[image: image1]


[image: image7.jpg]



Educational Key Performance Indicators (EKPIs)
Document Status: Issued
August 2009
	Document Properties

	Document Author


	KPI Task Group / Michael Buchanan

	Document Owner


	Russell Andrews

	Organisation


	Partnerships for Schools

	Title


	Educational Key Performance Indicators (EKPIs)

	Document Type


	Guidance

	Review Date


	July 2010

	Abstract

	This guidance is for local authorities and schools when developing educational key performance indicators (EKPIs) for:
· Readiness to Deliver (RTD) and Strategy for Change (SfC);

· Schools’ Strategy for Change (SSfC); and, ultimately

· Collective Partnership Targets (CPTs) for Schedule 14 Part 1 in the Strategic Partnering Agreement (SPA).

It is not intended to specify which EKPIs should be established for a Building Schools for the Future (BSF) programme, but to set out the principles underlying the nature and purpose of EKPIs in BSF, and to provide guidance about how they might best be developed and structured.


	Version History

	Date
	Editor
	Version
	Status
	Reason for change

	27 March 2009
	MB
	v.1
	Issued
	

	05 June 2009
	MB
	v.2
	Issued
	Revisions based on feedback on v.1

	02 July 2009
	MB
	v.3
	Issued
	Revisions based on feedback on v.2


Note:

This guidance replaces the PfS ‘Guidance on KPIs and Collective Partnership Targets’ (January 2008).
It should be read alongside the Guidance for Readiness to Deliver, Strategy for Change, Schools’ Strategies for Change and the Outline Business Case. 

Reference should also be made by LAs preparing their procurement documentation to the Strategic Partnering Agreement, specifically Schedule 14, Part 1 (KPIs) and Part 2 (CPTs).
Other useful references include the ICT Payment Mechanism (Schedule 5 to the ICT contract) and associated guidance.
Partnerships for Schools (PfS) and its advisers accept no liability whatsoever for any expense, liability, loss, claim or proceedings arising from reliance placed upon this document: Requirements and guidance on culture for local authorities entering the second half of the Building Schools for the Future (BSF) programme.
Contents

	
	Page



	1. What are Educational KPIs?


	4

	2. What are EKPIs used for in BSF?


	5

	3. What types of EKPI are there?


	6

	4. Are EKPIs about checking on progress or achieving goals?


	7

	5. How and when should EKPIs be developed?


	7

	6. What about EKPIs which don’t appear to be measurable?


	8

	7. Are EKPIs required for both the LA’s SfC and schools’ SfCs?


	9

	8. Examples


	11

	9. Who is responsible for EKPIs?

	12

	10. Stages of EKPI development


	13

	Annex: Examples of possible EKPIs and proxies / PIs
	15




1. What are Educational KPIs?

The BSF programme offers local authorities and schools in England a once-in-a-generation opportunity to transform educational provision and the educational experience. The legacy of BSF will not be measured in bricks and mortar, but by our success in providing inspirational learning environments for citizens of the 21st century; and by our success in raising aspirations and improving the life chances of young people and communities across the country. The investment is intended to act as a catalyst and enabler for wide-scale change. It is the largest capital investment programme in schools for 50 years. But it is also an investment of time, energy, ideas, strategic planning, innovation and experimentation. 

Ambitious and challenging EKPIs are the principal way of ascertaining the impact of the programme and, thus, the added value the BSF investment will bring to educational outcomes. It is therefore a measure of Return on Investment (RoI). To do so, EKPIs have to focus principally on long-term, sustained outcomes. 
They are, effectively, the success criteria by which schools, local authorities and private sector partners can judge the impact and the extent of transformation achieved, and their contribution towards the achievement of improved outcomes. They are, effectively, a ‘call to arms’ for local authorities, schools and their partners in the private sector to challenge themselves and each other.

