehdmediandiocesehas lower rates of both suspensions and
repeat suspensionsandthere is less variation between different dioceskan between different
multi-academy trusts

Figurell: Rate of suspensions and repeat suspensions by group type, secondary phase only
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Unlike a suspension, where a pupil is sent home and responsibility is plapedestis/carers, an

internal exclusion means a pupil remains in school but is removed from their normal classes. The
GBLIAOCHE NIGA2YIES FT2N)l dzaAy3d GKAAa LRfAOE Aa OGKIG
a0K22f Q03> | & SE OfodeHRSVR eddcatidnraBdysiiparvisd® iy aimoré dzénaged
environment.

There is no formal prescription regarding the use of internal exclusions and there are no national
statistics confirming the number of schools using this practise, how long pupiigpécally

internally excluded for, or what pupils are doing whilst excluded from the classroom. Therefore, we
cannot construct a quantitative metric as we have for suspensions, but nonetheless it is an

important element of inclusion.

The findings from the DEEP survey indicate the use of internal exclusion is more prevalent in

secondary schoolsless than 3 per cent of sampled secondary schools reported not using internal
exclusion at all, in comparison with almost a quarter of pringmtyools. Secondary schools are also

y2aid fA1Ste (2 aSyR SEOfdzRSR LlzLAf & (2 RSaAIy!l (¢
a0K22f&as GKS Yzad 02YYZ2y F2N¥Y 2F AyiSNyrt SEOf dz
schools reportingusing SY A 2NJ f SF RSNEQ 2FFAO0OSa a + F2N¥Y 27F A
AVOSNYLt SEOfdzaAzy LINROAAAZY Yl & 68 LINRBYAAAY3T | 3
specific needs. However, it may also indicate a lack of clarity regarding best practice.



Box 8:Responses to DEEP indicate the widespread use of internal exclusion
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Pupilattainment and progress

Pupil attainment measures are perhaps the most studied and reported across studies that attempt
to measure the effectiveness of schools. Pupils sit key stage 2 (KS2) assessments at the end of
primary school, aged 11, and GCSEs (and equivalents) at tlud secbndary school, aged 16. These
are externally marked assessments that provide a consistent measure of attainment across cohorts
of pupils.

Whilst average attainment scores across schools and groups can be informative, it is established that
there is greater variation in levels of progress and attainment among pwuipkig) the same school

than there is in average attainmebetweendifferent schools. That is to say, typically, some pupils

in a cohort achieve very well, whilst others in the same cohort in the same school do not.

In particular, we know there is a disadvantage gap. The attainment of disadvantaged pupils (those
eligible for free school meals at some point in the last six years) is on average lower than that of
their more advantaged peers. In 2022, the disadvantagevgas 10.3 months at the end of primary
school, widening to 18.8 months by the end of secondary scfiool.

We believe school groups should support all children and young people, regardless of social
background, to achieve high quality education outcomes. That means the most inclusive school
groups will address this disadvantage gap between pupils.

Our metrics
Data sources

Our metrics are constructedBuA Y3 LJdzo € A Ot & | @I pdrformmahcBtalitds G I FNB Y (0
availablefomtheW/ 2 YLI NB GKS LISNF2NXIyOS 2F a0Qwz22fa I yR
construct a range of attainment and progress metdosl aggregate these tie school group level.

We also consider posit6 destinations as a measure of how well a school group supports its pupils to
progress following the completion of key stage 4.

Primary(key stage 2

At the endof primary school pupils take a series of assessments, including in mathematics and
reading. The Department for Education reports the results of these tedéealed scoreo allow
for accurate comparisons across years.

The lowest scaled score that can be awarded to pupils is 80, while the highest scaled score is 120.

t dzZLJAf & aO02NAy3a +G €SFHad mnn NB &FAR G2 KIF@S YSi
minimum raw score (i.e., a certain number of marks) befihey can be awarded the lowest scaled

scoreg following DfE methodology, pupils who do not achieve this are considered to have not

demonstrated sufficient understanding of the curriculum and are not included in our metrics.

We construct two metrics. The average scaled score across maths and reading for all pupils at each
school, and the average scaled score across the same two assessments for disadvantaged pupils at

5| dzy G BHI Anhulal ®epdrt 20@Education Policy Institut@023).
56 Available athttps://www.gov.uk/schoolperformancetables
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each school. Disadvantaged pupils are defined as those that attract the pupil préfifath these
metrics are then aggregated to the school group.

Secondarykey stage %

Attainment8A & 2y S 2F (KS 5F9Qa KSIRfAYyS YSIadnNBa 27 |
GKS YSIFada2NBE Aa OF tOdz I 6SR dzAAYy3 | LizLAf Qa D/ {9 3
include English, maths and at least three EFaubjects. The GCSE scores are summed with a

double weighting for English and maths.

We include this measure as one of our metrics because it is currently a headline accountability and
so provides a useful comparison. The metric is constructed by averaging the Attainment 8 score of all
pupils who attend the schools in each group.

