RAISE: CENTRAL SOUTH WALES

REGIONAL COORDINATOR’S REPORT 2007-2008

Key Question 1: How well do schools understand the overall aim of RAISE?

1.1 Schools receiving RAISE funding have a clear understanding of the premise of the grant and are keen to raise the expectations and attainment of all pupils in their care. Many serve communities with high levels of deprivation and the links between disadvantage and underachievement are understood by all. 
1.2 In targeting pupils, many headteachers were keen to convey the breadth of circumstances which, in their judgement, qualified pupils as disadvantaged, with free school meal (FSM) data providing only one source of information.  It was noted that FSM data was not always a reliable indicator of the home circumstance, and that many pupils from disadvantaged backgrounds were not registered for FSM. Consequently, a range of pertinent information was used to determine which pupils were targeted for interventions.
1.3 FSM data were supplemented by knowledge of families who fell just short of eligibility or families who should have been eligible but did not apply. Additional indicators ranged from knowledge of single parent households or of home backgrounds where parents themselves lacked basic skills, to pupils who were known to be left without parental guidance for many hours out of school.  Attention was also paid to looked after children (LAC) and the growing number of pupils for whom English is an additional language (EAL). 
1.4 Schools noted the consequences of deprivation on a pupil’s capacity to thrive in school. It was noted that pupils from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds often had under-developed speech and language skills in the early years. This inevitably impacted on other areas of the curriculum.
1.5 There was often a correlation between disadvantage and the level or quality of parental support given. Pupils whose parents did not demonstrate involvement in their learning were often found to fall far behind their peers, with the attainment gap widening as they progressed through school. In many cases the reason for this lack of support was due to the parent’s own deficiencies in basic skills, or their own disaffection from the educational process as a child.
1.6 In schools situated in areas of considerable impoverishment, this pattern was sometimes compounded by other issues in the family such as substance abuse, imprisonment, chronic illness or bereavement, all of which have a damaging impact on a pupil’s ability to flourish in school. 

1.7 Overwhelmingly, schools reported that pupils from disadvantaged backgrounds suffered from poor self-esteem and a lack of self-confidence. This often manifested itself in poor behaviour, especially in boys.
1.8 Secondary schools referenced the effects of deprivation on the expectations and intellectual vision of pupils, who were less likely to appreciate the value and inherent opportunities of pursuing higher education.

1.9 In addressing the link between deprivation and pupil self-efficacy, the majority of RAISE funding was used at primary level to implement one-to-one or small group basic skills interventions for struggling pupils. This was often achieved through the employment and training of learning support assistants (LSAs).  Early years work mostly focused on speech and language development, often using programmes such as Teaching Talking, Jolly Phonics and POPAT. THRASS and First Steps in Writing were sometimes used as part of writing initiatives; however, the greatest focus of primary work, especially at KS2, was on reading interventions using the Catch UP literacy programme.
1.10 Some primary schools chose to tackle the low self-efficacy of disadvantaged pupils by using part of the grant to offer additional support in mathematics, again through the employment and training of LSAs to deliver small group and one-to-one interventions usually using either Spotlight or Catch Up numeracy programmes. At the secondary level, schools mostly used individualised programmes such as Successmaker, MathsAlive or MyMaths.
1.11 Many schools recognised the parallel between issues of academic concern and issues of emotional and personal growth in disadvantaged pupils. In primary schools, it was often noted that one-to-one interventions had the added effect of providing the adult attention necessary for the nurturing of self-esteem. Some schools adopted a whole school approach to this issue, adopting emotional intelligence (EI) programmes with which to tackle this aspect of under-attainment. Others used more able and confident pupils to act as mentors and mediators, proving powerful role-models for disadvantaged peers.

