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Snowblind – an introduction 
 

Why is snow white? The simple answer is that what we see when we see snow is all the different 

colours in the spectrum being refracted at once. Anyone who has read previous six dimensions 

reports will recognise this idea in the notion of white rainbows – on average a rainbow is white, but 

this does not tell us anything useful or interesting about the rainbow. The notion of snow blindness 

is something more than this. It is the situation when our eyes are overwhelmed by the information 

they are receiving. I think there is something similar in terms of the wealth of data that we have. We 

risk being so overwhelmed by data that we are not able to see the important things that it is capable 

of telling us. The six dimensions project aims to help tease out these important things from the mass 

of data that we have. 

This year’s project continues the approach developed in recent years. It aims to help colleges 

understand the implications of changes nationally, to give colleges a sense of where ‘normal’ 

performance lies, and to give colleges an understanding of where their performance lies in relation 

to normal. While in appearance the reports may appear to be about numbers, in reality they are 

about students. Data merely helps us to ask interesting questions about our provision. All the 

reports tell us something useful about some aspect of student performance.  

Each year, the six dimensions project seeks to raise the profile of the accountability context. While 

colleges are in the throes of the most complex and far reaching curriculum change in living memory 

and wrestling with the implications of area reviews and academisation, it would be easy to lose 

focus on other aspects of the educational environment. But there are, in the background, changes to 

accountability processes with significant implications for colleges. Section One: The evolving 

accountability context, outlines some of the key features of the accountability landscape. 

For sixth form colleges, the new pay framework gives us a series of opportunities and challenges. A 

key question for colleges is how to build the evidence base to support pay progression.  Section 

Two: Using six dimensions in performance management examines this area, working through the 

issues involved in using performance data at teacher level, and outlining how six dimensions reports 

can be used in this process. 
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The introduction of programmes of study has significant implications for how we examine 

institutional performance. In practical terms, this means a movement towards looking at success in 

terms of the success of whole students, rather than success in individual qualifications. It is a point 

well made that you can be very successful in individual courses, but may not be doing a good job for 

your students. Section Three: Programmes of study measures develops the work that the project 

started last year looking at programmes of study. Crucially, it considers how successful students are 

on mixed BTEC and A level programmes and examines how the outcomes for similarly qualified 

students vary according to whether they are on pure A level, pure BTEC, or mixed A level and BTEC 

programmes. 

Collecting the data required to complete an analysis of performance by teacher, produces a data-set 

that enables us to explore aspects of performance that the project has not been able to reach 

before. A data-set that is designed to look at performance for individual teaching sets can also give 

us an understanding of what average set size is and how this varies across different subjects. This 

will allow colleges to see for the first time how ‘normal’ their set sizes are. And if we can look at the 

size of sets and we know the outcomes for students we can see if there is a relationship between set 

size and student progress. We can also examine whether there appears to be a relationship between 

the number of teachers teaching a class and the progress students make. Section Four: Size matters 

– set size and performance in sixth form colleges offers an analysis exploring these features. 

The six dimensions report for 2016 for individual colleges has a range of reports, some well-

established, others new. Section Five: Understanding and interpreting six dimensions reports, works 

through each of the reports in the six dimensions suite, explaining the methodology and offering 

guidance on interpreting different reports. 

One of the great strengths of this project is its agility. Over the last eight years, we have been alive to 

changes in government, funding, and inspection priorities, and unconstrained by the lead times that 

shackle government departments, we have been able to respond to this changing landscape. This 

agility will be particularly important in the coming years. This summer’s outcomes will see our first 

glimpse of performance in linear qualifications. While the linear world will not be fully realised until 

the results in 2019, we cannot wait until that point to develop new ways of examining performance. 

We will be seeking to gather data from all sixth form colleges in August to develop an initial analysis 

of outcomes in the new stand-alone AS levels.  

As even, we end this introduction will a heartfelt thankyou to the MIS team involved in putting the 

data-returns together and to the senior managers responsible for supporting the project. This year’s 

data collection posed particular problems as the base files on which the project is built were delayed 

for two months. I thank colleges for their swift returns. 

Nicholas Allen, May 2016 
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Key Findings 
 

 When analysed by teacher by qualification, at AS level, the gap between teacher 

performance at the 75th percentile and 25th percentile is around two thirds of a grade per 

student. At A2 level it is half a grade per student (Figure 2.1 and 2.1) 

 

 The prior attainment profile of students varies significantly according to curriculum 

pathway. In A level programmes the average GCSE score is 6.0, in mixed programmes it is 

5.3, and in pure BTEC programmes it is 5.0 (Figure 3.1) 

 

 Relatively less well qualified students are much more successful on BTEC programmes than 

they are on A level programmes. For those students with average GCSE scores of 5.2 and 

below those on A level programmes have a lower chance of completing two years of study 

than those on other pathways. In terms of retention, those students who start on a 

programme of three AS levels and one BTEC course perform most well. (Figures 3.4 and 3.5) 

 

 AS classes are larger than A2 classes. At AS level the average set size is 18.63. At A2 level it 

is 17.02. (Figure 4.2) 

 

 Set size has very little impact on student performance. In terms of success rates at AS level, 

once prior attainment and subject choice has been taken into account, the performance of 

those in classes with fewer than 15 students is just 1% above that for classes with 21-25 

students. In terms of points per completer, the gap in performance between the largest and 

smallest classes is just one fifteenth of a grade per entry. (Figure 4.9 and 4.10) 

 

 At A level the best outcomes are found in the largest classes. Students in classes with fewer 

than fifteen students make less progress than would be expected. (Figure 4.14) 

 

 The best outcomes are found in classes with a single teacher. Those in classes with three 

teachers perform significantly below those with one or two teachers (Figures 4.15 and 4.16) 

 

 Students with relatively low GCSE scores are more strongly affected by having a class with 

three teachers than other students. At AS level the success rate is -3.5% below expectation. 

(Figure 4.17 and 4.18) 
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Section One: The evolving accountability context  
 

Before we turn our attention to the analysis in this year’s project it is worth considering some 

aspects of the accountability environment in which colleges operate. 

We are seeing, in a way, some quite joined-up governmental thinking and action here. The coalition 

government, aided by the Wolf Report, recognised how education was influenced by the 

accountability measures that schools and colleges were exposed to. Success rates in colleges and the 

inclusion of ‘equivalents’ in the key stage four ‘5 GCSEs at A* to GCSE’ measure came in for 

particular criticism for the ‘perverse incentives’ that that they created. The changes to performance 

measures since this point have been rather clever: they have reflected the principle that a key way 

to change education is not to tell people what to do, but to tell them how they are going to be 

measured, how they are going to be inspected and how they are going to be funded. We have 

‘freedom’ to ignore these levers, but need to balance our freedom to do so with the need to 

navigate a highly competitive environment, a highly nuanced set of performance measures, and the 

need to remain solvent. 

We can see this methodology pervading the introduction of programmes of study. The funding 

methodology ensures that key aspects of the programme are delivered (on pain of losing all the 

funding for particular students) and changes in the approach to inspection sees programmes of 

study requirements at the heart of the inspection framework. From January 2017, we will see that 

the measures used to examine college performance, particularly those that are placed firmly in the 

public domain, focus on programmes of study. 

There are many changes in the accountability context that colleges need to be alive to. We need to 

think carefully about these matters, as they influence the way people think about us, and should 

shape some of the ways in which we think about ourselves. The point here is that if we know we are 

going to be measured in particular ways, we should understand the limitations of the measures and 

how they might distort the picture of institutional performance. 

Let us list the key features here:  

Reformed performance tables: January 2017 will see the first publication of the revised 

league tables measures.  Colleges have recently been given access to ‘shadow measures’ 

which run through the methodology that will be used in January 2017 using the 2014-15 

data. This data will never be in the public domain, but it gives us a really useful opportunity 

to spot what the issues and challenges are: what the limitations of the overall approach are, 

and what challenges we will face in positioning our colleges in relation to local competitors. 

The new measures include a retention measure, a revised L3VA measure, and a ‘best three’ 

A level measure. The one thing that disappears is the overall ‘points per student’ measure 

which has been the heart of post-16 league tables since their inception. 

A student retention measure: one feature to be cautiously welcomed is the idea that 

performance tables should have some way of capturing whether students who start A levels 

at a particular provider actually complete A levels at that particular provider. For too long 

schools and colleges have been able to allow students to ‘leave’ at the end of year one 

without any penalty. In theory this is something to be welcomed. In reality it is an 

opportunity missed. If you look at the shadow measures report for an individual college, you 

will see that alongside the figure for the college in question, there is a national retention 
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rate. You will also notice that this rate is a quite absurd 96%. The department’s own data 

suggests only 75% of year 12 students make it into year 13. So how can retention be so 

high? It is all down to the way that AS level is being treated. If a Year 12 student is recorded 

as doing one AS level (as part of a programme of A levels, AS levels or BTEC courses), as long 

as they stay to the end of that AS level they are counted as being retained. Even if they 

leave. You could argue that this is a feature that will disappear as we become increasingly 

linear. This may be true, but it will be 2020 before the AS/A2 courses leave the performance 

tables. Furthermore, what this means is that the league tables retention measure will be a 

measure that is shaped by the way that you record a student’s programme of study. It would 

probably be a little mischievous for us to note that a way of securing high retention rates for 

years to come would be to record one qualification that a student is doing as an AS level, 

and then convert it to an A level once you are sure of their progression to the upper sixth. 

Note that crucially, this will be a raw retention measure, which will be of little comfort to 

colleges working in highly competitive environments with selective schools. In the sixth form 

college sector average prior attainment ranges from 7.0 (an average of straight A grades at 

GCSE) to 5.2 (two grade ‘B’s and eight grade ‘C’s). To treat both colleges as if they were 

dealing with the same students is ridiculous. 

Revised level three value added model (L3VA) There is not much that is new to capture 

here. It has been trailed for some time that the model will move away from multi-level 

modelling and use a methodology not dissimilar to the six dimensions approach – the main 

difference is that it will use forty prior attainment  bands rather than eleven, and that these 

bands will be elastic – adjusting to the prior attainment profile in that subject. It is worth 

emphasising that subject value added has a real prominence in the new performance tables. 

This is not entirely unreasonable. Indeed, judging an institution in two stages (do they stay 

for the full two years, what are the grades like when they get there) has considerable merit. 

Note that the shadow measures document suggests that the overall A level measure will not 

(oddly) just include A levels. While the overall measure may be sound, some of the 

aggregations of value added data may not. If colleges were to spend some time comparing 

their current L3VA report for 2014-15 with the shadow measures output using the same 

data, they would not be wasting their time. 

Ofsted’s revised Common Inspection Framework: We are approaching the end of the first 

full year of the new Common Inspection Framework, and the operation of short inspections 

for good colleges. The feature that has been most prominent is the performance of students 

on Maths and English GCSE re-sit courses. There is one feature of the inspection framework 

that concerns us as we enter a linear world. The framework places emphasis on the progress 

of current students. In the AS/A2 world it was possible to evidence this with some reliability 

as we had the AS results of students in the upper sixth to reference. In a linear world this is 

much less straightforward and frankly, much less reliable. Some colleagues will remember 

the case of one of the Harris Federation academies which was given an outstanding grade 

for its sixth form despite the fact that it had only been open six weeks – based on the 

progress grades the school had awarded. 

The Raiseonline Inspection Dashboard. Most people from a schools background will know 

that Raiseonline is short for ‘Reporting and Analysis for Improvement through school Self 

Evaluation’. Perhaps though the ‘I’ ought to stand for inspection, as the Raiseonline 

Inspection Dashboard will be one of the core sources of information used by Ofsted in 

scheduling inspections, planning inspections (and for short inspections determining lines of 
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enquiry) and reporting the outcomes of inspection. The Raiseonline report draws together 

much data that we already know, but it cuts the data in new ways, and some of these ways 

are not entirely helpful. For us, for reasons that we will explore below, the most important 

new category that is examined is free schools meals (FSM) students. We would certainly not 

challenge the concept of reporting the performance of FMS students – these are the most 

disadvantaged students in our communities and they deserve special attention. What is less 

helpful is that we have no way of telling who these students are, and in the reports their 

performance is compared to ‘all students’ nationally. It is quite possible that FSM students 

do less well than all students at every college in the country, but in the report it simply 

shows how well they do compared to non-FSM students. To be able to understand if a 

college has a problem, rather than a college simply being part of a national problem, it is 

essential that we are given what the national score is for all FSM students. 