Progress 8s a valueadded measure indicating how much a pupil has improved between the end of
LINR Yl NB a0OKz22f FTyR (4KS SyR 2F aSO2yRINE alOKz22f o
8 score to the scores of pupils across England who achieved siesildisrat key stage 2.

Our metrisfocus specifically on the valtsdded a school group has for disadvanta¢eabil

premium)pupilsand low prior attainergbottom 25 percent) We apply this lens as wexpect an

inclusive school to be good at supporting these pgmlupsand ahigh performing school group

should be securing good rates of progress for all pupils, not just the pupils who are already higher
attaining.

Thesemetrics are constructed by averaging the Progress 8 score of all disadvantaged (aungilbow
prior attaining pupilsyvho attend a school in the group and calculating the difference compared to
the same group ofupils nationally. A metric of zetherefore means that pupils in @éharacteristic
group progress at the same rate their peersnationally.

Qustained destinationsare important asa high-performing school grouphouldsupport its pupils to
progres into education and/or employmeribllowing the completion of key stage Bor our metric,

we calculatehe percentage of pupils who were recorded as in a sustained destination in the year
following the completion of their key stage 4 studies. We then adjust this for the local opportunities
available to these pupils, by dividing by the percentage of pup#ssiustained destination across the
whole bcal authority the school is located in. This ratio is then aggregated across the group,
weighted by pupil numbers.

A score of one indicates the schools in the group had the same proportion of pupils progressing to
sustained destinations as in the local authority as a whole. A score of less than one indicates a
smaller proportion ot JdzLJArdg@e<3 to sustained destinations, while a score of more than one
indicates a larger proportion.

Discussion

Criticism ofheadline attainment measures

5" Therefore, disadvantaged pupils in this context have either been eligible for free school meals in the past six
years, or have been under the care of their local authority for a day or more, or have been adopted from care.

58 English Baccalaureate subjects: English language and literature, maths, the sciences, geography or history,
and a language.



There arewell establishedveaknesse$o usingboth Attainment 8and Progress & measure
attainmentand both havebeen criticised as ineffectiveccountability measure

Attainment 8 is not contextualisedneasure it does not account for schools facing very different
intakes with regard to pupil characteristics or prior outcontgésen we knowupildemographics
are correlatedwith attainment, thiscan lead tasschoolsbeingunfairly judgedoecause of thi

intake. In addition, whilst it has ensured a focus on a wider range of subjects than previous
measuresthe focuson English, maths and Ebacc subjects meéamess not incentivised the takep
of creative subjectsnordoes it measure learning in these subjects.

Whilst Progress 8 reflects differences in prior attainmetilt does not reflect that socioeconomic
and demographic factors are correlated with attainment. Leckie and Goldstein (2019) reveal
significant changes in the rank order of schools if adjustments are made to Progress 8 for pupil
backgrounc®However, in other studies, Progress 8 has been found to give a good measure of
school effectivenes¥.

Our rationalethoughfor includingboth these measurem our suite of metricgs not that we believe
they are the best way of measuring attainmebtit instead because they are currentlyported in
school performance tables, uség the DfE to hold schools to account.

Centralisation of @cisionmaking

In our DEEP survey we askeldether decisiongelated to attainment were primarily devolved to
individual schodaor retained byMATscentrally.Findings indicate thananykey decisions are taken
primarily by schools themselveBor example, schootgpicallyhavea high degree aiutonomy over
teaching methods andesourcesResposes suggest thatrdy decision®n the length of the school
day andthe use of intermediate assessmeimt®, on average, more likely to have more input from
central teams than schools themselves.

Unsurpisingly, i appears that as the decision becomes closer to a pdpiztlearning experience
decision making is further devolved to the school. MATSs createvitier frameworkse.g.,use of
assessmenexam boardsndcurriculum planningWhilst school$ocus onresourcesteachingand
classroom organisatioWe return toclassroom organisatioand the use of ability groupingglow.

9 §O1AS FyR D2t RAGSAYD a¢KS AYLERNII yO&dd@imodelRB8dza 1Ay 3 T
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achievement gag kstitute for Fiscal Studi€2023).
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Box 9:Decisionsrelated to attainmentin MATsare more oftenthan not devolved to schools
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Differences in attainment acrosgrimary school groups

Figurel2illustratesthe performance of school groups in maths and reading assessments at the end
of key stage 2Dioceseson averagehavethe highestattainment when consideringll pupils(left

panel) but €derationson averagéhave the highest attainmerior disadvantaged pupilgight

panel).As with many of other metrics, the variance within group type is large tiaaiance across

group types. There is greater variance amongst MATs and federations compared to LAs and
diocesesWhilstthe median averagattainmentacross all group types is lower for disadvantaged
pupils than all pupils, in some cases school groups disadvantagedauipése performancabove

that of all pupils at other schoglroups

Figurel2: Average ley stage 2 scaled scoie reading and maths, by group type
All pupils Disadvantaged pupils























































