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

1.1 The vast majority of schools receiving RAISE funding in this region have a sound understanding of the links between disadvantage and underachievement.  Many of the schools serve communities with high levels of deprivation and are well aware that pupils from disadvantaged backgrounds achieve less well than their peers from more privileged homes.  

1.2 Schools point to issues such as the tendency for pupils from disadvantaged homes to start school with poorly-developed speech, language and spoken skills, which inevitably means that these pupils then struggle to catch up with others as they progress through school.

1.3 In primary schools, these pupils’ parents are less likely to provide them with the vital support and encouragement to do well at school.  Often parents themselves lack the basic skills to enable them to do this, and parents frequently have negative attitudes towards school derived from their own lack of success as students.

1.4 At secondary school, students from disadvantaged backgrounds find difficulty in accessing a pleasant, quiet, suitable environment at home to do homework and, at KS4, the coursework which can be an important factor in success at GCSE.  They are also less likely to be motivated to make the commitment to achieve examination success if their parents do not value this kind of achievement.  An attitude that sees school as a waste of time can be particularly prevalent in certain communities and can undermine the motivation of even relatively able students from disadvantaged backgrounds.

1.5 The interventions being used by the RAISE schools tend to flow logically from these analyses.  By far the most prevalent approach, adopted to a greater or lesser extent by the vast majority of schools – primary, secondary and special – is to provide intensive support for boosting pupils’ basic skills development, especially literacy.  This is linked in infant and many primary schools with attempts to address the deficit in early language and social skills consequent upon an impoverished home environment.

1.6 The rationale for the basic skills approach – often linked to specific programmes such as Catch-up, Spotlight or Jolly Phonics – is that the acquisition of a certain minimum standard of literacy is an indispensable prerequisite for success within the school curriculum.  These interventions are usually delivered through intensive one-to-one or small group support from learning support assistants.  Many schools see this approach as a way to provide the positive support, feedback and challenge to pupils which their family context does not give.  Where schools have put almost exclusive emphasis on this approach, the danger is that impressive initial gains, for example in reading scores, may not lead to sustained improvements in achievement in the longer term, if that level of intensive support cannot be sustained indefinitely, or if other factors underpinning the poor achievement are not also addressed.
1.7 Some schools, correctly pinpointing the lack or parental support as a crucial factor in underachievement, have devoted a certain amount of their RAISE funding to work with parents.  In some cases this has involved training parents to support their children with reading, sometimes linked to developing parents’ own basic skills.  In one case, a primary school worked in collaboration with a local FE college on a family literacy project.

1.8 In a relatively small number of cases, schools have allocated some RAISE funding to work with the communities they serve, hoping to address factors within the community culture which militate against pupils achieving success in school.  In some instances this has amounted to improving out-of-hours provision for pupils, often with free transport provided to facilitate pupil attendance.  In a few cases there have been more concerted attempts to enlist individuals, groups and agencies working in the community as partners in addressing the educational needs of the pupils.  This approach has not been as widespread as it might have been.

1.9 A fairly large number of RAISE schools have focused on addressing the underlying behavioural and motivational factors affecting pupils’ achievement.  In some cases this has involved a concerted drive to identify poor attendance and improve it, while in others the emphasis has been on developing pupils’ emotional literacy.  In some, but by no means all, secondary schools, there has been a focus on developing nurture groups to support the most vulnerable pupils, particularly those in Year 7.
1.10 A key focus in most secondary schools has been the development of alternative curriculum provision at 14+.  This seeks to target the problem of pupils at risk of disengaging completely from school at KS4, leaving school with no meaningful qualifications and ultimately ending up in the category of NEETs.  This trend then perpetuates the cycle of disadvantage, as these pupils find it extremely difficult to access further training or find decent employment.  It seems entirely reasonable for schools to devise RAISE-funded interventions that seek to address this problem. 

1.11 In terms of the target groups of pupils for the various RAISE interventions, it would be true to say that in the vast majority of cases the project schools have identified pupils who are both underachieving and suffer a degree of social disadvantage.  Some schools made use of a wide range of data related to both these aspects, using internal and external testing and assessment data, information about free school meals, the Welsh index of multiple deprivation, Communities First data and other indices of social disadvantage.  