Ofsted’s discovery of achievement gaps. Ofsted appears to have discovered achievement 

gaps, and this time they are not gaps between girls and boys or between white students and 

black and minority ethnic group students. They have discovered that those from more 

disadvantaged situations do less well in schools, but believe that fortunately these ills can be 

cured by inspection. All the schools and colleges recruiting significant numbers of students 

from disadvantaged backgrounds are probably thinking to themselves ‘if only they had 

starting inspecting us sooner’. Of course anyone with a passing familiarity with the literature 

on class and educational performance will know that these gaps are nothing new. JWB 

Douglas published a study in the 1960s which followed the school careers of 5,362 children 

born in the first week of March 1946. His research looked at, in essence, the chance of being 

educationally successful from different starting points. He found that the children of the 

upper middle class were 77% likely to succeed, the lower working class just 35%. Sixty years 

on, these patterns have not changed. Jackson and Marsden’s 1962 study on Education and 

the Working Class suggested that the only working class homes where educational success 

was likely was when one of the parents had married down a class (usually the mother). 

These sunken middle class families as they called them already had a resource within them 

that increased their children’s likelihood of success. The failure to address the performance 

of those from disadvantaged backgrounds has been the tragedy of our educational system 

since its inception. While this is a longstanding problem, and one that is unlikely to be 

solved, it is an area we must increasingly turn our attention towards. We are some years 

behind schools in this respect where it would be considered unusual if teachers did not 

know exactly who the FMS pupils were in every class that they teach. The six dimensions 

model already reports on performance by postcode deprivation, and going forward we will 

look at add pupil premium to our range of groups. We will ensure though that we give the 

contextual data of the overall performance of this group, so we can know where we are in 

relation to national standards. 

In April the government published the whitepaper ‘Educational excellence everywhere’. 

While much of this document is about the glories of academisation, it does have something 

interesting on pages 106 to 109. It says that Ofsted will consult on the future of inspection 

and that part of that consultation will be about stopping grading teaching, learning and 

assessment. The implications here are two-fold. Firstly, this sounds like an inspection 

framework built for an inspectorate with a significantly decreased unit of resource, and 

secondly is suggests that outcomes for learners are returning to the top of the pile.  
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Pupil premium tool – we have been in contact with the department regarding the slightly 

absurd situation that we are being held accountable for our performance with students 

eligible for free school meals, but we have no access to the data about which of our students 

were eligible for free school meals. They have promised that a tool will be made available in 

the Autumn to enable to identify individual students who were eligible for Pupil Premium 

funding when they were at school (which basically establishes whether a pupil was eligible 

for free school meals at any point in secondary school). This will be an important step in 

helping us to analyse performance in this respect. 

The end of success rates: While the name given to success rates has changed, success rates 

are far from gone. The department has confirmed that it will continue to publish success 

rate data for 2015-16 and is likely to for 2016-17.   

 

So how does this project fit in to this accountability context? It is really about three things: 

exploration, responsiveness and improvement. Exploration is about allowing colleges to explore 

aspects of their performance and develop an understanding of where their strengths and 

weaknesses lie. Responsiveness is about giving colleges information that will help them challenge 

misinformation, and give more contextual accounts of performance. Improvement is about 

recognising that the starting point for getting better is knowing where we are, where everyone else 

is, and how far is left to travel.  
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Section Two: Using six dimensions in performance 

management  

The introduction of the new SFCA performance management system presents a series of challenges 

and opportunities. The challenge comes from the freedom that the model gives for colleges to 

develop their own systems to suit their own circumstances – both in terms of their educational 

context and in terms of the quality of provision. This is a freedom that is by no means simple and not 

entirely uncontroversial. The opportunity we have is the opportunity to shape a system that works, 

and goes beyond the narrow confines of the PSP model in use for the last decade. This is an 

opportunity to develop a system that provides accountability, and the ability to accurately target 

support towards those teachers that need it most. This section of the report seeks to look at the 

limitations of the previous approach, outline how six dimensions can be used in performance 

management and consider some of the sensitivities and issues involved. 

Before we turn our attention to the six dimensions model, the first question to ask is exactly how to 

define ‘teacher performance’. The old PSP framework worked by looking at the exam performance 

of those students who reached the end of the course on a class by class basis. In order to qualify for 

professional standards payments (PSP) progression, teachers were set the task of identifying a 

particular number of classes that had met a national standard, which was set at being within half a 

grade of median performance in sixth form colleges. There are three key issues with this approach: it 

only looks at those students that reach the end of the course, it works on a class by class basis, and 

that it provides a standard of competence rather than excellence. It was difficult to fail to progress 

under these arrangements. Let us examine each of these issues in turn. 

In only looking at those students that reach the end of the course, we are missing out on a crucial 

piece of intelligence regarding the performance of a teacher. The results of students that sit the 

exam may be excellent, but if significant numbers of students left the course early, or were perhaps 

invited to leave the course early we should be less impressed.  In the PSP model, there was a raw 

target for retention set as part of the model, but it was a low target: 90% for A2 and 80% for AS. 

Being a raw measure, it made no adjustment for the prior attainment profile of the students 

concerned. We know from our analysis here that there is a clear relationship between retention and 

prior attainment. Students with low levels of prior attainment are much less likely to reach the end 

of the course than those with relatively high prior attainment. In fact those students with average 

GCSE scores over 7.0 very rarely leave courses early: a fact that made it much easier to reach the PSP 

retention standard in colleges with relatively high prior attainment. It is also possible for classes with 

poor retention to perform reasonably well when it comes to value added analysis of those students 

who finish the course. Presumably it is the most resilient learners who have responded best to the 

teaching that they receive that reach the end of the course.  

In looking at performance on a class by class basis, we reduce the statistical reliability of the 

measure. Let us imagine a teacher has three sets of AS level sociology, each with 20 students. In all, 

we have sixty students. In allowing teachers to pick classes we are, in effect, choosing 20 students at 

random three times and seeing what the score is. No one of those picks will provide us with an 

adequate overall picture. And we don’t need to. We already have the full data-set for students 

associated with a particular teacher: why would we base a performance management system on a 

sample of the students? Of course, it would be a perfectly reasonable response to argue that 

teachers are used to looking at performance at class level, and looking at performance class by class 



9 
 

provides a highly useful way in to discussing student outcomes. This is undoubtedly true, but it does 

not really provide a reason to only look at some of the classes a teacher is involved with. 

An example of this will make things clearer. Figure 2.0 gives a real example from the 2014-15 data. 

Figure 2.0: One (real) example: six dimensions scores for three classes 

1. Raw Performance 

 Count Att Ret Ach Succ High PPS 
Chemistry AS – Set A 19 96.3 89.5 82.4 73.7 31.6 38.7 

Chemistry AS – Set B 16 94.3 93.8 93.3 87.5 31.3 31.9 

Chemistry AS – Set C 19 96.5 94.7 88.9 84.2 31.6 39.5 

        

All sets 54 95.8 92.6 87.9 81.5 31.5 36.9 

 

2. Six Dimensions Performance 

 Count Att Ret Ach Succ High PPS PPC PPA 
Chemistry AS – Set A 19 2.1 -6.3 4.5 -1.2 7.0 6.7 10.2 11.7 

Chemistry AS – Set B 16 -0.4 -2.9 10.3 7.1 4.7 -2.7 -1.6 -5.6 

Chemistry AS – Set C 19 1.4 -2.5 0.5 -2.0 -9.9 -3.3 -2.0 -1.3 

          

All sets 54 1.1 -4.0 4.8 1.0 0.4 0.4 2.4 2.0 

 

The teacher in Figure 2.0 teaches three classes of AS level Chemistry. The top panel of data gives the 

raw performance of the classes, and the lower panel gives the value added performance. Note that: 

 Retention is relatively low in all three classes. A model that just looks at the performance of 

those that get to the end of the course would miss this key piece of information. 

 The class where retention is lowest (Set A) is actually the one that performs the best in 

terms of points per completer (PPC) which is the closest of the six dimensions measures to a 

traditional value added measure. 

 In raw terms the proportion of students getting high grades is consistent, but in value added 

terms the outcomes are very different. This illustrates the importance of adjusting for prior 

attainment in these calculations. 

 Performance in the three classes is very different. To select two of them might give a very 

misleading picture of performance. If we took Set A and Set B we might convince ourselves 

that this was a teacher who got more high grades than would be expected. 

 When we aggregate all three classes we remove the peaks and troughs in different classes, 

and get a much more rounded picture of composite performance. We still need to be careful 

with percentages. A sample size of around 50 (in the above example it is 54) means that 

each student represents 2%, so our retention figure suggests that we are missing two 

students that might have been expected to end the course. It is the richness of discussion 

about why the students have left which is the key factor here.  

There is something rather unsatisfactory about a methodology that only requires you to be like the 

curate’s egg – good in parts. There is some value in looking on a class by class basis, but in terms of 

coming to an overall view about a teacher, surely the starting point should be all the students that a 

teacher is connected with put together. 

As for the standard required, the PSP model required teachers to reach a low standard in some of 

their classes. At AS level, a fifth of the students could leave before the class would be deemed to not 
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reach the standard, and those that remained each could score half a grade below expectation. Put 

this into the context of a class of twenty students: four could leave the course, and of the remaining 

sixteen students, eight could get a grade lower than would be typical of similarly qualified students 

nationally and the class would still meet the standard. 

It must be emphasised that what we are looking at here is not a problem with Alps, or with ALIS, 

L3VA or indeed with the six dimensions PPC measure. What we are seeing is some issues with the 

way that the PSP model was built around the Alps model. 

Let us turn to the six dimensions model, and consider how this could be used as part of a 

performance management system. 

The basis of the six dimensions methodology is to produce an expected level of performance for 

every single enrolment. This means that it is possible to aggregate any configuration of enrolments 

and explore actual versus expected levels of performance. This forms the basis of the approach used 

for the monitoring of equality and diversity. We look at males and females separately, different 

ethnic groups and subgroups separately, different learning difficulties and disabilities separately, 

different socio-economic categories separately, and different broad levels of prior attainment. 

Beyond common sense, there is no limit to how this approach could be extended: different partner 

school, different distances from college, and different GCSE grade groups, and so forth. 

We can use exactly the same approach in terms of teaching: we can group enrolments by class, by 

teacher or by tutor group. If a college has a super-tutor system, it may be a highly meaningful 

measure of performance to do the latter.  This flexibility allows us to produce an analysis by class or 

at qualification level.  

Our preference is to produce a model that covers all the students that a teacher has contact with. 

On the one hand it simply does not make sense to exclude students (whether they left early, or in 

cherry-picking classes), but on the other the larger the group of students you are dealing with, the 

more reliable the picture that emerges. There is, however, a limit to sensible aggregation. It would 

be possible to bundle all the students associated with a particular teacher together regardless of 

what the qualification was. There are real contrasts between AS and A2, particularly in terms of pass 

rates. While there may be an attraction in boiling down teacher performance to a single number, 

this should not be pursued at the expense of identifying useful features in the data.  

The six dimensions model does not limit itself to a single measure of performance so we can get a 

series of indicators of how well a teacher has performed. This adds richness to the depth of 

discussion that can be had about student performance. There is an old saying that you can’t fatten a 

pig by weighing it. What is important is the discussion you have about why a pig weighs as it does 

and what steps might be taken to bring about change in the weight. Ultimately, the point is to do 

something. The same holds good here. It is the richness of discussion about student performance 

that is the key to a successful performance management system. The six dimensions model brings 

significant value here as it does not just look at the weight of the pig. It brings forth information on 

eight different elements of performance. 

To summarise the six dimensions approach: 

 All students connected with a particular teacher are included, including shared sets 

 Eight different measures of performance are used 

 All eight measures are based on analysis at individual qualification level, and are adjusted for 

the prior attainment profile of the students. 