The EKPIs developed from the earliest stages of the programme ultimately form the basis for challenging Collective Partnership Targets (CPTs), setting out accountabilities within the Local Education Partnership (LEP) as part of the contractual documentation.
The BSF programme has processes through which KPIs are established for the functionality of the buildings, design quality, sustainability and so on. However, whereas the provision of a well designed building is certainly an outcome of the capital programme (and therefore a legitimate KPI), the building itself is only a means to an end for its users. The longer-term outcomes are the educational impacts that the new building facilitates; hence the need for educational KPIs to complement design-related KPIs. (Note that the ICT payment mechanism does include some KPIs that are ‘proxies’ for improved curriculum experience).
As educational measures, EKPIs need to:

· measure outcomes not inputs (not what a school or LA does, but the difference it makes);
· focus on transformational intent and substantial, challenging, long-term change, i.e. be stretch goals not modest incremental change or maintenance of the status quo;
· provide a way of measuring the achievement and progress of individual schools, groups of schools and all schools (aggregated to the local authority’s performance);

· provide a way of measuring the achievement and progress of particular cohorts or groups (of learners, staff and the community);

· give a reliable ‘reading’ on the impact of all aspects of a local authority’s or a school’s Strategy for Change (SfC);
· measure the things that are important and not shy away from things that are more difficult to measure (i.e. use qualitative as well as quantitative indicators);
· be long-term — the effect on outcomes of BSF programmes will not be reliably evident for some time and then need to be sustained so it is important to extend the timescale of KPIs beyond the traditional horizon of school improvement planning, say 10 years hence (with milestone targets along the way);
· measure progress over time and trends, not be a snapshot in time (be used repeatedly);
· be used diagnostically/formatively (so that action can be taken as a result); and
· be developed at programme, local authority and school levels.
KPIs are, by definition, key. In other words, they should be few in number reflecting the principal ambitions of the programme. They will, in effect, be overarching areas of impact. Lying behind them will be many, smaller targets – these targets (or ‘performance indicators’ or ‘proxies’, discussed later) act as the means of and focus for data collection which, when brought together and analysed provide the data set needed to judge progress towards the key objective (the KPI). 

2. What are EKPIs used for in BSF?

The BSF process is a cycle of visioning and strategic planning; procurement and implementation; and monitoring and evaluation. EKPIs are the means by which the programme’s ongoing impact can be monitored and evaluated, and action taken as a result:
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They provide different stakeholders (e.g. schools, local authorities, LEP partners and the Government) with:
· measures for judging the extent to which the educational vision is being achieved, and the effectiveness of the strategy;

· defined accountabilities for outcomes and the means for holding each partner, including the private sector, to account;
· a means of assessing the wider impact of the investment, e.g. on community regeneration (benefits realisation); and
· a way of monitoring the effective transformation of educational delivery and performance.
At the outset of BSF, the local authority is required to complete a Schools Chart containing targets for attainment and progress for each school in the Wave 3 years after BSF. Whilst not being the only measure of success of the programme it is an important EKPI. These targets, alongside other EKPIs established when creating the vision and SfC and refined over time, ultimately form the basis for part of the BSF business case and contractual documentation. In particular, they are used to define the KPIs and CPTs contained in Schedule 14 Parts 1 and 2 of the Strategic Partnering Agreement (SPA), for which there is separate guidance. 
Not only do they define the accountabilities of the LEP partners (their promised performance should be, after all, a key criterion for procurement), they also provide a method and ‘vocabulary’ for schools and local authorities to articulate their expectations of bidders and test their responses during the Competitive Dialogue phase. 
Post-occupancy, the EKPIs are a valuable tool for schools, local authorities and the LEP to monitor progress and achievement of goals; to judge whether strategies are effective and targets sufficiently ambitious; and to adjust them accordingly.
3. What types of EKPI are there?

There are essentially three categories of EKPI and, in developing them (whether at local authority, area or individual school level), it will be important to distinguish between:

· Provision indicators — this type of EKPI will be a measure of input rather than impact — i.e. what we are going to do/create/establish. For example, they might feature an overarching EKPI relating to increasing diversity of provision, and include a series of associated proxies (or performance indicators) designed to measure change in facilities, infrastructure, services provided, learning spaces, staff, curriculum or school governance arrangements; or to open ‘x’ schools, to provide ‘y’ ICT, to establish ‘z’ full-service extended schools.