1.12 In many schools, however, it was not always clear how the social disadvantage aspect had been examined in selecting pupils for the target groups.  In practice there has been a strong correlation, so that even where schools based their selection almost exclusively on pupil performance data, the vast majority of those selected for RAISE interventions come from disadvantaged homes.  This does suggest that schools did not always have as rigorous an understanding of these issues as they might.  Some head teachers expressed the view that, as they serve communities suffering high levels of deprivation, there was no need for them to consciously target this factor during their selection of pupils.  Others, especially some head teachers of special schools, argued that autistic pupils, for example, by the very nature of their condition suffered a high degree of social disadvantage and that, therefore, it would be wrong to exclude pupils from relatively affluent homes from RAISE-funded interventions.

1.13 Comparatively few schools appear to have made conscious efforts to address the specific needs of certain groups, such as LAC pupils and those pupils learning English as an additional language, whose families may not qualify for benefits like free school meals but may nonetheless be disadvantaged in socio-economic terms.  Given that the latter group, though small across this region in comparison to some parts of Wales and certainly England, is growing quite rapidly, this is a significant omission.  Those few schools which did target pupils from this group report very encouraging results from their intervention.

1.14 A few schools targeted some pupils of good academic ability from disadvantaged homes who could be considered as at risk of underachieving, rather than of low attainment in an absolute sense.  It was not entirely clear whether this group was envisaged as a legitimate target in the initial RAISE guidelines, but it seems quite reasonable to focus some attention on them, as some of the factors influencing low attainment among disadvantaged groups – poor parental/community support, lack of opportunities at home to do homework and coursework, a general lack of motivation and aspiration – may also conspire to lower the performance of these pupils.  There is also a case to be made that by raising the aspirations of these pupils and changing the mindset of their families they may act as role models for other pupils from disadvantaged backgrounds and contribute to a wider cultural change within those communities. 

Key Question 2: How effectively are schools monitoring and evaluating their RAISE activities?

2.1 In general schools are working effectively with LEA officers in evaluating the impact of their RAISE interventions.  In all five LEAs, officers scrutinised the original school RAISE proposals and, where necessary, worked closely with schools to amend and expand these proposals.

2.2 In all five LEAs, every primary school involved in RAISE has been visited at least once during 2006-7 by an adviser or LEA officer, with the RAISE project being discussed as part of the agenda.  These discussions were structured round a series of questions prepared by the regional coordinator which were in turn informed by discussion at national meetings of the regional coordinators’ group.

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 advice given to schools by each LEA about how the requirements for termly self-evaluation should be fulfilled.  In most cases the LEA suggested that schools use the self-evaluation template devised by WAG, or a slightly modified version of it.  Three of the LEAs suggested schools should complete these returns on a termly basis, while the other two required an annual return which should show termly progress.

2.5 The vast majority of schools complied with their LEA’s advice on this matter, though where termly returns were required, a small number of schools did not submit three full termly reports.  Some included information about two or more terms in a single report.

2.6 There was considerable variation in the detail and rigour of the analysis contained in these reports.  In the best cases, schools provided a succinct analysis of statistical data on pupil achievement and progress, a clear assessment of the successes of the programme as well as problems encountered, one or more case studies which illustrated the impact of the project on individual pupils, and an indication of how the project would develop at the next stage.

2.7 Schools are using a range of methods to carry out ongoing self-evaluation of their RAISE initiatives.  Progress in basic skills development is usually measured through rigorous testing, often built in to the specific intervention programme being used.  This is often supplemented by the schools’ own procedures for tracking and monitoring pupil progress, frequently linked to progression through National Curriculum levels of attainment.  In the vast majority of cases, schools identified clear baselines against which to monitor the progress of pupils targeted for RAISE interventions.
2.8 Some schools show a greater willingness than others to analyse this statistical data in depth, seeking to identify trends and reasons for the relative performances of pupils being targeted.  In many schools evidence is scrutinised and records are kept meticulously in files by the head teacher or a senior member of staff.  