11 
 

 Performance is aggregated at qualification level, but no higher. AS and A2 are treated 

separately, and if a teacher has classes on two different qualifications, these will be analysed 

separately 

This summer’s six dimensions report includes an analysis of performance by teacher by qualification. 

In all, this yielded a data-set with 14,384 qualification by teacher cohorts.  

While the six dimensions model can very easily produce a score for each of eight measures for every 

qualification by teacher cohort in the sector which compares performance to national levels of 

performance in that subject adjusted according to the prior attainment profile of the students 

concerned, there is a second question that needs to be explored here and it is a question of 

tolerance. How far can teachers stray from national average performance before performance 

becomes a matter of concern? 

We could use institution level benchmarks, but these are not necessarily helpful, as they are, in 

general, dealing with relatively large cohorts, and the variation between large cohorts tends to be 

narrower than that between small cohorts. The key to coming up with an appropriate answer is to 

model how much performance actually does vary. Given that colleges have flexibility on the 

thresholds they set, this analysis can give some sort of context to the decisions that they make. 

The analysis that follows looks at all the qualification by teacher cohort with ten or more students at 

the start of the course. There are 6,738 of these cohorts at AS level. Figure 2.1 looks at the points 

per completer measure, which is close to that of traditional value added measures. 

Figure 2.1: AS level qualification by teacher percentiles (15 points equals a grade) 

Percentile Score 

90th 9.1 

80th 5.7 

75th 4.5 

70th 3.2 

60th 1.3 

50th -0.4 

40th -2.2 

30th -4.3 

25th -5.3 

20th -6.6 

10th -10.1 

 

A percentile analysis calculates a score for each of the groups under consideration (in this case all of 

the AS level qualification by teacher cohorts nationally), and then puts them in a pile according to 

rank order, with the lowest score being at the bottom (the 0th percentile) and the top score being at 

the top (the 100th percentile). Percentile analysis allows us to look at performance at various points 

in the pile. Take the example of the 25th percentile score in Figure 2.1. This score is -5.3. It tells us 

that a quarter of cohorts score below -5.3, but that three-quarters of cohorts perform above this 

score. We know that at AS level, a grade is equal to 15 points, so a score of -5.3 suggests that close 

to one in three students are performing a grade below expectation. Further up the ladder, the 50th 

percentile is the middle value (also known as the median). The score here is -0.4, very close to zero, 

as one would expect. Note that it is often the case that the middle values are not exactly zero, as 

data points are not always distributed evenly. It might be that some of the larger cohorts perform 
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very well, and so more than half of the cohorts have a score below zero, and the middle (median) 

value is less than zero. At the 75th percentile the score is 4.5 – getting close to a third of a grade 

away from the median. 

This all tells us something rather useful. 50% of scores (the range from the 25th to the 75th percentile) 

are within a third of a grade of the median. If we wanted to have this as a standard we could. 

Equally, if we already have a standard in mind, we can test how tough a standard we are planning on 

setting is by looking at the table. If we wanted to have a standard which was within half a grade of 

average, we find that we would be establishing a floor at around the 85th percentile, suggesting that 

if our teachers were typical, then three in twenty would not meet the standard.   

At A2 level we have 5,643 qualification by teacher cohorts with ten or more students in a cohort.  

Figure 2.2: A2 level qualification by teacher percentiles (30 points equals a grade) 

Percentile Score 

90th 14.3 

80th 9.0 

75th 7.2 

70th 5.3 

60th 2.0 

50th -0.9 

40th -4.2 

30th -7.3 

25th -9.2 

20th -11.3 

10th -17.1 

 

We see similar variation in the A2 analysis. Note that a different points scale is used at A2, with each 

grade being worth 30 points, rather than the 15 points at AS level. Figure 2.2 shows us that the 

variation is slightly narrower at A2 level.  

Figures 2.3 and 2.4 repeat the analysis for all the measures in the six dimensions suite. 

Figure 2.3: AS level qualification by teacher percentiles: all six dimensions measures 

Percentile Att Ret Ach Succ High PPS PPC PPA 

90th 3.9 5.9 9.2 10.7 16.6 9.1 8.9 7.4 

80th 2.8 4.5 5.4 7.2 9.7 5.7 5.7 4.6 

75th 2.5 3.9 4.2 5.9 7.1 4.5 4.4 3.5 

70th 2.2 3.2 3.4 4.9 4.9 3.2 3.3 2.5 

60th 1.6 1.9 2.1 2.7 1.4 1.3 1.2 0.8 

50th 1.0 0.8 1.0 0.8 -1.8 -0.4 -0.6 -0.7 

40th 0.3 -0.4 -0.6 -1.4 -4.6 -2.2 -2.2 -2.1 

30th -0.5 -1.8 -2.8 -3.8 -7.9 -4.3 -4.2 -3.8 

25th -1.0 -2.6 -4.2 -5.4 -9.7 -5.3 -5.4 -4.7 

20th -1.6 -3.6 -5.9 -7.2 -11.5 -6.6 -6.7 -5.8 

10th -3.5 -6.6 -11.9 -12.9 -16.4 -10.1 -10.2 -8.7 
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Figure 2.4: A2 level qualification by teacher percentiles: all six dimensions measures 

Percentile Att Ret Ach Succ High PPS PPC PPA 

90th 3.4 3.1 3.0 4.8 16.4 14.6 14.3 13.6 

80th 2.4 2.5 2.0 3.7 10.4 9.3 9.0 8.5 

75th 2.0 2.3 1.7 3.3 8.1 7.4 7.2 6.5 

70th 1.7 2.1 1.4 2.8 5.7 5.8 5.3 4.8 

60th 1.0 1.6 0.8 2.1 1.9 2.3 2.0 1.6 

50th 0.3 1.3 0.5 1.0 -1.2 -0.9 -0.9 -1.2 

40th -0.4 0.7 0.3 -0.2 -5.0 -4.0 -4.2 -4.1 

30th -1.2 -0.8 0.0 -1.5 -8.4 -7.5 -7.3 -7.2 

25th -1.6 -1.5 -0.7 -2.2 -10.5 -9.3 -9.2 -8.9 

20th -2.3 -2.2 -1.7 -3.0 -12.5 -11.3 -11.3 -10.8 

10th -4.4 -4.2 -4.2 -6.1 -18.3 -17.4 -17.1 -16.2 

 

It would be possible to further break this down and do a subject by subject analysis, but it is unlikely 

to add anything meaningful to the discussion.  

There is something we ought to capture at this point, and that is what the data is telling us, which 

gives us a very clear starting point for performance management. Put simply, some teachers are 

better than others. Some teachers make students attend more than others. Some teachers get 

student to the end of the course more than others, and some teachers help students get better 

grades than others. 

There are questions that remain for individual colleges regarding which measures to use and what 

levels of tolerance to apply. In producing the qualification by teacher reports in this year’s six 

dimensions reports, the intention has been to give colleges a glimpse of their curriculum 

performance looks like when performance is examined at teacher level. In the reports we have 

produced this year, a simple colour-coding process has been used. For the three points measures 

(points per starter, points per completer, and points per achiever), those cohorts where 

performance is half a grade below national expectation are coded blue. Those half a grade above 

expectation are coded red. This will identify those cohorts in the bottom and top 15% nationally. For 

the other measures which are all based on percentages, a 5% tolerance has been applied.  

We must be mindful of over-interpretation of the figures. To come to a secure view of a teacher’s 

performance, we really need a second or third year of data.  

There are some points to consider going forward 

 In some ways this is entirely the wrong moment to attempt to crystallise a measure of 

teacher performance. We are at the start of a conversion to linearity which will bring with it 

new challenges and issues. In a linear world, retention becomes an increasingly important 

part of the story, especially when you consider that over 20% of students that start A level 

courses never get to the end of them. A performance management model that looks at the 

value added scores based solely on exam performance at the end of a two year linear course 
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may well be missing out on the most important piece of information about those students. 

Retention must be part of the story. 

 Some teachers currently only teach AS level classes. With the end of blanket AS level entry 

there comes a question of how to deal with the performance management of such teachers. 

 There will be some colleges that continue to run a four courses in the lower sixth and three 

in the upper sixth model, and reconfigure sets after the first year. My suspicion is that the 

financial pressures being felt across the sector will make it more likely that colleges collapse 

sets and redistribute the students into other sets. We might be holding upper sixth teachers 

to account for things that they had little control over. The AS/A2 model made performance 

management relatively straightforward with the ability to look at performance in individual 

year groups using consistent methodology and external assessment. 

 We ought to recognise that there are many qualifications delivered in sixth form colleges 

which will be beyond any of the value added measures currently in use. How do we come to 

a view about those who are teaching subjects that are not in scope, and what about those 

who are delivering a mixture of qualifications that are in scope and those that are not in 

scope? 

 There is a question of how to deal with shared sets. The analysis presented here connects a 

teacher to all the students they taught. Some colleges do not include shared sets in 

performance management arrangements. 

 We have assumed that performance management is something that is done with teachers, 

but it could equally be used to explore the performance of tutors, particularly if an 

intervention based ‘super-tutor’ style model is used. 

 

The six dimensions model provides a sound starting point for professional review. As with any data 

system, it needs handling in a sensitive fashion. It will help to identify staff whose performance falls 

below expected standards, and provides the basis for intelligent discussion. It focuses attention on 

all students, not just those who reach the end of their programmes of study, and it is based on SFC 

data. 
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Section Three: Programmes of study measures   

It is, in some ways, strange that most principals would be able to tell you which their best and worst 

performing departments are, but few would be able to say how many of the students that started A 

level programmes actually achieved A levels, and how their performance compared to national 

patterns, and how that compared to students on other curriculum pathways. 

We may know little about this, but it is unarguably a highly important area. Given the changes to the 

funding and accountability system to focus on programmes of study, and an assessment model 

which is becoming linear, there is a real value to developing measures of performance that work at 

student level over the two years of a typical programme of study. The Department for Education 

will, in January 2017 publish its retention measure. This is a step towards full accountability, but it is 

a step that does not go far enough, and brings with it some concerning features. The crucial 

weakness of the Department for Education approach is to ignore the importance of prior attainment 

in considering the analysis of retention. The danger here is that colleges and schools are viewed as if 

they are dealing with the same raw material, and their performance is compared to a simple 

national average. The analysis we present here is breaking significant new ground in considering 

performance over two years in terms of retention, achievement of qualifications, and progression to 

university. This information provides us with a basis for being able to contextualise our own 

performance and view performance once prior attainment has been taken into account. Using these 

measures we can equip colleges to understand their own performance better and focus on areas for 

improvement that may be obscured by traditional qualification based analysis.  It also provides us 

with an important glimpse into the sixth form college sector, and offers an interesting summary of 

the sixth form college offer which may be useful to educate Ofsted and other bodies about the 

nature of sixth form colleges and their students.  

The analysis that is presented here focuses on students on level 3 courses: specifically those on A 

level and BTEC programmes. In all, there were 72,501 students starting a programme of A level or 

BTEC or A level and BTEC in sixth form colleges in September 2013. The analysis focuses on those 

students starting at least three A levels or BTEC equivalent.  

Figure 3.0 examines the prior attainment profile of the students: 

Figure 3.0 Students starting level three programmes at sixth form colleges: Sept 2013  

 Indicative profile of GCSE grades Students Percentage 

0.0-<4.0 Averaging below a D grade at GCSE 2101 2.9 
4.0-<4.7 From straight Grade Ds at GCSE up to a seven C / three D blend 6958 9.6 
4.7-<5.2 Around a Grade C average 11560 15.9 

5.2-<5.5 From an eight C grade / two grade B mix up to an equal grade B and C blend 8595 11.9 
5.5-<5.8 From an equal blend of B and C grades up to an eight B / two C blend 9046 12.5 
5.8-<6.1 Around a Grade B average 8606 11.9 
6.1-<6.4 From just above a straight grade B profile up to six B / four A profile 7231 10.0 
6.4-<6.7 Around an equal blend of A and B grades  6020 8.3 
6.7-<7.0 Approaching a Grade A average 4487 6.2 

7.0-<7.5 Straight A grades up to an equal blend of A and A* grades 5360 7.4 
7.5-<8.0 An equal blend of A* and A grades or higher 2537 3.5 
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The prior attainment profile is interesting. We can separate these students out into five different 

curriculum routes. These routes have been selected in order to be able to reflect on the 

effectiveness of the various curriculum routes. We know that there are many students on mixed 

programmes, but the balance of that programme may be significant. It might be that doing three AS 

level qualifications and one BTEC leads to better out comes in terms of retention, achievement and 

progression than one, for example, build from a BTEC Diploma and a single AS level. 