· Opportunity indicators — i.e. outputs — what it is now possible to do, having made that provision. So, for example, an overarching EKPI could be to achieve 100 per cent participation rates, and include measures such as 60 per cent of learners will be on vocational pathways; 80 per cent of parents will get their first choice school; business partners will provide real life curriculum projects; all students will have at least one real life enterprise experience. 
· Impact indicators — i.e. outcomes (for children, young people and, potentially parents and the community) — the difference we have made. For example the overarching EKPI could be around increased achievement and full inclusion, with PIs such as: 90 per cent of students progress to at least level 3 by age 19; 70 per cent of children achieve 5+ A*-C; all children leave school with leadership and team working skills; 100 per cent of students have the skills to manage their own learning and operate as autonomous learners; no permanent exclusions.

All three categories are valid but the emphasis should be on the last of these — EKPIs are, by definition about performance (impact/outcomes, not provision or opportunity). For example, while the provision of effective ICT (or the creation of federations of schools or the establishment of extended facilities to support Every Child Matters (ECM) delivery), might all be significant, imaginative, innovative changes, they may make no difference to outcomes for children and young people. It is the difference they make that reveals whether they are transformational or not. 
It is important to recognise that there should be inter-connectivity between the different types of EKPI. All types should ultimately be able to lead to greater impact; some are means to ends, while impact indicators describe the ultimate goal (see examples in the Annex on pages 15-18 and section 8 on page 11).
4. Are EKPIs about checking on progress or achieving goals?

Diagnostic information about progress towards an EKPI allows one to change direction; step up the pace; redirect effort; resource it differently; try alternative solutions; and so on. Unfortunately, many traditional school performance measures are summative and retrospective (GCSE results for example – by the time we find out that a pupil, or a cohort, have underperformed it’s too late for them; the analysis was needed earlier). To ensure EKPIs are valuable we need to use them diagnostically and formatively, and:

· have reliable benchmarking and baseline data and milestone targets so progress can be judged accurately;

· be able to distinguish between attainment and progress; and
· be in a position to act on the emergent findings.

When analysing data diagnostically it is important to recognise that cause and effect is not easily established. There will always be a number of variables at play in a complex organisation such as a school or a local authority, and it would be naive to think that a particular outcome is attributable to any particular action. However, observable patterns are more reliable; so, if there is a correlation between a series of actions taken in combination and a pattern of outcomes then one could fairly safely say that cause and effect is evident. In other words, this set of conditions seems to give rise to these sorts of outcomes. 

These conditions (patterns of observable change) should be described as a series of overarching EKPIs (i.e. umbrella goals or impact areas); and for each EKPI a series of proxies, which are measurable or observable, should be established.
5. How and when should EKPIs be developed?

EKPIs should be the umbrella impact areas or transformational goals in the SfC. In themselves, they may be so large as to be impossible to measure but they will contain a number of smaller measurable targets — proxies.  Having too many EKPIs confuses and distracts from the ‘big stories’ and key ideas of the vision. It will be important, therefore, to prioritise what is key; defining what the core business of the school is and remembering that standards will always be a central goal.
EKPIs are about performance. While there might be legitimate targets in relation to provision, and therefore aspirations in relation to opportunities created, these are a means to an end. The focus of EKPIs should be on performance — i.e. impact, outcome and difference made.
Reliable indicators of that performance need to be established. Some impacts are easier to measure than others as some outcomes are observable rather than measurable; while for others more sophisticated tools are required to get a reliable ‘reading’ on outcomes. Only measuring what is easy to measure is unlikely to provide feedback on the full scope of the vision.
The SfC process in BSF is deliberately sequential: it begins with defining the transformational vision; then prioritises it before developing a strategy to achieve it and ultimately defining how the building and ICT can assist.  EKPIs flow out of this same process with increasing definition and refinement. The methodology proposed is a logical one:
1. intent: establish the strategic intent — the key, non-negotiable desired outcomes of the vision/strategy — ensuring that KPIs are truly transformational and about a step-change in expectation not simply about incremental improvement;
2. indicators: within each intent/element work out what to measure (impact);