1.12 Secondary schools tended to split RAISE funding between a range of initiatives in order to increase the self-efficacy of disadvantaged pupils in both key stage 3 and 4. The majority of schools devoted some funds to basic skills interventions at KS3, again often employing LSAs to deliver one-to-one and small group interventions in literacy and numeracy; alternatively, software was purchased to support individual skills development.  A popular initiative was to employ learning mentors to offer guidance with examination work and learning/career pathways at KS4. This had the added advantage of offering a quiet area and the individual attention needed by pupils who may not have received support at home. In a few cases, funds facilitated holiday examination revision courses.
1.13 A significant proportion of the grant was used to develop alternative curriculum options for disadvantaged pupils who would otherwise be at risk of disaffection in KS4. In these cases funds often supported salary and off-site facility costs. Schools used the grant to develop a range of complementary programmes leading to OCN, ASDAN, Duke of Edinburgh and BTEC qualifications. Schools were careful to offer pupils a range of opportunities that would reduce the potential for them falling into the category of not in education, employment or training (NEET).

1.14 A considerable number of schools also focused on tackling the behavioural issues that impact negatively on pupil attainment. Some schools chose to tackle attendance and punctuality, with the purchase of electronic tracking equipment designed to assist early identification of problems. As with the primary schools, others focused more directly on the development of emotional intelligence (EI), training counsellors and creating nurture groups to facilitate the personal and social development of pupils in need of assistance. Some schools chose to adopt a holistic approach and trained staff in programmes such as the SAP (Student Assistance Programme). 
1.15 In both primary and secondary schools, the majority of pupils supported by RAISE were those who were struggling with basic skills or were in danger of falling behind their peers and under-attaining. Schools were careful to target pupils who were considered to be the most vulnerable and at risk of disaffection. Few projects, therefore, were directed at pupils who were economically disadvantaged but were succeeding socially and academically – examples of which being the development of a KS5 Duke of Edinburgh programme designed to expand the experience, qualifications and vision of disadvantaged pupils aspiring to higher education, or the academic mentoring of pupils close to achieving 5 or more GCSEs (A*-C).  While it was recognised that successful pupils from lower socio-economic backgrounds were still disadvantaged in comparison with peers from more affluent families, these were generally considered less of a priority than those who were struggling to succeed with basic skills.
Key Question 2: How effectively are schools monitoring and evaluating their RAISE activities?

2.1 In general schools are working effectively with local authority (LA) officers in evaluating the impact of their RAISE interventions.  In addressing concerns with original bids, officers had worked closely with schools to develop and amend proposals for the second year of funding.
2.2 All primary schools in receipt of RAISE funding were visited during the school year by an adviser or LA officer, with RAISE initiatives being discussed as part of the agenda.  These discussions were informed by questions devised by the regional coordinator in consultation with the national coordinators’ group. In addition, the regional coordinator visited a selection of schools in each LA for in-depth evaluation of the programme.
2.3 Every RAISE secondary school was visited at least once by the regional coordinator during the school year for an in-depth discussion, involving the head teacher and often other senior staff.  In many cases these meetings included discussions with teachers, LSAs, representatives of outside agencies and pupils involved in the RAISE interventions.  The discussions gave schools the opportunity to explore the rationale for their interventions and to discuss the results to date.

2.4 There were some differences in the LA requirements for schools’ self-evaluations, with some requesting termly and others annual returns. Most schools used the original self-evaluation template devised by Welsh Assembly Government (WAG), or a slightly modified version of it.  One LA used the updated template for all its schools. All LAs were generally satisfied with the self-evaluation process.
2.5 There was considerable variation in the depth and extent of the self-evaluations. The most comprehensive returns included: a rationale for choosing the pupils targeted, statistical data on academic progress, case studies to exemplify successes and challenges and a clear indication of how the school was embedding practices to sustain benefits for future cohorts. 

2.6 Less effective use of the school self-evaluation tool occurred where the assessments recorded were limited to teacher observations. In some cases statistical data were offered but without a point of reference with which to make comparisons. 