The pure A level route contains those students starting at least three AS level qualifications and no 

BTEC qualifications. Typically those in the ‘Mainly A level’ category are doing three AS levels and a 

one A level equivalent BTEC. Those in the ‘Equal blend’ category are doing two AS levels alongside 

two A level BTEC. The ‘Mainly BTEC’ group start more BTECs than AS levels, and the pure BTEC 

students are doing at least three BTECs worth of qualifications, but are not doing any AS levels. 

Figure 3.1: Students starting level three programmes by curriculum route: Sept 2013 

 Number of sixth 
form colleges 

Number of 
students 

Proportion of 
Provision 

Average 
GCSE score 

Pure A level 88 53494 73.8 6.0 

Mainly A level 68 5210 7.2 5.3 

Equal blend 67 1972 2.7 5.3 

Mainly BTEC 74 4200 5.1 5.0 

Pure BTEC 74 8954 11.3 4.5 

 

Figure 3.1 provides us with some useful summary information. Of the 88 sixth form colleges in our 

analysis, all do A level and 74 offer some BTEC provision, and all that offer BTECs have some 

students on mixed programmes. Around 80% of students follow a programme with some A level 

content. Note how the average GCSE score varies by course route. While the average GCSE score for 

all students is 5.7, for pure A level programmes it is 6.0, for BTEC courses and mixed courses, it is 5.0. 

Those on pure BTEC programmes average 4.5. 

Figure 3.2 looks at the number of students on each curriculum pathway. 

Figure 3.2: Curriculum pathways by prior attainment 

 0.0-
<4.0 

4.0-
<4.7 

4.7-
<5.2 

5.2-
<5.5 

5.5-
<5.8 

5.8-
<6.1 

6.1-
<6.4 

6.4-
<6.7 

6.7-
<7.0 

7.0-
<7.5 

7.5-
<8.0 

A level 189 2119 6315 5953 7161 7356 6579 5686 4335 5267 2517 

Mainly A 104 683 1391 966 776 573 339 191 95 62 15 

Equal 21 259 562 398 310 218 93 39 18 8 1 

Mainly BTEC 200 972 1260 513 353 212 114 44 23 15 3 

BTEC 1587 2925 2032 765 446 247 106 60 16 8 1 

All 2101 6958 11560 8595 9046 8606 7231 6020 4487 5360 2537 

 

Figure 3.2 looks at eleven different prior attainment bands and examines how many students are on 

each of the five identified curriculum pathways. Note how few students from the higher prior 

attainment bands follow anything other than a pure A level pathway. Figure 3.3 expresses this 

graphically. 
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Figure 3.3: Curriculum pathways by prior attainment 

 

All of the measures that follow are based on all the students that started programmes of study in 

September 2013: 

 Retention is a measure of the proportion of students that last the full two years.  

 Achievement: When we talk of ‘achieving two or more A levels or equivalent’ we are in 

effect measuring the proportion that last two years and achieve two or more A levels or 

equivalent.  

 University: With the destinations measure we are looking at the proportion that last two 

years and secure a place at university. 

Figure 3.4: Retention over two years: students on different curriculum pathways 

 0.0-<4.0 4.0-<4.7 4.7-<5.2 5.2-<5.5 5.5-<5.8 5.8-<6.1 6.1-<6.4 6.4-<6.7 6.7-<7.0 7.0-<7.5 7.5-<8.0 

A level 53.4 56.3 65.7 72.3 77.3 81.5 86.6 90.1 92.3 95.4 97.1 
Mainly A 63.5 64.0 71.4 76.1 82.1 84.8 93.5 95.3 90.5 95.2 86.7 
Equal 57.1 70.3 79.7 86.7 86.5 91.3 91.4 89.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mainly BTEC 63.5 71.9 76.8 80.3 80.2 76.4 75.4 75.0 73.9 86.7 66.7 
BTEC 75.5 75.8 78.2 78.8 79.8 79.4 81.1 68.3 68.8 62.5 100.0 
All 71.6 67.9 70.5 74.5 78.3 81.8 86.8 89.9 92.1 95.4 97.0 

 

Overall, 80.4% of students reach the end of a two year programme of study. In Figures 3.4 and 3.5, 

we see there is a clear relationship between getting to the end of two years and prior attainment. 

For students with an average GCSE score of 6.7 or higher more than 95% of students successfully 

navigate the two years. With average GCSE scores below 5.2 it is just under 70%. Note that we also 

see that retention is not entirely even across the different qualification pathways. We must be 
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careful not to read too much into the BTEC data once average GCSE scores rise above 5.5, due to the 

relatively small numbers of students involved, and the data is not included in the graphs.  

There are two tentative conclusions to advance here. Firstly, a combination of mainly A level and 

(almost always) a single BTEC qualification is the strongest pathway, in all of the bands where there 

are significant numbers of students with BTECs. The presence of a BTEC course seems to provide an 

insulating factor mitigating against early leaving. In the lowest three bands (average GCSE scores 

below 5.2) pathways with a significant amount of BTEC are much more likely to see students 

retained than pure A level programmes. 

Figure 3.5: Retention over two years: students on different curriculum pathways 

 

 

Figures 3.5 and 3.6 look at the chances of students completing programmes of study and achieving 

at least two A levels or BTEC equivalents at the end of the programme. 

Figure 3.5: Achieving 2 or more A levels or BTEC qualifications by curriculum pathway 

 0.0-
<4.0 

4.0-
<4.7 

4.7-
<5.2 

5.2-
<5.5 

5.5-
<5.8 

5.8-
<6.1 

6.1-
<6.4 

6.4-
<6.7 

6.7-
<7.0 

7.0-
<7.5 

7.5-
<8.0 

A level 43.9 47.2 57.5 66.1 71.9 77.9 83.9 88.4 90.8 94.8 96.7 

Mainly A 51.9 55.1 64.3 70.0 77.4 78.9 89.4 91.6 87.4 93.5 86.7 

Equal 52.4 63.7 76.2 84.7 84.2 89.0 89.2 87.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Mainly BTEC 57.5 67.2 72.5 78.0 77.9 75.9 72.8 72.7 73.9 86.7 66.7 

BTEC 73.3 73.0 75.5 76.9 77.4 77.3 80.2 65.0 68.8 50.0 100.0 

All 67.9 62.2 64.1 69.1 73.3 78.2 84.0 88.2 90.6 94.7 96.6 
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Figure 3.6: Achieving 2 or more A levels or BTEC qualifications by curriculum pathway 

 

We see the same features in the data: particularly the strong performance of the ‘mainly A level 

route. While the number of students on this pathway may be relatively small (just north of 5,000), it 

does seem that such a programme provides a measure of additional stability for students with 

relatively low levels of prior attainment. Perhaps having one BTEC within a programme of study, 

with its different modes of assessment, increases the chance of having a viable programme to take 

into year 13. Note also the performance of students on pure BTEC programmes. There is little 

change in performance as you move up the prior attainment profile: around three quarters of 

students on pure BTEC courses successfully complete the studies they started and secure passes 

equivalent to two A levels. 

Figure 3.7: Achieving 3 or more A levels or BTEC qualifications by curriculum pathway 

 0.0-
<4.0 

4.0-
<4.7 

4.7-
<5.2 

5.2-
<5.5 

5.5-
<5.8 

5.8-
<6.1 

6.1-
<6.4 

6.4-
<6.7 

6.7-
<7.0 

7.0-
<7.5 

7.5-
<8.0 

A level 32.3 30.1 41.1 52.4 59.7 67.7 75.7 83.3 86.8 92.6 95.1 

Mainly A 31.7 35.0 45.4 57.5 66.2 68.9 80.8 87.4 80.0 88.7 80.0 

Equal 38.1 45.9 62.5 76.4 74.2 82.1 82.8 82.1 94.4 100.0 100.0 

Mainly BTEC 46.0 50.3 59.4 68.6 70.0 70.8 69.3 72.7 73.9 80.0 33.3 

BTEC 71.1 71.0 74.2 75.0 76.0 76.9 77.4 65.0 68.8 50.0 100.0 

All 63.0 51.2 50.5 57.1 62.0 68.5 76.0 83.2 86.5 92.5 95.0 
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Figure 3.8: Achieving 3 or more A levels or BTEC qualifications by curriculum pathway 

 

Perhaps the most interesting feature of Figure 3.8 is found when we look at the red line for the pure 

A level programme. Not until we move above an average GCSE score of 5.8 is it the pathway that 

students are most successful at in securing passes equivalent to three A levels. Note also how the 

adding of a BTEC to an A level programme improves the chances of securing a pass by around 5% in 

each of the bands up to 5.8. Finally, draw a line across from 50 on the vertical access. This line 

represents a 50:50 chance of success. It is not until the 5.2 to 5.5 band that the pure A level route 

provides a 50% chance of succeeding. To put it bluntly, most students in the bottom three bands 

who attempt pure A level courses do not achieve three A levels. Dwell for a moment on the 4.7 to 

5.2 band. There were 6,315 students who started pure A level programmes in September 2013: over 

50% of the students in this band were put on A level programmes. Only 30% of them gained three A 

levels. Compare this to the students in this band who started a pure BTEC pathway: 70% of these 

students completed their courses and secured the equivalent of three A level passes. 

 

Figure 3.9: Progression to university by curriculum pathway 

 0.0-
<4.0 

4.0-
<4.7 

4.7-
<5.2 

5.2-
<5.5 

5.5-
<5.8 

5.8-
<6.1 

6.1-
<6.4 

6.4-
<6.7 

6.7-
<7.0 

7.0-
<7.5 

7.5-
<8.0 

A level 25.9 23.9 32.2 40.8 46.2 51.7 58.5 64.4 68.0 74.8 82.3 

Mainly A 31.7 30.6 36.3 43.8 47.9 53.2 57.5 63.9 58.9 59.7 60.0 

Equal 28.6 35.5 41.1 53.5 54.8 57.3 57.0 53.8 50.0 75.0 100.0 

Mainly BTEC 35.0 34.8 38.7 47.8 47.6 45.3 50.0 56.8 34.8 53.3 66.7 

BTEC 42.7 39.9 45.3 47.8 50.0 46.2 50.0 41.7 56.3 37.5 100.0 

All 39.8 33.2 36.1 42.8 46.9 51.7 58.2 64.0 67.5 74.5 82.1 
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Figure 3.10: Progression to university by curriculum pathway 

 

The data regarding the proportion of students who start programmes of study who subsequently 

secure a place at university at the end of their studies (and we do mean on exam results day or 

through clearing – not those who apply in the subsequent years) is interesting. It clearly 

demonstrates that at relatively low levels of prior attainment, students are best served by BTEC 

courses or A level / BTEC blends. A level is the least likely route to university for these students. For 

pure BTEC students the chance of students with an average GCSE score of 4.5 progressing to 

university (40%) is almost exactly the same as A level students with an average GCSE score of 5.5 

(40%). This is a telling message to be able to give to students on BTEC courses about their future 

options. 

There is a question that remains unanswered here, which is what happens to these students once 

they get to university. Look at the 4.0 to 4.7 band for BTEC students. These students have significant 

numbers of grades below C at GCSE, yet 40% of them are gaining places at university. They have 

gained these through performance on courses rooted in continuous assessment and refinement of 

assignments. It would be interesting to know how well they fare in a university context with the 

absence of the structures that they have been so successful in at level 3.   