3. evidence: how might these outcomes be manifest and observable and what proxy targets can be established within each area of intent;

4. measurement: consider data collection, preferably in a formative, diagnostic way at key points on the journey;

5. evaluation: establish how the findings will be analysed and evaluated; and
6. utilisation: apply the findings, making any necessary changes in approach, strategy or method (this could also include establishing the connection between the findings of the evaluation and arrangements for performance management and the change management plan).
6. 
What about EKPIs that don’t appear to be measurable?

Because of the broad ranging and often innovative aspirations of SfCs, it is important to not just include EKPIs that are easy to measure. Some elements are crucial outcomes, yet can be sidelined as subjective or unmeasurable. There are, often in contexts outside education, very sophisticated tools for reliably measuring the ‘softest’ of outcomes; and for turning ‘soft’ outcomes into ‘hard’ i.e. numerical data. 

Just about everything is observable or can be sought out (even perceptions, confidence levels, empathy, leadership qualities, team working skills, interpersonal skills, communication and negotiation skills, emotional intelligence and so on – all of which are key life and employability skills and therefore key outcomes of an educational experience). Joint Area Review (JAR) inspection processes; drama teaching; Special Education Needs (SEN) emotional levels; interviewing techniques; surveys; assessment centres; and psychometric testing all demonstrate that the ‘softest’ of outcomes can be reliably measured, given the right approach. Think broadly about EKPIs proxies and how they can be observed, with what tools and techniques to ensure measurement of valuable outcomes.
Historical performance measures may be valid just not complete enough. They tend to give greater value to certain outcomes over others, particularly quantitative rather than qualitative impact. If ambitions are not extended beyond these traditional measures, there is a risk only a portion of the BSF programme’s actual goals will be measured and instead more readings on the performance of the very system we are trying to change will be captured. For example, traditional school performance measures do not reveal much about a child’s well-being, safety or happiness (ECM outcomes) — now part of a school’s core business; or a school’s ambitions and role in wider community regeneration role and ambitions. These have different indicators. 
It is therefore vital to set EKPIs (and their proxies) for all anticipated impacts — soft and hard — and to look around and be imaginative about the kinds of tools, techniques and forms of data collection needed to achieve reliable feedback on the seemingly ‘hard to measure’ but important outcomes.

7. 
Are EKPIs required for both the local authorities and the individual schools’ SfCs?

Yes. The local authority’s SfC will set out transformational goals and expectations for all its schools. These aspirations form the central part of the entitlement of children and families. The local authority, through its role as commissioner, will try to ensure that this entitlement is met through the achievements of all its schools. These entitlement goals are translated into EKPIs for the local authority as a whole with the headline EKPI submitted as part of the local authority’s SfC.
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Each individual school’s SfC will also give rise to EKPIs; although aligned to the local authority EKPI framework these will be more context-specific and reflect the particular ambitions, passions, ethos, characteristics and context of that school. In other words, will have ‘local colour’ and may well contain additional EKPIs to those the local authority set. When submitted, each school’s SfC should contain its headline EKPI set.
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For each EKPI (transformational aspiration or key objective) it will be necessary to identify the range of likely evidence of impact. These will effectively be smaller targets — observable manifestations or indicators that, whilst not individually telling the whole story in relation to the overarching EKPI, when taken together with others provide a reliable ‘reading’ on the goal. These might be referred to as proxies, or performance indicators (PIs); and examples are given in the next section. Diagrammatically, the EKPI will be the principal umbrella objectives or vision; the proxies or PIs will be the targets and measures underneath it:
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8. Examples
This example illustrates the relationship between the umbrella EKPI and its proxies (note: this is an example of provision and participation indicators, rather than impact):
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A number of examples are provided in the Annex to illustrate the distinction between EKPIs and PIs. The EKPIs are examples of key objectives drawn from schools and local authorities’ SfCs. The proxies/performance indicators are possible associated criteria that are measurable or observable and which, taken as a whole, could provide reliable feedback on progress toward the long term EKPI objectives. 
Each of the proxies would have to be expressed as a numerical target (ideally, for diagnostic purposes, baseline, milestone and long-term targets). Consideration would then need to be given to methods and tools for measurement; and for monitoring and evaluation.  
Local authorities and schools will almost certainly want to align their EKPIs for BSF with other existing target-setting processes, e.g. the Ofsted Self-evaluation Framework (SEF); Local Area Agreement (LAA); targets within the Children and Young People’s Plan (CYPP); and the National Indicator set. In that case, although the examples of EKPIs below are framed according to the key intents of the SfC/SSfC they could equally well be organised under different headings for ease of transferability and comparison, e.g. ECM outcomes. 
However, the BSF EKPIs should not simply be targets cut and pasted from other documents — which are unlikely to capture all the strategic intents of the SfC or be sufficiently long-term; they need to be specific to the transformational aspirations of the BSF vision and strategy.
9. Who is responsible for EKPIs?