2.7 The clearest quantitative data emanated from schools using programmes with inbuilt evaluation tools such as Catch Up; in these cases data were often disaggregated by age and gender. Information from such programmes was invariably measured against baseline assessments, NFER and other basic skill evaluations. Trends were often measured over the duration of the grant and placed in the context of whole school target setting. Improved end of key stage assessments were sometimes offered as evidence of growth linked to RAISE, although it was noted that such success could not be attributed to the grant alone.
2.8 Where interventions took the form of alternative curriculum arrangements, schools referred to data largely from end of key stage assessments, noting participation rates alongside information on the range of qualifications gained at KS4. Data were also proffered on attendance and exclusion rates, and particularly on changes in the number of NEET school leavers. 
2.9 In many of the schools visited, headteachers maintained detailed records of figures gathered from RAISE initiatives alongside other key statistical information.  In some cases, however, while data on individuals were tracked meticulously by the staff members responsible for interventions, overarching trends were not analysed in any broader context. 

2.10 Qualitative data were recorded in a variety of ways. All schools either documented or referenced information from teachers and support staff on the development of pupil confidence, motivation and engagement. Some schools extended this to include teacher surveys and pupil questionnaires. A selection of schools used formal assessment tools from programmes such as SAP, PASS or the Rickter Scale to measure pupil satisfaction and self-esteem. Data on attendance, incident and exclusion rates were used to support qualitative evaluations on the impact of initiatives. The majority of qualitative data, however, were based on staff perception as stated in meetings or progress reports.
2.11 Where schools liaised with external agencies, they invariably included the evaluations of associate staff with their own. Since most of these partnerships involved KS4 awards work, evaluations followed the protocol of the qualification studied. 
2.12 The procedures for monitoring support staff varied between the primary and secondary schools. In all primary schools, the headteacher would monitor the training of staff and implementation of programmes meticulously. In secondary schools, there were often more layers of middle management involved, with a deputy headteacher often being given responsibility for the implementation and monitoring of RAISE within the school. 

2.13 Discussions with the headteacher or designated RAISE coordinator generally revealed thoughtful consideration of the nature of initiatives funded by the grant, and in several cases highlighted changes made in response to the success or failure of specific programmes. It was felt that all elements of training and implementation had improved as a natural course as schools moved through the second year of the grant. Progress with RAISE was included in formal reports to the governing body, but there was no evidence beyond this of governor involvement in the implementation or evaluation of the grant.
Key Question 3: How well are schools progressing in respect of the aims and key features of the RAISE programme?

3.1 Local authority officers report a good degree of satisfaction with the progress of RAISE funded initiatives in the second year of the grant. It was felt that programmes that had proved to be successful in the first year had been refined and extended to produce significantly positive outcomes.
3.2 Schools were overwhelmingly enthusiastic about the impact of the grant, reporting without exception the positive effect programmes have had on the individuals served. One headteacher noted that ‘vulnerable children have achieved more than they otherwise would have’ as a result of RAISE interventions while another observed ‘a quite dramatic improvement for a very limited investment’. The majority reported ‘huge gains’ in pupils’ attitude to school and learning, which was crystallized in the comment that ‘confidence is high and there is a feeling of excitement and enjoyment’.