As we edge forward into the linear world, I would suggest that programmes of study measures are 

going to become of increasing importance. This year’s individual college reports introduces a suite of 

new retention and achievement reports at student level which will allow colleges to explore these 

aspects of provision. As well as being able to explore provision by prior attainment, there are equal 

opportunities monitoring reports which will allow colleges to see whether the chances of success 

over a two year programme vary by gender, ethnicity, learning difficulty and disability and income 

deprivation. 
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Section Four: Size matters – class size and performance in 

sixth form colleges 

One by-product of the data collection that underpins the six dimensions by teacher analysis is that it 

includes data relating each enrolment to a teaching set. And if you have a link between enrolment 

and teaching set it is possible to identify how many students there are in each class. This allows us to 

report reliably on something that has never been reported on reliably before: typical set sizes in 

sixth form colleges. As we have all the performance data for each of these classes, we can also 

advance an answer to the question of whether there is a relationship between set sizes and student 

outcomes. 

Class size and student performance 

This is a question that matters. If we were to find out that as set size rises performance falls, it would 

be an important contribution to discussions of the impact of funding cuts. If we do not find that 

performance falls it might enable us to think in different ways about the way we deliver the 

curriculum. If it is, for example the case that there is little impact of running sets over twenty, the 

run the sets over twenty and spend the money on other things. There is a logic to the argument that 

if you stretch a finite resource (a teacher) over a larger number of students that the outcomes for 

those students will, on average, fall. What we do not know is whether this logic is borne out by the 

evidence. 

Before we progress to an analysis of performance in relation to set size, it is instructive to look at 

how set size varies in sixth form colleges. In all our data-set contains information on 10,348 sets. We 

have excluded from the analysis any sets with fewer than five students, and also the small number 

of classes with over 25 students. 

Figure 4.0: Set size distribution: AS level 

 

 

Figure 4.0 looks at the distribution of set size in AS level provision. The graph reports in percentages. 

For example, the bar titled ‘16’ extends to 6. This indicates that 6% of AS level classes in the sixth 
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form college sector have sixteen students in them. The largest bars, and almost half the students are 

found in the bars 19 to 22.  

At AS level the average set size is 18.63. At A2 level it is 17.02. 

Figure 4.1: Set size distribution: A2 level 

 

Figure 4.1 repeats this analysis for A2 level. We see that at A2 level the set sizes tend to be slightly 

smaller, with largest bars being found in the 17-20 range. At A2 level, the average set size is 17.02. 

Figure 4.2 plots the two distributions on the same graph. Here we see that there are very few small 

cohorts at AS level. Less than 5% of classes have fewer than ten students. 

Figure 4.2: Set size distribution: AS level and A2 level compared 

 

Figures 4.3 to 4.6 provide a benchmarking analysis for class size, which will allow colleges to look at 

how their class sizes compare to those in other colleges as a whole, and in individual subjects. In 

Figures 4.3 and 4.4 average class sizes in individual subjects are considered. Any cohorts with five of 

fewer students have been removed from the analysis. At AS level, the largest class sizes are found in 

Business Studies, Sociology, Psychology, and Law.  
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Figure 4.3: Average class size by subject: sixth form colleges 2014-15: AS level 

Subject Starts Ave 
Class 
Size 

Subject Starts Ave 
Class 
Size 

GCE AS level - other MFL 143 11.0 GCE AS Level in Applied Business 878 18.7 

GCE AS Level Accounting 1928 20.1 GCE AS Level in Applied Business (Double Award) 270 16.9 

GCE AS Level Applied Life Sciences 1102 18.1 GCE AS Level in Applied ICT 659 18.8 

GCE AS Level Archaeology 400 15.4 GCE AS Level in Applied ICT (Double Award) 56 18.7 

GCE AS Level Art & Design - 3D Design 482 16.1 GCE AS Level in Applied Science (Double Award) 120 15.0 

GCE AS Level Art & Design - Fine Art 4472 16.8 GCE AS Level in Citizenship Studies 539 18.0 

GCE AS Level Art & Design - Graphics 1466 17.5 GCE AS Level in Classical Civilisation 1819 18.6 

GCE AS Level Art & Design - Photography 3652 16.5 GCE AS Level in Communication and Culture 645 18.4 

GCE AS Level Art & Design - Textiles 1393 14.7 GCE AS Level in Drama and Theatre Studies 2115 15.6 

GCE AS Level Biology 11267 19.2 GCE AS Level in General Studies 1608 16.1 

GCE AS Level Business Studies 7194 20.7 GCE AS Level in Health and Social Care 2428 18.3 

GCE AS Level Chemistry 10351 19.1 GCE AS Level in Health and Social Care (Double) 536 13.7 

GCE AS Level Computing 2726 17.1 GCE AS Level in History of Art 122 17.4 

GCE AS Level Creative Writing 411 17.1 GCE AS Level in Human Biology 593 18.5 

GCE AS Level Critical Thinking 659 14.3 GCE AS Level in ICT 2024 18.2 

GCE AS Level Dance 635 13.5 GCE AS Level in Leisure Studies 74 18.5 

GCE AS Level Design & Technology 1165 15.3 GCE AS Level in Mathematics 14887 19.1 

GCE AS Level Economics 5431 20.0 GCE AS Level in Performing Arts 574 14.7 

GCE AS Level Electronics 665 16.6 GCE AS Level in Sociology 10196 20.6 

GCE AS Level English 6939 20.0 GCE AS Level in Travel and Tourism 608 17.4 

GCE AS Level English Language & Literature 3895 18.5 GCE AS Level in Travel and Tourism (Double) 52 17.3 

GCE AS Level English Literature 8395 19.7 GCE AS Level in World Development 400 18.2 

GCE AS Level Environmental Science 637 18.7 GCE AS Level Italian 85 10.6 

GCE AS Level Film Studies 2829 19.4 GCE AS Level Law 5867 20.4 

GCE AS Level French 1902 14.6 GCE AS Level Media Studies 5158 19.3 

GCE AS Level Further Mathematics 2521 16.0 GCE AS Level Music 905 12.2 

GCE AS Level Geography 5937 19.8 GCE AS Level Music Instrument Technology 821 13.2 

GCE AS Level Geology 936 17.7 GCE AS Level Philosophy 1707 17.8 

GCE AS Level German 675 12.7 GCE AS Level Physical Education 3083 16.9 

GCE AS Level Government & Politics 3180 19.4 GCE AS Level Physics 6572 17.9 

GCE AS Level History 10179 19.8 GCE AS Level Psychology 15446 20.2 

GCE AS Level Home Economics 27 9.0 GCE AS Level Religious Studies 3792 20.0 

GCE AS Level in Anthropology 243 17.4 GCE AS Level Science 173 14.4 

GCE AS Level in Applied Art and Design 37 18.5 GCE AS Level Spanish 1671 14.8 

GCE AS Level in Applied Art and Design (Double) 30 15.0 GCE AS level Use of Maths 2421 18.3 

 

 

At A2 level, the largest classes are found in Sociology, Psychology and English Language. We can also 

use these tables as indicators of curriculum efficiency. Some subjects (such as those listed above) are 

highly efficient. Others, and this is a feature that has not gone unnoticed in area reviews, tend to 

have small classes and there is duplication of provision in certain areas. 
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Figure 4.4: Average class size by subject: sixth form colleges 2014-15: A2 level 

Subject Starts Ave 
Class 
Size 

Subject Starts Ave 
Class 
Size 

GCE A2 level - other MFL 155 11.9 GCE A2 Level in Applied Art and Design 28 14.0 

GCE A2 Level Accounting 1069 16.0 GCE A2 Level in Applied Art and Design (Double) 25 12.5 

GCE A2 Level Ancient History 187 18.7 GCE A2 Level in Applied Business 491 16.9 

GCE A2 Level Archaeology 227 14.2 GCE A2 Level in Applied Business (Double) 107 11.9 

GCE A2 Level Art & Design - 3D Design 386 14.3 GCE A2 Level in Applied ICT 387 15.5 

GCE A2 Level Art & Design - Fine Art 3206 15.7 GCE A2 Level in Applied ICT (Double Award) 68 13.6 

GCE A2 Level Art & Design - Graphics 989 15.7 GCE A2 Level in Applied Science 538 15.4 

GCE A2 Level Art & Design - Photography 2737 16.0 GCE A2 Level in Applied Science (Double Award) 72 14.4 

GCE A2 Level Art & Design - Textiles 993 13.1 GCE A2 Level in Citizenship Studies 229 19.1 

GCE A2 Level Biology 7794 18.6 GCE A2 Level in Communication and Culture 497 17.8 

GCE A2 Level Business Studies 4552 18.3 GCE A2 Level in Health and Social Care 1474 15.8 

GCE A2 Level Chemistry 6787 17.8 GCE A2 Level in Health and Social Care (Double) 514 14.3 

GCE A2 Level Classical Civilisation 1174 16.1 GCE A2 Level in Human Biology 181 18.1 

GCE A2 Level Computing 2503 14.2 GCE A2 Level in ICT 66 11.0 

GCE A2 Level Creative Writing 116 12.9 GCE A2 Level in Leisure Studies 20 10.0 

GCE A2 Level Critical Thinking 54 10.8 GCE A2 Level in Moving Image Arts 38 19.0 

GCE A2 Level Dance 511 11.9 GCE A2 Level in Science in Society 13 13.0 

GCE A2 Level Design & Technology 804 13.4 GCE A2 Level in Statistics 363 15.1 

GCE A2 Level Drama and Theatre Studies 1821 14.9 GCE A2 Level in Travel and Tourism 378 15.8 

GCE A2 Level Economics 3417 17.7 GCE A2 Level in Travel and Tourism (Double) 46 11.5 

GCE A2 Level Electronics 490 14.0 GCE A2 Level in World Development 17 17.0 

GCE A2 Level English Language 5289 19.5 GCE A2 Level Italian 44 8.8 

GCE A2 Level English Language & Literature 3206 17.9 GCE A2 Level Law 3564 18.1 

GCE A2 Level English Literature 6163 18.8 GCE A2 Level Mathematics 9653 17.8 

GCE A2 Level Environmental Science 429 17.2 GCE A2 Level Media Studies 3650 17.6 

GCE A2 Level Film Studies 1964 16.0 GCE A2 Level Music 592 10.8 

GCE A2 Level French 1210 12.6 GCE A2 Level Music Technology 637 11.4 

GCE A2 Level Further Mathematics 1532 14.6 GCE A2 Level Performance Studies 447 12.4 

GCE A2 Level General Studies 2325 15.4 GCE A2 Level Philosophy 959 15.0 

GCE A2 Level Geography 3837 17.7 GCE A2 Level Physical Education 1847 15.5 

GCE A2 Level Geology 731 14.6 GCE A2 Level Physics 3907 16.7 

GCE A2 Level German 404 11.2 GCE A2 Level Psychology 9660 19.3 

GCE A2 Level Government & Politics 2408 16.7 GCE A2 Level Religious Studies 2347 17.6 

GCE A2 Level History 7287 18.4 GCE A2 Level Sociology 6133 19.6 

GCE A2 Level History of Art 62 12.4 GCE A2 Level Spanish 1147 12.5 

GCE A2 Level Home Economics 51 12.8 GCE A2 Level Use of Maths 1017 13.9 

GCE A2 Level in Anthropology 64 16.0 GCE A2 Level in Applied Art and Design 28 14.0 

GCE A2 level - other MFL 155 11.9 GCE A2 Level in Applied Art and Design (Double) 25 12.5 

GCE A2 Level Accounting 1069 16.0 GCE A2 Level in Applied Business 491 16.9 

GCE A2 Level Ancient History 187 18.7 GCE A2 Level in Applied Business (Double) 107 11.9 

GCE A2 Level Archaeology 227 14.2 GCE A2 Level in Applied ICT 387 15.5 

GCE A2 Level Art & Design - 3D Design 386 14.3 GCE A2 Level in Applied ICT (Double Award) 68 13.6 

GCE A2 Level Art & Design - Fine Art 3206 15.7 GCE A2 Level in Applied Science 538 15.4 

GCE A2 Level Art & Design - Graphics 989 15.7 GCE A2 Level in Applied Science (Double Award) 72 14.4 

GCE A2 Level Art & Design - Photography 2737 16.0 GCE A2 Level in Citizenship Studies 229 19.1 

GCE A2 Level Art & Design - Textiles 993 13.1 GCE A2 Level in Communication and Culture 497 17.8 

GCE A2 Level Biology 7794 18.6 GCE A2 Level in Health and Social Care 1474 15.8 

GCE A2 Level Business Studies 4552 18.3 GCE A2 Level in Health and Social Care (Double) 514 14.3 

GCE A2 Level Chemistry 6787 17.8 GCE A2 Level in Human Biology 181 18.1 

 

Figures 4.5 and 4.6 show us how average class size varies from college to college, regardless of the 

courses being offered. In reading these percentile analyses, remember that what we have done is 

calculated the average class size in every college, and then put them in rank order. In effect, a pile 

with the lowest average class size at the bottom and the lowest at the top. With the percentile 

analysis we are looking at various points in this pile and reporting what the average class size is. If 

we look at the 25th percentile, we see that at AS level, the average class size is, 17.1. If we check at 

the median, or 50th percentile we find an average set size of 18.2. The median is the figure half way 
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up the pile. We know that in 50% of sixth form colleges, the set size is above 18.2, and in the other 

50% it is lower than 18.2. 