2.9 Where the monitoring of basic skills RAISE initiatives is less good, schools show a tendency to make broad statements about the benefits of the programme without providing sufficient hard evidence to back up these judgements.  In a few cases, LEA advisers’ reports have recommended that schools need to develop more rigorous procedures for monitoring the impact of RAISE programmes on individual pupils.
2.10 Some schools make use of observational records by teachers and LSAs to evaluate the impact of an intervention on pupils.  These records are available for scrutiny by senior staff.  These records can provide a valuable picture of the ongoing impact of RAISE initiatives.  In one school the learning support assistant most centrally involved in RAISE work has been given a small focus group of pupils to observe and record in detail through the lifetime of the project.  In this way the school hopes to add depth and achieve a more rounded appreciation of the impact of the project on the target pupils.
2.11 Some, though not all, schools have made attempts to incorporate pupil self-evaluation into the process.  This is usually done as part of schools’ ongoing procedures for ‘listening to learners’.  Schools are making use of questionnaires – in some cases these are also used to gauge parental reaction to the project – interviews and informal conversations with pupils.  One school has devised a ‘learning walk’ to enable pupils to carry out self-evaluation of the impact of its thinking skills intervention.
2.12 While almost all schools have rigorous processes for monitoring the impact of basic skills interventions, arrangements are not always as thorough for the evaluation of interventions targeting emotional literacy.  Some schools have developed interesting and imaginative approaches, but in others there is a less clarity, and indicators are not always as robust as they might be.  Schools in one LEA make use of the PASS online survey for this purpose, while some schools in the same LEA are using the Student Assistance Programme, which has an inbuilt process for pupil self-evaluation.  In a few secondary schools, where youth workers are involved in such initiatives, use is being made of the Rickter Scale to evaluate pupils’ journey towards developing greater emotional intelligence.  
2.13 Where the focus of a RAISE intervention has been on motivational and behavioural issues, its success is almost always monitored in part through an examination of data relating to attendance, exclusion and referrals for poor behaviour.  Some schools have stressed that, while they are carefully monitoring the effectiveness of their initiatives, those that target behaviour modification will inevitably have a longer-term impact and therefore be more difficult to evaluate within the two-year timescale of the RAISE project.
2.14 Most schools collaborating with outside agencies or providers have built in mechanisms for the latter to contribute to the evaluation process, whether through detailed reports on the progress of individual pupils or through more generalised reports on their work.  These reports often provide a basis for discussion between senior staff at the school and the agency or provider.
2.15 Most schools have ensured that the work of LSAs, who are often crucial to the success of RAISE interventions, is carefully monitored and that they are supported appropriately.  In the best cases this involves regular discussions with the class teachers whose pupils are involved in RAISE, as well as meetings with the head teacher or a senior member of staff.  These discussions often involve detailed evaluations of the progress of individual pupils being supported through RAISE initiatives, with agreed recommendations about the necessary next steps which will ensure they continue to make appropriate progress.

2.16 In almost all schools, the head teacher or another member of the senior management team assumes overall responsibility for evaluating the impact of the RAISE programme.  In the best cases, rounded procedures are in place to achieve a holistic evaluation.  Lesson observation leads to discussion, not only of individual pupils’ progress, but also of the effectiveness of teaching and learning methodology.  In at least one case a school decided to change the methods used to match more closely the individual learning programmes being devised for pupils.  In general, though, there is patchy evidence of schools using the evaluation process to consider revising or fine-tuning their approaches to RAISE interventions.

2.17 In some schools arrangements for carrying out a thorough self-evaluation of the project are not sufficiently clear.  In those cases, while the school is monitoring pupils’ test scores, there does not seem to be a clear enough understanding of the importance of the action research aspect of RAISE.

2.18 Some schools provide regular reports on RAISE activities to the governing body.  There is, though, scant evidence in most schools of the extent to which governing bodies are involved in thorough evaluation of the RAISE programmes.
Key Question 3: How well are schools progressing in respect of the aims and key features of the RAISE programme?
3.1 Almost all schools involved in the programme report considerable satisfaction with the results achieved so far.  In their reports, head teachers use phrases such as ‘incredibly successful’, ‘major difference’ and ‘profound impact’ in discussing the project.

3.2 The vast majority of schools targeting basic skills development report that pupils have made better than expected progress.  Many schools provide a considerable array of hard evidence to support these claims, using NFER and other external tests to measure the improvements achieved by pupils over the first year of the project.  One primary school, for example, reports that, over a nine-month period, average reading ages of the targeted pupils rose by 21 months, with one pupil showing an improvement of 40 months during that time.  This example is not untypical of the results recorded by schools across the region.
3.3 Schools which focused on developing language and social skills among early years pupils also report pleasing progress in these aspects.  In one infant school, the pupils’ scores for ‘overall understanding of language’ showed gains of between 8 months and 2 years 5 months over a six-month period.  The head teacher of this school commented that ‘effective prevention does work.  Multi-agency working is particularly important.’