3.3 Easiest to gauge were the successes of basic skills interventions using programmes with inbuilt evaluation procedures. Schools which had focused the majority of funding on the employment of LSAs for one-to-one and small group interventions were able to track pupil performance effectively to show clear gains in reading, spelling, phonemic awareness and mathematical competence. 
3.4 The greatest of these gains were reported for reading interventions, with schools celebrating the success of pupils reaching and exceeding their chronological reading ages after nine months of support. In addition to analysing data for individual pupils, schools typically reported the average number of months gained for the cohort served - sometimes reaching up to 22 months over the duration of the school year.  In the few cases where pupils did not make significant gains, there were extenuating circumstances that explained the anomaly – usually related to prolonged absences or upheaval in the home.
3.5 A considerable number of schools were keen to highlight the impact of one-to-one interventions with boys, who were reported as having made even greater gains with reading and oracy than girls. It was felt that interventions had made a considerable difference to boys’ self-esteem and confidence, consequently improving behaviour and participation in class. 
3.6 The reporting of success with numeracy was less detailed; however, schools using programmes with inbuilt evaluation tools were able to quantify the number of ‘gaps’ in understanding that were addressed. Most significantly, schools reported that pupils supported by numeracy interventions were noticeably more confident in class and therefore better able to succeed when left to work independently or with peers.
3.7 A considerable number of schools cited increased end of year standardised scores as evidence of a general trend of improvement with literacy and mathematics since the grant began. Indeed, in one LA, two schools celebrated their best ever results at KS3 and GCSE. While RAISE funded interventions could not be credited entirely for the gains, the belief was that there was a clear correlation between the two.
3.8 The success of one-to-one and small group interventions at primary level was echoed in secondary schools where learning coaches were employed to support pupils with basic skills. Again here it was noted that the decreased ratio of children to adult was fundamental in providing support to pupils who lacked guidance at home. The concept was often extended to include mentoring pupils to pursue appropriate learning pathways or careers. This proved particularly helpful to disadvantaged pupils. One headteacher noted that among a group of at risk Y10 boys who were targeted for support, ‘work ethic remains an outstanding feature. They continue to offer support to each other and paired and group work is a positive feature.’
3.9 The dedication of a considerable proportion of RAISE funding to the development of alternative learning pathways at KS4 proved extremely successful in secondary schools. There was an abundance of qualitative and quantitative data to suggest that disadvantaged pupils were profoundly affected by the ability to choose from a greater variety of vocational and skills-based courses leading to meaningful awards. Schools celebrated the opportunity to offer highly individualised support, often preventing very vulnerable pupils from becoming disengaged from learning. Many schools referred to substantial reductions in pupil exclusions and the number of pupils falling into the NEET category at the end of KS4. All offered compelling data on the significantly increased volume of qualifications achieved by pupils at KS4, and on the number of pupils who went on to further education as a direct consequence. Special schools were particularly grateful for extra funding to develop partnerships with local schools and agencies to offer KS4 pupils broader opportunities to gain meaningful qualifications. 
3.10 Success was also recorded by the significant number of schools which chose to focus on the social and emotional development of pupils, in order to offer the means of overcoming non-academic obstacles to learning. An example of how this was tackled holistically can be seen in one primary school which used funds to: train all staff in emotional intelligence teaching strategies, create nurture groups for troubled pupils and employ a new school guidance counsellor. As a result of this whole school approach, the headteacher noted a developing culture of ‘reasoning’, ‘empathy’ and ‘tolerance’, with the added benefit of fewer discipline referrals as pupils became more able and willing to communicate their emotions. These benefits were echoed in the secondary schools which chose to offer mentoring in specific areas such as anger management and grief counselling. Schools sometimes used PASS and SAP surveys to gauge pupil response, thereby confirming the positive impact of such approaches on the wellbeing and self-esteem of disadvantaged pupils.
3.11 While the evidence base for success with nurture and mentoring initiatives largely took the form of staff observation or pupil questionnaires, several schools endeavoured to quantify these results with data on reduced discipline referrals and improved attendance rates. Two schools reported a 50% reduction in exclusions over the duration of the grant, while several noted clear improvements in the attendance figures of targeted pupils. 