There are three types of responsibility in relation to EKPIs; responsibility for:
· establishing them (and the associated proxies and milestones);
· meeting them, as a result of their provision and actions; and
· monitoring, analysing, evaluating and acting upon them.

These different responsibilities need to be defined for each of the groups that will use and benefit from the EKPIs, including:
· individual schools;
· potentially groups of schools (areas, clusters, federations, trusts);
· the Local Authority; and
· the private sector partners.
Whilst the private sector cannot be held to account directly for educational outcomes, nonetheless their support for the local authority’s and the schools’ strategies needs to be tangible and their contribution to outcomes measurable. As well as meeting their commitments for provision in full this contribution, taking a cue from the recent Confederation of British Industry (CBI) report, might involve their role in stimulating innovation and generating fresh ideas. 
Completing a table like the one shown below for each overarching KPI might help clarify roles and responsibilities in relation to different functions, users and accountabilities.

Who is responsible for:

	Establishing the EKPI and developing proxies, milestone targets and baseline data?


	Responsible owner?
	Meeting the EKPI objective, as a result of their actions and provision?
	Responsible owner?
	Monitoring, analysing and evaluating progress; and taking action as a result of findings?
	Responsible owner?

When?

With what authority?

	School


	
	School
	
	School


	

	Local Authority
	
	Local Authority
	
	Local Authority


	

	LEP


	
	LEP
	
	LEP


	


For EKPIs to be real and dynamic there is a need:
· for monitoring and evaluation strategies to be developed;

· to identify ‘responsible owners’ — named individuals whose task it is to ensure that the EKPIs are ‘on the radar’, that strategies are in place to achieve them, and for monitoring and evaluating impact and progress on an ongoing basis (the interpretation of data - requires a sophisticated skill set);

· for EKPIs to be applied KPIs diagnostically and regularly; and
· for action to be taken on findings from data (this requires both structures and a level of authority for the person responsible to be able to ensure that action is taken).
10. 
Stages of EKPI development
Readiness to Deliver (RTD) / Strategy for Change (SfC) / School Strategy for Change (SSfC)
The guidance for RTD, SfC and SSfC requires the local authority and schools to:
· show in the local authority School Chart both current data and future targets for improvement for each school;
· set out key objectives for improvement across each of the policy areas (and, in the local authority’s case) relate these to the authority-specific Remit priorities;
· clearly identify the added value BSF investment will bring to educational outcomes in these policy areas;

· provide headline EKPIs that will be used to measure the achievement of objectives following BSF investment;

· provide specific, measurable targets (i.e. performance indicators/proxies) with timescales for each KPI against a baseline; and
· describe how the KPIs will be measured and evaluated, and when.
The local authority should ensure a clear linkage between their EKPIs, PIs and timescales and those in the individual schools’ SfC. 
Outline Business Case (OBC)