3.4 Most schools identify the provision of individual or small-group support as the key factor in bringing about positive progress for pupils.  One head teacher commented: ‘what has become demonstrably clear … is that young children who are struggling with school, for whatever reason, will make progress if they are taught in smaller groups by a teacher or assistant who has the time to prioritise pupils’ needs.’

3.5 One secondary school reported a high degree of success with an initiative to employ an ‘academic coach’ – a highly-qualified Oxford graduate – to work with a group of Year 10 pupils from disadvantaged homes, who were judged to have the potential to do well at GCSE but were currently underachieving to a serious extent.  The head teacher explained that this initiative was designed to replicate for the target groups of pupils the level of expertise and individual support available to privileged pupils in independent schools.
3.6 Another aspect which appears to have been extremely successful is the development of alternative curriculum arrangements at 14+.  Almost without exception, those secondary schools conducting such interventions report that it has had a very positive effect on the pupils concerned.  Almost all these pupils responded extremely well to the new opportunities, and most were reported to be on course to achieve meaningful qualifications, showing much greater motivation and far less negative attitudes towards learning.
3.7 Some pupils acknowledge that, without these opportunities, they would have achieved very little in their final year in school.  Pupils are working towards a range of awards, including ASDAN bronze and silver, GCSE entry level, OCN, Duke of Edinburgh, Key Skills qualifications and Life Saving certificates.  Many pupils have used the alternative curriculum arrangements as a springboard to achieve an apprenticeship or further training for the following year, giving them a platform to future success and employment opportunities that they would otherwise have found extremely difficult to obtain.

3.8 Other initiatives intended to provide pupils with improved opportunities to achieve meaningful qualifications also appear to have been largely successful.  These included targeted revision courses and better access to facilities – including ICT facilities – to complete homework and GCSE coursework.
3.9 A number of schools, both primary and secondary, report that they are particularly pleased with the impact RAISE interventions have had on boys’ achievement.  Some schools attribute this to the opportunity to experiment, in small group contexts, with new methods of teaching and learning more appropriate to boys’ preferred learning styles.  Others comment on the opportunity to acquire reading materials which cater more specifically for boys’ interests.  Other key factors identified were the removal of inhibiting peer pressure when the boys worked in small groups, and the breaking down of learning into small, achievable steps.

3.10 One secondary school implemented an initiative to train Year 10 boys, from disadvantaged backgrounds themselves, to act as mentors and role models for underachieving boys in Year 8.  The school judged this initiative to have been extremely successful.

3.11 Schools which focused on developing emotional literacy among pupils report, in general, that these interventions have been successful.  They tend, however, to provide less convincing evidence to support their claims.  Where such interventions were linked to improving behaviour, however, some schools provide convincing data on exclusions and referrals to underpin their judgements.  One school provided a comparative analysis of its data on exclusions for the autumn term 2005 and the same term in 2006 (the first term of the RAISE project), which showed the following:

· 2005: 5 permanent exclusions; 24 pupils excluded for a fixed term for a total of 77 days;

· 2006: 1 permanent exclusion; 4 pupils excluded for a fixed term for a total of 12 days.

3.12 The head teacher, while acknowledging that it would be difficult to attribute this change in its entirety to the RAISE interventions, was nevertheless convinced that they were a major contributory factor, as many of that relatively small groups of pupils who accounted for most of these behavioural problems were among the target group for the RAISE interventions.

3.13 One primary school focused all its RAISE funding on developing emotional literacy in a small target group of boys with considerable problems.  Interim results showed that the target outcomes had been considerably exceeded.  The school had used NFER measures of emotional literacy to monitor progress, setting a target of a 2-point gain for each pupil.  All pupils except one made gains ranging from 4 to 11 points on this scale.  This in turn led to significant gains in the pupils’ literacy and numeracy scores, whereas the same pupils had all recorded negative progress during the previous school year.
3.14 One by-product of the RAISE interventions mentioned by a number of schools is that many pupils outside of the targeted groups – including a number who themselves suffer a degree of social disadvantage – benefit from extra time and support from teachers and the minimisation of disruption in the classroom.

3.15 A few schools report patchy or disappointing progress by a minority of pupils targeted for support through RAISE.  Where schools try to analyse the reasons for this, the one most frequently cited is the frequent absence of those pupils, causing them to miss a number of vital sessions of intensive support.  Other schools have admitted to difficulty in engaging a small, but significant group of parents in initiatives to help them support their children’s learning.