3.12 Several schools in the primary sector chose to fund training and resources to address multiple learning styles through drama and outdoor learning. One secondary school placed considerable emphasis on this aspect of learning as part of its ‘Building Learner Power’ initiative, and, like the primary schools, reported immense returns in the growth of pupil self-esteem and self-worth.
3.13 One school, which had worked to develop critical thinking skills, reported that pupil self-evaluations demonstrated a better understanding of the transferrable nature of skills acquired.
3.14 Several schools in both phases used funds to create clubs for homework and leisure activities. It was felt that many underprivileged pupils needed supervision, direction, and academic and social support outside of school hours. All schools reported good attendance and pupil satisfaction with such initiatives, again commenting on the benefits to confidence and learner motivation. For one Special school, the opportunity to create an after school fitness club provided an invaluable bridge between pupils and the wider community.
3.15 Schools that experienced the greatest success with RAISE funded initiatives were those that established some of the following good practices:
· whole school awareness, understanding and often training in RAISE funded programmes;
· identifying those pupils most in need of support and also the specific nature of support needed;
· the appointment and thorough training of reliable, efficient and capable support staff who were keen to pursue further qualifications;
· the clear and consistent scheduling of all targeted pupils on a weekly basis;
· the rigorous monitoring of, and reflective action on, interventions by an appointed coordinator or the headteacher;
· clear and consistent communication between teachers and support staff;
· creative management of alternative curricular options chosen with pupil input;
· clear and consistent communication and collaboration between school staff and any external agencies involved in alternative curriculum arrangements; and
· commitment to addressing the wider issues that affect pupil performance, such as self-esteem and emotional literacy, either within the context of academic interventions or in discrete programmes.
3.16 Schools that were less successful were those where the scheduling of interventions was interrupted by teacher or LSA absences, leading to inconsistent support and tracking of pupil progress. Pupil absence naturally led to failure to see much growth with the individuals targeted, but, unlike the first year of the grant, this was not reported in significant numbers.
3.17 Since many of the initiatives funded by RAISE required the implementation of new programmes and methodology, schools were careful to direct funds to the appropriate training and development of staff. LSAs were trained in specific intervention programmes but were also encouraged to develop broader expertise, often ultimately leading to HLTA qualifications.  In some cases, schools worked in clusters to provide whole staff professional development on items such as emotional intelligence and behaviour management. 
3.18  Many of the programmes supported by RAISE funding were notably learner-centred in an endeavour to develop pupil self-efficacy. Academic and pastoral initiatives at primary level focused more specifically on experiential learning and developing individual confidence and competencies, while secondary pupils were helped to make appropriate learning choices and form a sense of personal and social responsibility. KS4 initiatives were often particularly skills-focused, with a drive towards the accomplishment of both key and vocational skills.
3.19 The degree to which these initiatives helped pupils to become more independent learners is difficult to substantiate. However, since many of the intervention programs used lend themselves to independent study, it is possible to surmise that this was a significant added benefit. For example, increased reading ages due to literacy interventions at the primary level would suggest an improvement in independent reading habits, and increased scores at secondary level would suggest success with independent computer-based learning programs such as Successmaker. Ultimately, schools felt that these programmes helped pupils to articulate their feelings, needs and comprehension more effectively, thereby giving them a greater degree of independence in the learning process. 
3.20 It is important to note that schools often dovetailed RAISE initiatives with those from other funding sources (such as Communities First), allowing them to implement programmes more widely and more fully. They also used the funding to expedite the implementation of ideas and strategies they had already been considering as part of the school’s development plan. This was particularly true of schools planning for the introduction of Foundation Phase or working to develop alternative Learning Pathways for pupils at KS4.
3.21 Primary schools often consciously linked RAISE initiatives with planning for Foundation Phase. Schools trained staff in experiential learning strategies while developing outdoor classrooms and using drama and oracy projects to promote speech and communication skills in early years pupils. 

3.22 The allocation of funds to the development of alternative learning pathways resulted in a wealth of opportunities for disadvantaged pupils. Those who may have become disengaged with the traditional GCSE route to qualification were enabled to flourish on alternative Level 2, OCN, BTEC, ASDAN and Duke of Edinburgh awards programmes. There were numerous individual success stories, such as that of a school refuser with a love of animals who had been encouraged to participate in learning by the securing of a placement at Amelia Trust.  Similarly, a special school pupil was enabled to pursue an OCN qualification as a result of collaboration with local workshops where he attended sessions in painting, carpentry, ceramics and outdoor education. Indeed, secondary and special schools were able to provided compelling data on the volume of qualifications gained by pupils in comparison with previous years.
3.23 In several cases, the role of RAISE funded staff included forging greater links with external agencies. This appeared to be a natural development in secondary schools where funds were used to employ counsellors or youth workers who focused on the social and emotional development of pupils. Effective links were reported with a range of agencies, including: Barnardo’s, CRUSE, FUSION, LLAMAU, Skill Force, Sporting Marvels, Restorative Justice Consortium, YISP and YOT. 
3.24 There was ample evidence to suggest that programmes funded by RAISE provided useful additional data to inform the transition between key stages. Primary, infant and junior schools were careful to track basic skills information from KS1 to KS2, ensuring that pupils continued to build upon, and not repeat programmes studied. Often, schools developed efficient methods to pass that information on to the secondary school. Another example of the way in which transitions were enhanced can be seen in the administering of SAP surveys to Year 6 pupils by visiting Year 7 staff, in an endeavour to gain valuable information on the incoming cohort. Clearly, in the event that funding was used to provide mentoring or counselling services for pupils, schools placed specific emphasis on the smooth transition between key stages and particularly in choosing appropriate curriculum pathways.