It is recognised that by the end of SfC, the local authority’s and schools’ EKPIs will still be in a process of development and refinement. The local authority may also wish to review/amend their KPIs in the light of changing priorities or new developments (nationally and/or locally). In addition, the local authority will need to keep the KPIs under review throughout the BSF programme of investment. There is, therefore an opportunity for a further submission of EKPIs at OBC stage.
Strategic Partnering Agreement (SPA)

As part of the contract with the LEP, the local authority will sign the SPA. A key element of the SPA is Schedule 14 part 1 - Collective Partnership Targets (CPTs). The purpose of CPTs is to focus both the local authority and the private sector on working together in an effective partnership so as to ensure that, in addition to improved school buildings and facilities (including ICT), BSF investment transforms educational outcomes and maximises the impact of extended school provision. 

Schedule 14 Part 2 contains KPIs, targets and timescales derived largely from the estate strategy element of SfC and OBC. Clearly there should be a close relationship between the provision KPIs in Schedule 14 Part 2 and the intended educational outcomes in Schedule 14 Part 1. In certain circumstances some of the EKPIs could be included in Part 2. 
Post-procurement

The achievement of these CPTs will require the initiative, co-operation and effort of both the local authority and the LEP. It will be important to monitor and evaluate them closely and regularly, and have systems in place to act swiftly and decisively on the finding revealed by the analysis. Performance against the KPIs and CPTs should be assessed at least bi-annually at the Strategic Partnering Board (SPB) meetings to monitor progress towards achieving the authority’s and schools’ key objectives and determine the impact and added value of the BSF investment, as this is realised/becomes measurable. 

This bi-annual review should prompt open and constructive dialogue between the authority, schools, local stakeholders and the LEP on:

· revising targets for future years;

· maintaining or improving performance on targets that have been achieved;

· where some targets have not been achieved, understanding the reasons why;

· adjusting strategies in case where progress or performance is insufficient;

· making commitments to lead, support and resource renewed efforts to increase the pace of progress (normally in the form of an Action Plan agreed by all parties to the LEP).

Where both the LEP and the SPB believe that the partnership would benefit from a change to the EKPIs/CPTs, the revisions should be agreed at the SPB meetings and implemented through a change to SPA Schedule 14 Part 1. 
Local authorities with repeat BSF waves will need to review and revise their EKPIs and proxy indicators in the light of experience, changes or differences in the local context and to ensure sufficient challenge from the latest, rather than the original, baseline position.
ANNEX:  Examples of possible EKPIs and proxies / PIs

A number of examples are provided here to illustrate the distinction between EKPIs and PIs. The EKPIs are examples of key objectives drawn from schools’ and local authorities’ SfCs. The proxies/performance indicators are possible associated criteria that are measurable or observable and which, taken as a whole, could provide reliable feedback on progress toward the long term EKPI objectives. 
Each of the proxies would have to be expressed as a numerical target (ideally, for diagnostic purposes, baseline, milestone and long-term targets). Consideration would then need to be given to methods and tools for measurement; and for monitoring and evaluation.  For information, the right hand column analyses whether the PI is a measure of provision (input), opportunity (output) or impact (outcome) — see section 3.

	EKPI
	PROXIES / PIs


	TYPE OF INDICATOR

	The curriculum experience will be well matched to learners needs
	30 per cent of learners progress not by age, but by need
	Output

	
	100 per cent of children will have a negotiated individual learning plan
	Output

	
	100 per cent of teachers’ lesson plans will include varied activities to suit different learning styles
	Input

	
	In all schools, the KS3 curriculum will be based around skills, and competences (100 per cent)
	Input

	
	Not all days will be the same length or ‘shape’ (five schools will model varied patterns of organisation of the day within three years)
	Input

	
	Learning will be practical and based in ‘real life’ contexts in more than 50 per cent of lessons
	Output

	
	Learners’ progress will improve year-on-year (e.g. at least three levels of progress between KS2-4 for all students; four levels for high performing groups and two levels for targeted groups that are currently underperforming)
	Outcome

	
	Students report that their learning is relevant and suits their preferred learning style (target 80 per cent within three years)
	Outcome