Figure 4.5: Average class size at sixth form colleges: Percentile analysis: AS level 

10th 15.9 

20th 16.8 

25th 17.1 

30th 17.5 

40th 17.8 

50th 18.2 

60th 18.7 

70th 19.1 

75th 19.3 

80th 19.6 

90th 20.6 

 

In Figure 4.6 we look at average class sizes at A2 level. We see that at each of the percentile 

benchmarks they are lower than they are at A2. Part of the story here will be courses where there is 

only one class at AS level, and this progresses to be one class at A2 level, after some of the students 

have opted to discontinue the subject at the half way point. It is interesting though this this is also a 

feature in the largest subjects. It would be interesting to explore whether this approach of having 

smaller classes at A2 level is a decision which is consciously made. It may be that some of the 

resource devoted to A2 teaching should be reallocated to teaching in the lower sixth.  

Figure 4.6: Average class size at sixth form colleges: Percentile analysis: A2 level 

10th 14.6 

20th 15.4 

25th 15.6 

30th 15.9 

40th 16.2 

50th 16.8 

60th 17.4 

70th 17.6 

75th 18.0 

80th 18.3 

90th 18.9 

 

Class size and student outcomes 

In our analysis of class size and performance, we present two measures: success rates and points per 

completer. Both of these measures give us something potentially very valuable in considering the 

impact of set size. The success rate measures whether your chance of passing a course varies with 

set size. This is, in effect, a baseline measure of success. If significantly more students fail to secure a 

pass then it is a clear indication that something is not working well in that provision. The points per 

completer measure is a traditional value added measure in that it examines whether the students 
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that sit exams at the end of the course get that grades that would be expected of similarly qualified 

students nationally. Again, if we see a fall-off in the points gathered per student, we can assume that 

the provision is not working as it should. In our analysis we have excluded outlier classes with fewer 

than five students, or 26 or more students. 

Figure 4.7: Success rates and class size: AS level (adjusted for prior attainment and subject) 

 

Figure 4.7 presents the success rate analysis for AS level. In the analysis students have been divided 

into 21 groups according to the number of students in each class. For example, the class size ‘15’ 

contains all the data about all the students who were in classes with fifteen students in them. Once 

the students have been divided according to class size a full six dimensions analysis has been 

completed, adjusting expected levels of performance according to the GCSE profile of students in 

each set size group, and the qualifications the students are taking. If a group performs in line with 

expectation it scores zero. In Figure 4.7, if a group performs above expectation, a blue bar will 

extend above the zero line. If a group performs below expectation a blue bar extends below the zero 

line. We do see that in the relatively small classes the blue bars do extend above the zero line, but 

note that no band has a success rate more than 2% above expectation. Note also that in the bars for 

classes over twenty, there is no evidence that the success rate is lower than would be expected of 

similarly qualified students across the sector. If there is an impact of relatively large class sizes, it is 

not felt in success rates. 
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Figure 4.8: Points per completer and class size: AS level (adjusted for prior attainment and 

subject) 

 

Figure 4.8 repeats this analysis for points per completer, asking whether students attain the grades 

that would be expected of similarly qualified students. As the graph relates to AS level, 15 points is 

equal to a grade per entry. Again we see small blue bars extending upwards for the smallest class 

sizes, but none of these bars represents more than a seventh of a grade per entry. To put this in 

human terms, the difference is as little as one grade for one of the students. 

We can also group these class sizes into larger bands. Figures 4.9 and 4.10 repeat that analysis, but 

focus on four class size ranges: 

6-10 students 

11-15 students 

16-20 students 

21-25 students 
 

Figure 4.9: Success rates at AS level, by class size range 
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In Figure 4.9, we see that the band where students perform above expectation is the Band for 

classes of 11-15 students. Overall, the success rate for this group is 1% above that for other groups. 

If we were to compare that to other factors when considering student progress, such as prior 

attainment or subject, we would find that this is really a very minor difference. 

Figure 4.10: Points per completer at AS level, by class size range 

 

Figure 4.10 really helps us put the question of class size into perspective. The difference in terms of 

points per student between this band of small classes (6-10) scores one point above all the other 

bands. Fifteen points is equal to one grade, so you would have to examine three classes of five 

students, or perhaps two classes of seven before you saw a single student achieve a single grade 

higher. To bear in mind that this single grade was bought at the expense of three times the teaching 

resource of a single large class. In these financially challenging times, there is no evidence here that 

there is a student performance justification for attempting to keep classes small.  

We have not presented the analysis by subject here, though we have conducted it. It features some 

rather nice nuggets to challenge the assumption that small classes are the key to success. Don’t 

listen if anyone tells you that you can’t teach biology in classes of more than eighteen students. 

There are almost as many biology students in the 21-25 category as there are in the 16-20. And if 

your art teachers attempt to explain to you why it is impossible to teach art properly in classes of 

more than, say, twelve, do point out that photography students perform better in classes of 21-25 

than they do in classes of 16-20. And if anyone tells you that this is an excellent example of the 

abuses of the selective use of of statistics, they might well be right. 

We can repeat this analysis for A2 level. Figures 4.11 to 4.14 do just that. 
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Figure 4.11 Success rates and class size: A2 level (adjusted for prior attainment and 

subject) 

 

 

Figure 4.12 Points per completer and class size: A2 level (adjusted for prior attainment and 

subject) 

 

The results here are rather interesting, and we ought to pause before announcing them: At A2 level 

students perform best in the largest classes. There is an argument that you need to run smaller 

classes at A2 level as the work at this level is of greater intensity. We would argue that if there is an 

argument for smaller classes somewhere, the resource might be better used at AS level, with level 2 

students and with GCSE re-sit programmes.  As we enter a linear world, don’t be fooled into running 

small classes into the upper sixth. Use your resources in other ways. 

We must not overstate the difference. Figure 4.13 and 4.14 demonstrate that there is not much in it, 

but the important feature is that there is not a significant relationship in the other direction. 
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Figure 4.13 Success rates and class size range: A2 level 

 

Figure 4.14: Points per completer at A2 level, by class size range 

 

In reflecting on what we have found it is worth parking a few questions and issues around set size: 

 We might have got the causation wrong. It might not be that (at A2 level at least) that there 

is some sort of benefit from larger class sizes that enables students to perform better. It 

might be that successful colleges attract more students and so their classes are fuller.  

 All of the analysis here could be challenged because it does not follow an experimental 

methodology. We have not selected two equal groups and applied a different treatment to 

those groups in order to ascertain if there is a statistically significant outcome resulting from 

this treatment. Such a critique would be an entirely valid one. We do not run controlled 

experiments, largely because we are not allowed to experiment on children.  

 We ought to note a couple of points regarding set sizes in schools. In 11-16 provision, set 

sizes of 30 are not uncommon. Students are used to being taught in relatively large groups. 

Contrast this with the typical experience in school sixth forms. In the 250 smallest school 

sixth forms, there are on average just four students per course (yet alone per class). There is 
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something really quite odd about a system that allows such contrasts in experiences. But 

then again, there is something odd about a system that allows small school sixth forms. 

 Some subjects tend to have small classes and this has an effect on the class size analysis. For 

example, the vast majority of modern foreign languages classes were small so all of the 

classes (those with good results and bad results) will be included. On average these groups 

will perform averagely. 

 We must note also that small set sizes come at a cost. In looking at the set sizes across the 

sixth form sector, we noted that in even in our highly efficient sector there are significant 

numbers of small classes. What large classes do is pay for other things that we might want to 

provide: pastoral care, enrichment activities, careers advisers, counselling, remission for 

curriculum leaders, and so forth.  

 There are other aspects of workload which need to be taken into account when one looks at 

class size. It is undoubtedly the case that large classes bring with them a larger marking 

burden that those in a small set. In this analysis we have not taken into account how many 

classes each teacher has contact with, or indeed the amount of contact time each teacher 

has with each class that they have contact with. Some colleges have increased contact time 

as they have moved from a typical programme of study of four subjects in the lower sixth to 

one with three. It would be interesting to see if there is a demonstrable impact of increased 

contact time. Given that one thing that increasing average set size does is reduce the 

opportunity to work with students on an individual basis (with no significant impact on 

outcomes), we should not assume that this direction of additional teaching resource per 

class is necessarily a good use of this resource. 

 Can we give an illustration of what class size buys. Imagine a standard teacher work-load is 

five A level blocks. The funding for a programme of study (ignoring the other factors in the 

formula) is £4,000, and for that students get in the region of four blocks of activity (academic 

subjects, tutorial and enrichment). A teacher with classes of 20 students teaches in total 100 

students, which equates to the activities of 25 students. In round numbers, this teacher is 

generating £100,000 of income. One with class sizes of 15 teaches in total 75 students, 

which equates to the activites of just under 19 students, or a total income of £76,000. 

Assume for a moment that including on-costs a teacher ‘costs’ £50,000. Our first teacher 

(with a set size of 20) is making a £50,000 contribution to other things. The second teacher is 

making a contribution of £26,000 towards other things. Larger set sizes ‘buy’ an awful lot of 

other resources. If this can be bought without any demonstrable deterioration in student 

outcomes, then larger set sizes are a price worth paying.    

. 

Overall, the evidence looks like it is saying that size really does not matter. If we were to ensure that 

more classes have more than twenty students we could buy a lot of things we are not currently able 

to with no demonstrable impact on student outcomes. 
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Are two teachers better than one? 

To what extent is student progress affected by the number of teachers they are taught by. Is it 

better to have a single teacher or do students benefit from having several teachers? To date this 

discussion has been very much about educational instinct. Some have argued that having two 

teachers minimises risk, as less effective teachers are distributed among more students. Others have 

argued for a single teacher, citing the clarity of purpose that a single teacher can have, and the 

advantages in terms of accountability.  

This year’s data collection has included the number of staff associated with each enrolment, we are 

able to produce an evidence-based contribution to this discussion. We saw in Section Two that we 

could aggregate any group of enrolments and calculate a six dimensions analysis for that group. In 

Figure 4.15 we conduct just such an analysis, having first stratified the sample into the number of 

teachers per class. 

Figure 4.15: Six Dimensions Performance by Number of Teachers: AS level 

Number of 
teachers 

Enrolments Retention Success High Grades Points per 
completer 

1 132631 0.25 0.33 -0.12 -0.01 

2 55410 -0.37 -0.81 -0.28 -0.24 

3 7522 -0.61 -2.53 -2.21 -1.66 

4 1123 2.17 -0.54 -3.87 -3.48 

Not given 41000 -0.27 0.56 1.31 0.87 

 

At AS level, we know the number of teachers for 196,686 enrolments. We see that two-thirds of 

students are taught by a single teacher (67.4%). There is a slight advantage evidence for those 

students taught by a single teacher: a success rate 0.5% above that for those taught by two teachers, 

and a points per completer performance one sixtieth of a grade above that for those taught by two 

teachers. Overall, there is not enough here to suggest that there is a firm basis for a policy decision 

on number of teachers. Note though the performance of those taught by three teachers. The 

success rate is almost 3% lower than that for being taught by a single teacher, and the points per 

completer measure is coming in at a tenth of a grade per student below expectation. This is a 

significant gap, and we should, I suspect be wary of any argument advanced that suggests that 

allowing teachers to specialise on one area of the course is in the interests of students. At just 0.5% 

of the data-set, we should not pay too much attention to those enrolments connected with four 

teachers. The information is presented for completeness only. 