3.25 Few schools, however, specified that RAISE funds played a notable part in transition plans per se. This was perhaps a result of the fact that not all feeder schools were in receipt of funding, making it difficult to create shared transition plans built around the grant. In one LA the opposite was true; while many of primary schools benefited from the grant, none of the secondary schools in the authority was in receipt of RAISE. 
3.26 Schools invariably, however, linked RAISE with school development and improvement plans, using funds to enhance work on key priorities such as: 

· the introduction of Foundation phase;

· the development of Learning Pathways;

· raising standards of attainment at all key stages;

· ensuring the acquisition of basic skills qualifications for all pupils; 
· addressing the emotional intelligence and behavioural issues that impact on learning; 
· improving attendance and punctuality; and
· providing staff with high quality professional development. 
3.27 In two authorities many schools used funding to support initiatives already introduced by the LA, such as the implementation of Catch Up, Spotlight and SAP.
3.28 One aspect of school work that was often linked to, but not funded by RAISE, was the development of stronger links with parents and the home. Many primary school headteachers used academic interventions funded by RAISE to involve parents more fully in school. This was achieved through coffee mornings and clubs where pupils and parents worked together to learn about strategies inherent in programmes such as Catch Up. At the secondary level, parents were encouraged to attend meetings about mentoring programmes and alternative curriculum arrangements sponsored by RAISE.

Key question 4: How well are schools planning to sustain the benefits of the RAISE programme?
4.1 For the second year of implementation, schools reported feeling more informed and confident about the value and impact of programmes funded by RAISE, and stressed that success with RAISE initiatives would certainly inform future planning. 
4.2 Dissemination events were held both within LAs and on a national level in order to share good practice. Many schools provided workshops and seminars that were warmly welcomed by participating colleagues. The majority of schools attended the dissemination events and used the opportunity to network with colleagues about effective practice. 
4.3 The events led to greater conversation between colleagues from both phases, and in some cases were reported to have helped schools to refine initiatives and consider new ideas for tackling the link between deprivation and under-attainment.  Furthermore, the events once again led to some staff visiting neighbouring schools to observe good practice in action.

4.4 One way in which schools collaborated on RAISE funded initiatives was in the pooling of funds to purchase quality professional development. For example, in one LA, a cluster of primary schools shared expert training on emotional intelligence strategies, while in another LA a number of schools pooled funds to purchase training from a prominent Behaviour Management specialist.  
4.5 An effective example of the sharing between schools occurred in two LAs where special schools liaised with neighbouring secondary schools to enhance or expand opportunities for alternative curricular options at KS4. One special school sent pupils out to access specialist Design and Technology facilities in a local comprehensive school, while another pooled funds to employ a trainer to deliver NQT Food Technology and WJEC Entry Level ‘Kitchen Work’ to pupils from both schools.

4.6 As previously referenced, RAISE occasionally contributed to the transition process between infant and junior schools, with schools sharing and transferring pertinent information on success with funded literacy interventions.  One secondary school provided time for a RAISE funded Youth Worker to visit all feeder schools to implement SAP with the incoming Year 6 groups.  These practices are now embedded and lines of communication promise to be maintained beyond the life of the grant.
4.7 Evidence of systematic, ongoing collaboration between schools was insubstantial, however, despite many headteachers having expressed a willingness to share and learn from good practice, both through dissemination events and through contributions to the website.
4.8 In discussing sustainability, the majority of schools reported that programmes put in place with RAISE funding have now become embedded in school practice. It was felt that initiatives had been tried and proved effective and were now considered invaluable to raising standards of attainment.
4.9 Schools had generally approached the issue of sustaining the benefits of RAISE beyond the life of the grant by devoting some funds to quality professional development. Initially intended for teachers responsible for targeted interventions, training was extended more widely in the school in order to maximise the impact of strategies learned. Many schools reported that the training of LSAs led to their acquisition of further qualifications. 