	A fully inclusive school
	Parents state that pastoral and other support systems are tailored to their child’s needs (baseline now: 40 per cent; target 80 per cent in 3 years)
	Outcome

	
	Student voice will inform how we do things; more than 90 per cent of students report that they are listened to and are partners in planning their learning
	Outcome

	
	80 per cent of parents report that their schools provides opportunities for parents to learn alongside their children
	Output

	
	We guarantee a 24-hour response time when the need for external intervention is identified (95 per cent record of delivery)
	Output

	
	There will be pastoral and curriculum transition arrangements for year 7 in all schools (100 per cent)
	Input

	
	The performance, attendance and behaviour of identified ‘at risk’ groups improves at a faster rate than in the five years pre-BSF (baseline will define appropriate target)
	Outcome

	
	No permanent exclusions; and an 80 per cent reduction in fixed-term exclusions
	Outcome

	
	Ofsted reports that children socialise well and care for each other’s welfare (Ofsted grade / SEF)
	Outcome

	High quality youth drop-in facilities, open in the evenings and weekends
	Demonstrable changes in young people’s behaviour out of hours, as evidenced by fewer police call-outs to school site, reduced vandalism, improved perceptions of neighbours year-on-year 
	Outcome

	
	Evidence of increasing participation in active citizenship activities, e.g. peer mentoring, volunteering (target: 100 per cent participation in four years)
	Output

	
	Year-on-year reduction in levels of crime and antisocial behaviour
	Outcome

	
	Increasing hours of use of fitness facilities (baseline: x hours; target: y hours by z)
	Output

	
	Improved fitness levels and lower levels of obesity (PCT data)
	Outcome

	
	Greater number of partnerships with local community sports clubs established (baseline: x; Target: y)
	Input

	
	Achievement of the five hours per week of PE and Sport for all (100 per cent)
	Output

	
	Resources identified and systems set up to provide more programmes of individual support/intervention/mentoring for young people (100 per cent of schools’ Governing Bodies have agreed strategies)
	Input

	
	More young people benefitting from these individual support/intervention/mentoring programmes (baseline: 50 children have mentors; target: 200 in three years)
	Output

	
	Improved record of behaviour, engagement with school and progression into work for these young people (specify measures)
	Outcome

	Training school to become a school-based Leadership Centre, part of borough-wide infrastructure
	Evidence that baseline data of workforce knowledge, skills and attitudes has been established and is regularly evaluated and updated to track progress (baseline created for all schools: yes/no; evaluated / updated: yes/no)
	Input

	
	Increasing trend of usage of on-line TNA tool and on-line Continued Profession Development (CPD) audit tool, resulting in clear identification of CPD needs (baseline: 20 per cent; target 90 per cent)
	Output

	
	Individual Learning Plans for all staff, linked to performance management (100 per cent)
	Input / Output

	
	Evidence of impact of professional learning and development activities (in relation to outcomes) (evidence in 90 per cent of performance reviews)
	Outcome

	
	Training school status achieved / programme of activity designed (yes/no); leading to increased participation
	Input and output

	
	School-based leadership centre and programme of activity established (yes/no); leading to increased participation
	Input and output

	
	Evidence of increasing participation in training school / leadership centre activities (baseline: x; target: y)
	Output

	
	Borough-wide leadership, training and development programme in place and evidence that it is operational (yes/no); Ofsted reporting improved senior and middle level leadership
	Input and outcome

	
	Programme of learning and development opportunities demonstrates a clear focus on pedagogy, new ways of working, ECM and leadership (yes/no); and Ofsted judgements report improvement in teaching quality
	Input and outcome

	
	School-based and borough-wide training and development programmes valued by and seen as relevant to participants (Over 90 per cent based on evaluations and user surveys)
	Outcome

	
	Self- and peer assessments are used universally for workforce development (100 per cent participation of staff); this is used to inform ongoing change management plans and performance management arrangements
	Input and output

	
	Trend of improvements in staff recruitment, retention, promotion (internal and external), engagement in learning, qualifications achieved, satisfaction and confidence (specify baselines and measures to be applied)
	Outcome
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