Figure 4.16: Six Dimensions Performance by Number of Teachers: A2 level 

Number of 
teachers 

Enrolments Retention Success High Grades Points per 
completer 

1 88164 0.02 0.10 -0.13 -0.01 

2 32842 0.08 -0.12 -0.78 -1.09 

3 3240 0.37 -0.94 -2.02 -3.11 

4 378 1.09 -0.66 -2.78 -6.79 

Not given 25614 -0.31 -0.21 1.84 1.98 
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At A2 level we have the data for 124,624 enrolments, and we see exactly the same pattern as we did 

at AS level. Just over two-thirds of students are taught by a single teacher, and overall, they make 

fractionally better progress than those taught by two or more teachers. At A2 level, success rates 

tend to be high anyway, so it would be a huge surprise to see any group deviating significantly from 

zero. The points per completer measure again shows better progress for those taught by a single 

teacher, but overall the gap between those taught by one teacher and those taught by three is just 

one tenth of a grade. 

Before we close the analysis we are able to look at some further detail here. In Figures 4.17 to 4.20 

we divide the cohort into three broad prior attainment bands and then examine how performance 

varies in each of these bands according to the number of teachers that students are taught by. 

Figure 4.17: Six Dimensions Performance by GCSE Band and Number of Teachers: AS level 

 Retention rate Success Rate 

Name One Two Three One Two Three 

GCSE Band 0.0 – <5.8 0.4 -0.4 -0.9 0.6 -1.4 -3.5 

GCSE Band 5.8 – <6.7 0.1 -0.3 -0.4 0.2 -0.5 -1.8 

GCSE Band 6.7  -7.0 0.1 -0.1 -0.5 0.0 -0.1 -1.4 

 

Figure 4.18: Six Dimensions Performance by GCSE Band and Number of Teachers: AS level 

 High Grades Rate Points Per Completer 

Name One Two Three One Two Three 

GCSE Band 0.0 – <5.8 -0.1 0.0 -2.0 0.0 -0.4 -2.1 

GCSE Band 5.8 – <6.7 0.0 -0.5 -3.4 0.0 -0.2 -1.9 

GCSE Band 6.7  -7.0 -0.2 -0.2 -1.4 -0.1 0.0 -0.8 

 

What we find is interesting. For all prior attainment bands there is a deterioration in performance as 

we move from one teacher to three teachers. Notice though that this deterioration is most 

pronounced among students with relatively low levels of prior attainment: the GCSE Band 0.0 - <5.8. 

This suggests that those students that are least well suited to multiple teachers are those with 

relatively low levels of prior attainment. This might be an important piece of information for those 

institutions that tend to deal with such students. 

 

Figure 4.19: Six Dimensions Performance by GCSE Band and Number of Teachers: A2 level 

 Retention rate Success Rate 

Name One Two Three One Two Three 

GCSE Band 0.0 – <5.8 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.2 -0.3 -2.5 

GCSE Band 5.8 – <6.7 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 

GCSE Band 6.7  -7.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.1 -0.2 0.0 
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Figure 4.20: Six Dimensions Performance by GCSE Band and Number of Teachers: A2 level 

 High Grades Rate Points Per Completer 

Name One Two Three One Two Three 

GCSE Band 0.0 – <5.8 0.2 -1.3 -4.0 0.3 -1.3 -5.0 

GCSE Band 5.8 – <6.7 -0.3 -0.4 -0.6 -0.1 -0.8 -1.6 

GCSE Band 6.7  -7.0 -0.4 -0.7 -1.2 -0.3 -1.1 -2.6 

 

At A2 level we find exactly the same pattern. The gap for the 0.0 - <5.8 band is one sixth of a grade: 

exactly what it was at AS level.  

It is often said in these project reports that what data does is help us to ask intelligent questions. It 

does not give us the answer (though we could simply conclude that it is in everyone’s interests to 

have sole teachers for each class). What is interesting here though is why there appears to be a gap. 

What does being taught by a single teacher give you? How do multiple teachers interfere with 

learning? 

There may be an institutional factor here: some colleges may be using shared sets because they 

know they have some teachers that are less effective than others. It may be that there is an as yet 

unexplored subject bias to be taken into account, and some subjects suit being taught be a single 

teacher. It may be the simple fact that having one voice in the classroom gives a clarity and flow to 

the learning that being taught by multiple teachers cannot. Perhaps it is a matter of workload. 

Teachers who have responsibility for whole classes see fewer students and they see these students 

more often, enabling them to build the relationships which are so crucial for success at this level 

quickly and to a deeper level. They see more of the student’s work and the student has a better 

chance of knowing what they need to do to improve. There may be issues of accountability here 

also: having sole responsibility for a class makes a teacher more aware of their outcomes, and 

perhaps more likely to use a pastoral system well. There may be many other confounding variables 

beyond. 

We can of course repeat the analysis on a subject by subject basis to see if there is any connection 

between the subject taught and performance by number of teachers.  

In Figures 4.21 and 4.22, only those subjects with more than 1,000 enrolments have been included. 
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Figure 4.21: Success Rates and Points Per Completer by Subject and Teacher (AS level) 

  Success Rate Points Per Completer 

  One Two Three One Two Three 

GCE AS level - all subjects 237686 0.3 -0.8 -2.5 0.0 -0.2 -1.7 

GCE AS Level Accounting 2232 -1.4 0.9 -12.5 -1.6 1.6 -9.4 

GCE AS Level Applied Life Sciences 1274 2.6 -8.0 -11.9 1.6 -5.7 -9.5 

GCE AS Level Art & Design - Fine Art 5657 0.7 -1.5 -0.3 0.2 -1.1 2.5 

GCE AS Level Art & Design - Graphics 1869 -0.5 0.4 5.7 -0.7 -1.8 3.1 

GCE AS Level Art & Design - Photography 4255 1.1 -1.5 -10.2 0.5 0.2 -7.1 

GCE AS Level Art & Design - Textiles 1614 -0.3 2.7 -2.8 -0.4 -1.9 -1.2 

GCE AS Level Biology 13888 0.0 -2.2 1.4 0.0 -1.4 0.9 

GCE AS Level Business Studies 9234 1.0 1.2 -8.3 1.2 0.4 -5.2 

GCE AS Level Chemistry 12391 -0.4 0.8 -6.4 -0.6 0.4 -2.4 

GCE AS Level Computing 3147 0.9 1.7 -10.9 0.8 -0.8 -9.0 

GCE AS Level Design & Technology 1266 -0.2 -0.8 -0.1 -0.1 0.1 -2.8 

GCE AS Level Economics 6670 1.1 -1.9 -2.3 0.4 -1.0 -4.1 

GCE AS Level English 8093 0.1 -0.3 -2.9 0.5 -1.2 -0.7 

GCE AS Level English Language & Literature 4711 0.5 -1.3 -0.5 0.4 -1.3 1.3 

GCE AS Level English Literature 9735 0.2 -0.4 -2.8 0.3 -0.2 -3.9 

GCE AS Level Film Studies 3462 1.6 -0.2 -3.5 -0.6 1.7 -1.7 

GCE AS Level French 2178 1.7 -1.9 -6.8 1.3 -3.7 -3.5 

GCE AS Level Further Mathematics 3000 -2.1 2.6 5.5 -1.6 1.9 1.0 

GCE AS Level Geography 7183 -0.4 0.2 -0.1 -1.1 0.7 0.6 

GCE AS Level Geology 1122 -0.6 2.1 -3.8 -0.8 1.6 6.7 

GCE AS Level Government & Politics 3891 0.5 -0.3 3.1 -0.2 0.4 -0.3 

GCE AS Level History 12685 0.9 -0.8 -1.8 0.0 0.5 -2.2 

GCE AS Level in Applied Business 1122 -0.8 0.9 -2.6 0.1 -2.4 0.9 

GCE AS Level in Classical Civilisation 2323 1.1 -0.7 -0.5 0.1 1.5 -5.7 

GCE AS Level in Communication and Culture 1151 -0.9 0.6 5.8 -1.0 1.3 0.9 

GCE AS Level in Drama and Theatre Studies 2605 0.9 -0.6 -1.8 0.0 0.5 6.2 

GCE AS Level in Health and Social Care 2981 0.8 -4.2 -6.7 0.8 -2.8 -7.7 

GCE AS Level in ICT 2371 3.2 -14.7 2.3 1.9 -7.1 -1.9 

GCE AS Level in Mathematics 19592 -0.2 0.3 -10.8 -0.4 1.2 -5.1 

GCE AS Level in Sociology 13121 -0.5 -0.7 5.7 -1.0 0.7 1.1 

GCE AS Level Law 7376 -0.2 -0.8 -1.0 0.1 -0.3 -2.9 

GCE AS Level Media Studies 6314 1.0 -1.8 -3.8 0.0 0.3 -2.2 

GCE AS Level Music 1051 0.6 0.9 -5.8 -0.3 1.2 2.7 

GCE AS Level Philosophy 1965 -0.3 0.3 -5.7 -1.6 0.3 -1.6 

GCE AS Level Physical Education 3685 3.2 -3.9 -2.6 1.4 -1.1 -0.7 

GCE AS Level Physics 7858 1.0 -1.7 -10.1 0.4 -0.8 -6.2 

GCE AS Level Psychology 20047 0.5 -1.7 -2.0 0.2 -1.6 -2.6 

GCE AS Level Religious Studies 4829 0.5 -3.5 1.2 -0.2 -4.7 -4.4 

GCE AS Level Spanish 2007 0.1 -0.8 -6.4 0.4 -0.2 -1.8 

GCE AS level Use of Maths 2732 -0.2 3.2  -0.7 2.8  

 

Two measures of performance are included: success rates and points per completer (standard value 

added). A negative figure suggests that students perform less well than would be expected of 

similarly qualified students doing that subject nationally. A positive figure suggests they are doing 

better. What is interesting is that there are certain subjects where there appears to be a clear 

advantage in having a sole teacher. Note how in French the success rate drops with shared sets. In 

Physical Education there appears to be an advantage to a single teacher also.  Conversely there are 

subjects which seem to score more highly when taught by two teachers. These are fewer in number. 
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Figure 4.22: Success Rates and Points Per Completer by Subject and Teacher (A2 level) 