4.10 Some schools used funds to purchase resources and equipment that will service pupils for many years to come. Examples of such spending are the purchase of sporting equipment to facilitate alternative PE courses, the purchase of software to facilitate individual learning or the refurbishment of classrooms to house nurture groups and academic interventions. 

4.11 Schools worked to plan exit strategies for initiatives necessitating small group interventions, since these had quickly proved successful in terms that could be measured both qualitatively and quantitatively. In a relatively short period of time, schools were able to map progress in:  increased reading levels, improved mathematical competence, decreased exclusion and NEET rates, improved attendance rates and increased awards at KS4. This was accompanied by a wealth of qualitative information on improvements in school climate gathered from staff and pupil feedback. 
4.12 Despite this evidence and the commitment of schools to the principles of the initiatives implemented, there were still a considerable number who were doubtful whether it would be possible to maintain programmes beyond the life of the grant. The reason for this was simple: the salaries of extra staff to implement the small group interventions, counselling, mentoring and alternative curriculum arrangements that have shown such dividends may simply prove untenable when faced with falling rolls and budget cuts. 
Key question 5: How could the RAISE programme develop further?

5.1 Schools have already reflected on and refined the implementation of RAISE funded initiatives since the introduction of the grant.  Most reported a desire to expand on initiatives, and in many cases dovetailed funding with other sources, such as Communities First or Foundation Phase, in order to reach more pupils in need of support. Few diversified to trial more innovative approaches to raising standards of attainment, and it may be worth paying particular attention to those schools who found success with holistic, non-academic projects.
5.2 As previously noted, the debate over which pupils should be targeted for RAISE interventions continued during the second year, with most schools considering a broad spectrum of social and academic disadvantage as eligibility for RAISE services. Seldom discussed, however, was the issue of pupils who were relatively successful in school despite coming from impoverished home backgrounds and who were therefore rarely supported by RAISE.  
5.3 An area in which the RAISE programme could develop further is to consider ways to address the disparity between the cultural literacy of successful pupils from disadvantaged communities and that of their peers in more affluent areas.
5.4 Many schools remained concerned that the mission to ‘level the playing field’ for pupils from disadvantaged communities necessitated far greater communication with the home and surrounding agencies. As an adjunct to RAISE interventions, therefore, many schools worked to involve parents and the community in learning initiatives. RAISE funded staff where sometimes utilized to facilitate that communication, for example with:

· LSAs holding weekly coffee mornings to engage parents in reading and numeracy projects;

· behaviour intervention workers performing outreach to families; or
· KS4 mentors and alternative curriculum support staff liaising with external agencies.

Schools often stressed the value of such work but frequently expressed concern at the level of funding required to sustain such roles at the end of the grant. This remains a particular challenge for schools supported by RAISE, and headteachers are open to advice from all agencies on ways in which to develop this key requirement.
5.5 It is for this reason that dissemination events and opportunities to contribute to the RAISE website were welcomed by schools. It is clear that schools involved with RAISE have benefited from opportunities to share good practice. Headteachers are keen to converse widely to find ways to tackle the inherent difficulties of maintaining and expanding on success with RAISE, and so it is imperative that:
· they are offered regular opportunities to share at cluster and LA levels, in addition to regional and national events;
· the RAISE website is developed to include practical examples of ways in which schools may move forward; and
· good practice guides are developed to help schools to broaden the scope of their work with disadvantaged pupils. 
5.6 Finally, in considering how RAISE can develop further, the evaluation process highlighted the following concerns:
· The range of projects and pupils served, the variety of assessment tools used, and the extent to which RAISE funded initiatives overlap with other interventions make it difficult to quantify success in absolute terms. It is important, therefore, to help schools to find more effective ways of measuring ‘soft’ targets, as well as tracking progress of the individuals served in terms of ‘value added’ scores.
· Having identified initiatives which have proven to be most effective, the question remains as to what level of funding is required to sustain, share and extend those practices, and how best to distribute funding among schools serving disadvantaged pupils.