3.16 It is difficult to pinpoint with accuracy at this stage the reasons for some schools appearing to achieve greater success than others with RAISE interventions.  However, the following factors appear to be emerging as significant:

· Adopting a holistic approach to supporting pupils, seeking to address all the possible factors which may underlie underachievement.

· Addressing the issue of training staff.  This ranges from ensuring learning support assistants are properly equipped to deliver specific programmes, such as Catch-up, to developing more widely the skills and expertise of all those involved.  One school devoted the greater part of its RAISE budget to releasing a senior member of staff to work intensively on the training of other teachers and LSAs on a wide range of strategies and teaching/learning methodologies, with a view to effecting long-term, sustainable improvements in school.

· The willingness and ability to work in genuine collaboration with individuals and agencies from outside the school.  Even those schools which have embraced this approach most wholeheartedly, however, point to a number of inherent challenges which it inevitably poses.  One head teacher commented that this kind of approach requires a major cultural change for all concerned: senior management and the teachers at school, as well as the outside agencies themselves.  It appears that it is vital to establish a parity of professional esteem for all those involved in addressing pupils’ needs, and for a continuing dialogue between the different parties, if these interventions are to be successful.  In one particularly successful case, a youth worker engaged the targeted pupils in a range of activities designed to promote self-esteem and emotional health, and was credited by the head teacher with having helped create an ‘oasis’ within the school where these pupils could feel safe and thrive.  In this school the youth worker liaised closely with staff at all levels, from subject teachers, through those with pastoral responsibilities, to senior management.
3.17 Many schools commented that, while they were not necessarily developing entirely new approaches through RAISE, the funding had enabled them to implement ideas and strategies they were already considering, earlier, more widely and more fully than would otherwise have been the case.
3.18 As much of the foregoing material implies, many RAISE interventions have seen schools attempt to make the curriculum more learner-centred and skills-focussed.  In most interventions, schools are seeking to address and correct underachievement by individual pupils and to tailor strategies to marry with the preferred learning styles of those pupils.  The KS4 alternative curriculum initiatives have achieved a fair measure of success in adapting the curriculum to cater for the needs of pupils currently ‘failing’ to progress through more traditional routes.  Many of the literacy and numeracy interventions clearly aim to address shortcomings in pupils’ acquisition and development of basic skills, while other interventions targeting emotional literacy and thinking skills tackle a different aspect of the skills agenda.

3.19 It is more difficult to judge the extent to which RAISE projects are helping pupils to become more independent learners.  There is certainly a considerable amount of anecdotal evidence that pupils targeted through these initiatives have developed increased self-esteem and are more willing to approach learning challenges with a greater degree of resilience and self-reliance.  A number of case studies adduced by schools focused on individual pupils, mainly boys, who had not only dramatically improved their reading ages, but had also become enthusiastic readers for pleasure and interest.  There is insufficient reliable evidence, though, at this stage to make firm statements about this particular feature.

3.20 There is, though, ample evidence that RAISE-funded initiatives have helped schools tackle the challenges posed by the introduction of the Foundation Phase on the one hand, and the development of 14-19 Learning Pathways on the other.  

3.21 As previously mentioned, a number of infant and primary schools placed the main focus in their RAISE proposals on developing the speech and social skills of early years pupils.  Many of these schools explicitly designed their RAISE intervention to build on the principles which underpin the Foundation Phase, seeking to develop expertise and resources which would embed experiential learning in their practice with this age range.
3.22 As has also been mentioned, almost all secondary schools involved in RAISE have used a considerable portion of their funding to support the development of alternative, appropriate learning pathways for pupils who were at risk of becoming seriously disengaged from the traditional curriculum.

3.23 There is also little doubt that these, and other, interventions have given pupils enhanced opportunities to acquire meaningful qualifications.  Pupils are working towards GCSE, GCSE entry level, ASDAN/COPE, OCN, Duke of Edinburgh, Key Skills and other qualifications.  Many of these pupils acknowledge that without the different opportunities opened up through RAISE, they were extremely unlikely to have gained these qualifications.  This applies to pupils in both secondary and special schools.

3.24 Some head teachers, while welcoming this development, expressed concerns that these alternative qualifications were not accorded parity of esteem with GCSEs.  These heads felt that the Welsh Assembly Government needed to take a lead in changing attitudes so that this disparity of status should be urgently overcome.

3.25 One interesting development in a few schools has been the collaboration between mainstream comprehensive and special schools in pursuit of this aim.  Here schools have sought to make links with the Unlocking the potential initiative.  In one case, for example, special school pupils were able to access specialist DT facilties at the local comprehensive school in order to sit GCSE entry level in DT.  The RAISE funding allowed the special school to release a teacher to provide the intensive, specialist support these pupils required during these sessions.
3.26 There is less evidence that RAISE is supporting the progress of pupils across key stages.  Some secondary schools have identified target groups of pupils in Year 9 to be involved in preparatory work for alternative curriculum arrangements in Year 10, and have claimed that this has helped to clarify pupils’ expectations and develop more positive attitudes towards school and future learning/training.  A few secondary schools have used RAISE interventions at KS4 to improve pupils’ awareness of opportunities they can access post 16.

3.27 In a small number of cases there has been a degree of collaboration on RAISE initiatives between primary and secondary schools.  One secondary school used part of its RAISE funding to release a teacher to work intensively on literacy development with its associated primary schools, while in another county a primary school aimed to collaborate with its associated secondary school to track the future progress of current Year 6 pupils supported through RAISE.  

3.28 It would be true to say, however, that collaboration on RAISE initiatives between primary and secondary schools has been underdeveloped.  Some secondary schools have felt inhibited in developing such collaborative work by the fact that not all its associated primary schools were in receipt of RAISE funding.  This led them to shy away from collaborative ventures which would exclude some of these primary schools.  In other cases, head teachers felt that the short turnaround time for the submission of initial RAISE proposals militated against the development of joint work.  For that reason, there appear to be few current examples of RAISE featuring in transition plans.
3.29 On the other hand, in the vast majority of cases, RAISE initiatives fit in very well with key priorities in school development plans.  Schools have used RAISE funding to strengthen and deepen strategies already in place, or to implement new approaches to tackling key issues identified in their development planning.  These priorities obviously vary school by school, but the most common include:
· Introduction of the Foundation Phase

· Development of the curriculum 14-19

· Key and basic skills

· Development of thinking and learning skills

· Raising standards of achievement for all pupils

· Improving behaviour and attendance

· Staff training

3.30 Many schools also linked their RAISE projects with initiatives introduced by their LEA.  These included:

· Catch-up and Spotlight

· KS2 writing projects

· Development of thinking skills

· Collaborative arrangements at 14+

Key question 4: How well are schools planning to sustain the benefits of the RAISE programme?

4.1 To date the sharing of good practice across RAISE schools has been relatively underdeveloped.  Many of the schools attended the spring regional conference and the vast majority of these welcomed the opportunity to share their experiences with colleagues, and to learn about the work of schools leading workshop sessions at the conference.  Many of those who attended this conference commented that this conference would have had greater impact on their work if held before RAISE proposals had been finalised.  Secondary schools in particular welcomed the more informal structure of the workshop sessions and used the opportunity to network with colleagues.
4.2 In a few cases heads or teachers have subsequently visited schools which presented workshop sessions, to extend this opportunity for sharing of good practice.  A small number of schools have decided to adapt their approaches to RAISE work in the light of what they have learned.

4.3 Special schools in the region have also responded positively to opportunities to learn from others at the July national conference.

4.4 Plans are now being developed, across the region and within individual LEAs, to provide improved opportunities for the sharing of good practice.  Secondary schools from across the region will meet on a termly basis, with two schools being asked to lead workshops at each of these meetings.  Similar opportunities for primary schools to share good practice are being established in each LEA.

4.5 It is also anticipated that the development of a web presence, both national and regional, for the RAISE project, will help the dissemination of good practice.  Opinion on the efficacy of websites in promoting school improvement was somewhat divided among those head teachers who expressed an opinion on the matter.  Some felt it was an appropriate and efficient way to spread good practice, while others felt that the habit of consulting educational websites for professional development was not well established among school staff, and this could limit the impact even of very good material posted on websites.
4.6 The sustainability of initiatives launched through RAISE funding has been a major concern for almost all head teachers involved in the project.  A few schools confronted this aspect at the planning stage, opting to devote a major portion of the funding to a programme of training for all staff in appropriate strategies, in order to embed new and successful practices across the whole school.  Many other schools have addressed this training issue to a lesser extent.

4.7 Other schools have used some of the RAISE funding to purchase resources and equipment, or to refurbish learning areas used with RAISE-targeted pupils.  These resources and facilities will continue to be available after the period of RAISE funding comes to an end.

4.8 Other schools have consciously sought to build ‘exit strategies’ into the initiatives they launched through RAISE.  In these cases, the RAISE interventions are seen as time-limited, as a catalyst to drive longer-term changes within the school.
4.9 Despite these examples, though, there remains a big question mark over the ability of schools to sustain the gains already being seen through the RAISE programme.  The fundamental reason for this is not that head teachers lack foresight, or have failed to consider the issue.  It is rather that the vast majority have identified the key factor in improving the achievement of the targeted pupils as the provision of intensive support individually or in small groups.  This applies equally to basic skills work, interventions on emotional intelligence, nurture group work, and even to alternative curriculum arrangements.  It is this attention to individual need, and the investment of intensive staff time in supporting the pupils, that leads to improvements in motivation and achievement.  Head teachers believe that the withdrawal of this level of funding is likely to compromise the chances of sustaining the successes that have been seen.
Key question 5: How could the RAISE programme develop further?
5.1 Where schools report a degree of frustration or disappointment in the success of their RAISE initiatives (comparatively few in number) the most frequently cited cause is the persistent absence of some of the targeted pupils.  In one school this was exacerbated by a high incidence of pupil mobility, which meant that several of the originally-targeted pupils left the school before it was possible to evaluate their progress in a meaningful way.  

5.2 The issue of frequent pupil absence inhibiting progress suggests it would be appropriate for those schools to focus on measures to improve the attendance of targeted pupils alongside the specific interventions to improve their achievement.  Where schools have focused on attendance in RAISE work, improvements have been noted, even though these improvements have been relatively modest.
5.3 Another factor cited by schools as an inhibitor was a disappointing response by some parents to initiatives seeking to involve them in supporting their children’s learning.  This factor merits further attention by WAG, LEAs and schools.  The problems in engaging a small group of parents do not, in the main, stem from a lack of effort or commitment on the part of the school, but appear to derive from a more deep-seated cultural gulf inhibiting effective partnership between schools and certain particularly disadvantaged sectors of communities.  Concerted efforts to work with and learn from all groups and agencies working effectively in such communities will probably be necessary in order to achieve progress in this aspect.

5.4 Schools have appreciated the opportunity to share experiences afforded by the national and regional conferences, and these need to continue as planned, with LEAs reinforcing the encouragement for all RAISE schools to attend appropriate events.  Taking account of the comments given by schools in their evaluations of events already held, future events can maximise the impact on current and future practice.

5.5 These events need to be supplemented by arrangements at regional, LEA and cluster/area level, utilising existing structures and facilitating opportunities for informal exchanges and sharing of practice.  Meetings of head teachers, twilight sessions, inputs at scheduled CPD events, can all play a part in this process.

5.6 As already mentioned, the development of a web presence can assist in this process.  Some schools have also advocated the production of a directory of RAISE projects, with contact details provided for those schools carrying out particular types of intervention, to enable informal contact.  Other schools have suggested the eventual production of a good practice guide based on RAISE projects, though it is unclear whether that would be better undertaken at national or regional level.

5.7 In considering how the RAISE programme could develop in the longer term, and what support schools need to maximise the benefits, some attention needs to be paid to schools’ reflections on the way the project was originally set up.  Some of the problems associated with this period have already been well-rehearsed, and it would be unproductive to reiterate these excessively, but some key issues will need to be borne in mind in looking to the future:

· Ensuring adequate time and guidance for schools in planning and preparing interventions
· Achieving clarity about the purposes of projects with targeted funding: are they about implementing tried and tested programmes more fully or exploring innovative strategies through an action research approach?

· The nature of targeting and the criteria for selecting schools

· The balance between school-led and LEA-led initiatives

· The extent and nature of evaluation.  While all schools accepted the need for accountability and close evaluation of the RAISE projects, a number of head teachers expressed the view that there are too many layers of evaluation in the present structure and that this could be simplified and made more coherent
· Perhaps most crucially, how can the successful approaches identified through the current projects be extended to all schools seeking to serve the needs of pupils from disadvantaged backgrounds?  What level of funding would this require, and how should it be best distributed?