  Success Rate Points per Completer 

Name Count One Two Three One Two Three 

GCE A2 level - all subjects 150238 0.1 -0.1 -0.9 0.0 -1.1 -3.1 

GCE A2 Level Accounting 1157 0.7 1.7 -23.9 0.3 6.9 -38.6 

GCE A2 Level Art & Design - Fine Art 3755 0.1 0.3 -2.8 1.8 -3.8 -4.7 

GCE A2 Level Art & Design - Graphics 1261 -1.0 1.0 -7.6 -0.8 -1.4 -28.6 

GCE A2 Level Art & Design - Photography 3019 0.3 0.0 -0.3 0.3 -0.8 -13.4 

GCE A2 Level Art & Design - Textiles 1133 -1.1 2.6 2.1 -1.9 2.7 -17.3 

GCE A2 Level Biology 9201 -0.1 -0.1 -1.2 0.0 -3.3 -2.3 

GCE A2 Level Business Studies 5289 0.1 -0.8 0.1 1.7 -3.0 -10.6 

GCE A2 Level Chemistry 7730 -0.3 0.9 2.0 -0.7 1.0 0.8 

GCE A2 Level Classical Civilisation 1537 0.0 0.1  0.6 -1.2  

GCE A2 Level Computing 2931 0.7 -0.9 -29.5 1.5 -5.0 -28.8 

GCE A2 Level Drama and Theatre Studies 1970 0.4 0.3 -3.8 -3.2 5.0 5.4 

GCE A2 Level Economics 3874 0.4 -0.7 -1.7 0.7 -2.6 -6.8 

GCE A2 Level English Language 5964 0.1 -0.1 1.3 0.0 0.5 -6.0 

GCE A2 Level English Language & Literature 3850 0.0 0.6 1.2 -0.2 -2.3 3.4 

GCE A2 Level English Literature 7020 0.3 0.2 3.6 0.4 -0.1 -1.3 

GCE A2 Level Film Studies 2306 0.2 -0.7 -0.4 0.2 0.3 0.7 

GCE A2 Level French 1316 -0.2 0.8 3.5 1.3 -1.8 -12.6 

GCE A2 Level Further Mathematics 1812 0.7 0.5 -0.8 2.6 -3.2 -1.7 

GCE A2 Level Geography 4486 0.3 -0.7 0.1 -0.7 -0.8 3.4 

GCE A2 Level Government & Politics 2722 -0.1 0.0 1.5 -0.6 -1.8 2.3 

GCE A2 Level History 8476 0.4 -0.7 -2.4 -0.3 0.1 5.9 

GCE A2 Level in Health and Social Care 1748 0.3 -1.4  2.2 -5.0  

GCE A2 Level Law 4021 -0.2 -0.3 2.7 1.1 -7.6 -2.3 

GCE A2 Level Mathematics 12263 0.2 -0.4 -1.1 -1.2 -2.0 -15.1 

GCE A2 Level Media Studies 4205 0.2 0.3 -3.0 0.3 -1.8 0.7 

GCE A2 Level Philosophy 1010 -1.8 1.8 5.1 -2.7 2.3 5.5 

GCE A2 Level Physical Education 2115 0.2 1.2 -2.6 -0.3 1.8 -1.7 

GCE A2 Level Physics 4545 0.4 -0.8 -4.0 -0.2 -1.9 0.6 

GCE A2 Level Psychology 11454 0.1 -0.4 -1.0 0.3 -2.3 -6.9 

GCE A2 Level Religious Studies 2965 -0.2 -0.6 5.9 -0.9 -1.3 8.0 

GCE A2 Level Sociology 7267 0.0 0.9 2.2 -0.4 -0.4 7.8 

GCE A2 Level Spanish 1243 -0.3 0.3 7.5 0.5 -1.4 1.8 

GCE A2 Level Use of Maths 1124 0.1 0.5  0.8 -7.8  

 

My guess is that we should not get too carried away with the analysis here. What this data does is 

give us the starting point for a discussion at several levels. We could discuss a general college 

approach to the sharing of sets. One might suggest that sharing between three is perhaps best 

reserved for emergencies. We could also consider what number of teachers best suits a particular 

specification. What number of teachers suits the timetable model a college has, and what mix of 

teachers best matches the skills of the teachers we have at our disposal.  Figure 4.23 provides one 

final summary which shows us why we should be cautious in this context. It lists each subject at both 

AS and A2 level and notes whether subjects perform best when taught by one or two teachers. 

There are some subjects where there is a difference at AS and A2, which might reflect the different 

nature of year one or year two, but should certainly guard us against over-interpreting the data. 
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Figure 4.23: Student progress and number of teachers: AS and A2 level  

 AS 
level 

A2 
level 

Accounting Two Two 

Applied Life Sciences One Two 

Art & Design - Fine Art One One 

Art & Design - Graphics One One 

Art & Design - Photography One One 

Art & Design - Textiles One Two 

Biology One One 

Business Studies One One 

Chemistry Two Two 

Computing One One 

Design & Technology Two Two 

Economics One One 

English One Two 

English Language & Literature One One 

English Literature One One 

Film Studies Two Two 

French One One 

Further Mathematics Two One 

Geography Two One 

Geology Two Two 

Government & Politics Two One 

History Two Two 

Applied Business One Two 

Classical Civilisation Two One 

Communication and Culture Two Two 

Drama and Theatre Studies Two Two 

Health and Social Care One One 

Information and Communication Technology One Two 

Mathematics Two One 

Sociology Two Equal 

Law One One 

Media Studies Two One 

Music Two Two 

Philosophy Two Two 

Physical Education One Two 

Physics One One 

Psychology One One 

Religious Studies One One 

Spanish One One 

Use of Maths Two One 
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Section Five: Understanding and interpreting six dimensions 

reports   

Six dimensions reports provide an extended value added analysis of performance in an individual 

school or college. Whereas traditional value added models restrict themselves to examining points 

gained per exam completed, six dimensions reports consider a much wider basket of measures of 

performance, and the analysis encompasses all students who started courses, not just those that 

reached the end. 

Core reports for college and subject performance all follow the same basic structure: 

1. Student profile 

2. Value added analysis 

3. Performance by prior attainment band 

4. Four year trend analysis 

The idea here is to give management and subject teams the opportunity to examine the context in 

terms of the characteristics of the students a department or college is dealing with, explore multiple 

dimensions of performance, explore performance across the prior attainment spectrum and 

examine performance over time. 

Student profile 

 

The student profile data is provided to give a sense of what the profile is in a particular institution, 

how this is changing, and how it relates to national patterns. In our example here we see an 

interesting switch in the gender profile, and a steady increase in the proportion of very well qualified 

students taking the subject. 

 

The prior attainment profile is summarised in the graph above. The right hand bar is the national 

profile of all students taking the qualification concerned. The blue section represents those with an 
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e
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Non-
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GCSE

% % % % % % %
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2009-10 193 53 47 98 2 20 36 44 6.5

2010-11 234 44 56 96 4 20 33 47 6.5
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average GCSE score below 5.8; the red section represents those students with an average GCSE 

score of 6.7 or above. In our example, we can immediately see whether the profile is in line with 

what is typical nationally. We also see the increase in the proportion of well qualified students taking 

the subject. Department heads often comment on how their students relate to those found in the 

subject nationally – this analysis will allow such discussions to be based on actual evidence. 

 

Value Added Analysis 

The value added analysis section is where we present the outcomes for the current year in terms of 

the eight dimensions of performance. 

 

 

In the data presentation, national performance is represented by the zero line. When a blue or red 

bar extends above or below the zero line, it indicates that performance is different to the national 

average.  

The yellow shaded area represents the middle 50% of sixth form colleges. The upper limit of this 

yellow zone is the 75th percentile, the lower limit of the yellow zone is the 25th percentile. If a bar 

extends beyond this shaded area, it indicates that performance is in the top or bottom quarter 

nationally. 

Position Interpretation 

Above 75th percentile Scores above the 75th percentile are in the top 
quarter nationally 

Between 25th and 75th percentile This is, broadly speaking, ‘normal’ performance. 
Scores in this range are in the middle 50% of 
colleges 

Below 25th percentile Scores below the 25th percentile are in the 
bottom quarter nationally 
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The red lines indicate the limits of one standard deviation around the national line. 68% of scores 

will fall within this zone. A bar extending above this would be in the top 16% nationally. 

In our example here, the department is not performing particularly well. We see that attendance is 

1% above what would be expected in this particular subject for the profile of students the 

department is serving. Retention is some way below expectation, though achievement is close to the 

national line (again, a standard based on national patterns of prior attainment, retention and 

achievement). The success rate is some 5% below what would be expected. We see the bar for 

success extends below the yellow zone, indicating that this performance is in the bottom 25% 

nationally. The high grades of starters figure is particularly worrying. Imagine a class of 25 students 

starting a course in September. In this department three fewer would achieve a high grade than 

would be typical nationally. Remember that this is high grades of starters: covering all the students 

on the course, rather than just those that completed the course. Getting a high grade is a powerful 

thing in terms of life chances for students. If in every class, three fewer students are getting a high 

grade than would be expected, that is real cause for concern. 

The subject level reports use three different points measures to explore performance:  

a. Points per starter (PPS) – of those that start the course, is the number of QCA points gained per 

student typical for the subject in question and the prior attainment profile of the students. 

b. Points per completer (PPC) – of those that finish the course is the number of QCA points gained 

per student typical for the subject in question and the prior attainment profile of the students. 

c. Points per achiever (PPA) – of those that pass the qualification, is the number of QCA points 

gained per student typical for the subject in question and the prior attainment profile of the 

students. 

The points measures use QCA points, which means that the scale used for AS level is different to that 

used for A level. In the AS analysis 15 points is equal to a grade, in the A level analysis 30 points is 

equal to a grade. 

AS level points 
(15 points = one grade) 

A level points 
(30 points = one grade) 

% of a grade per student Fraction of a grade per 
student 

0 0 0  

1 2 7%  1/15 

2 4 13% 2/15 

3 6 20%  1/5 

4 8 27% 4/15 

5 10 33% 1/3 

6 12 40% 2/5 

7 14 47% 7/15 

8 16 53% 8/15 

9 18 60% 3/5 

10 20 67% 2/3 

11 22 73% 11/15 

12 24 80% 4/5 

13 26 87% 13/15 

14 28 93% 14/15 

15 30 100% 1/1 
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It is also vitally important to (literally) get a sense of proportion when interpreting scores. If there 

were only twenty students on a course, then each student represents 5% of the total. On such a 

course, a cohort could be 4% below the national rate, but would have been above the national rate 

if one more student has achieved the qualification. Even with much larger cohorts it is important to 

get a sense of how many additional ‘passes’ would have been required to achieve the national 

average, 75th percentile and so forth. 

For example, a sociology cohort of 250 students at a large sixth form college achieves a success rate 

of 85.2%, but the value added success rates model expects it to achieve 88.3%: it is 3.1% below the 

national average. As there are 250 students, each percentage point represents 2.5 students. 3.1% 

equates to eight students. If eight more students had passed the qualification, the college would 

have scored a positive figure and been above the national average. Of course, in this instance there 

are 37 students who were not successful. The department needs to explore their case histories for 

clues as to how the department might have responded better to the needs of the students 

concerned. The discussion the department then needs to have is about the 37 students who were 

not successful and what could be done to drive-up success rates in the future. 

Performance by Prior attainment band 

In the performance by prior attainment band section we return to the graphical presentation we 

used when exploring the relationship between prior attainment, subject and student outcomes. The 

shaded background represents national performance in a subject; the narrow bars represent 

performance in an individual subject. 

 

Note that the display includes the number of students that started the course in each band. We 

should be very cautious about over-interpretation if the sample size in a particular band is small. For 

example, in the 4.0-4.7 band in the above, there are only four students, so each will represent 25% 

of the total. It is performance in the bands where the majority of students lie that will prove most 

useful. 

It does, however, give us a really clear idea of what happens nationally, and if performance (for good 

or bad) is significantly different to what happens nationally in a number of bands, then we need to 

know why. 
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Four year trend analysis 

 

The final presentation of data contrasts raw and value added performance. The value added scores 

are colour coded. Performance in the bottom quarter uses a blue font, performance in the middle 

half uses a black font, and performance in the top quarter is represented by a red font.    

 

Programmes of Study reports: programme completion and achievement 

The programmes of study reports look at the performance of students over two years. They take as 

their starting points students starting a two-year programme of study, and examine how many 

students stayed for the full two years, and how successful they were in gaining qualifications at the 

end of two years. The analysis looks at those students who started a programme of three or more A 

levels, or BTEC equivalents. Some of the students follow a ‘pure BTEC course’, usually a three A level 

equivalent extended diploma, others pursue a mix of A levels and BTEC qualifications, some pursue a 

pure A level programme. As the model reports on the number of qualifications students achieve, 

general studies has been removed from the analysis, as it would distort the analysis in favour of the 

small number of colleges that continue to enter students for general studies.  

In this analysis students on these varying curriculum pathways are grouped together, as the 

intention is for colleges to be able to see the proportion of students achieving various things at 

different points in the prior attainment spectrum, regardless of the route they were enrolled on.  

There are two different programmes of study reports: programme completion and programme 

achievement: 

Programme completion reports have three key measures, all based on the number of students who 

start Year 12: 

1. Proportion of students completing Year 12 

2. Proportion of students starting Year 13 

3. Proportion of students completing Year 13 

Programme achievement reports have three key measures, all based on the number of students 

who start Year 12: 

1. Proportion of students achieving two or more A levels or BTEC equivalents 

2. Proportion of students achieving three or more A levels or BTEC equivalents 

3. Proportion of students achieving four or more A levels or BTEC equivalents 

 

 

 (4) Four Year Trend Analysis

Starts Att Ret Ach Succ High PPS Att Ret Ach Succ High PPS

2008-09 191 100.0 97.4 97.4 3.7 4.0 7.1

2009-10 193 98.4 98.9 97.4 2.1 5.6 7.1

2010-11 234 95.4 97.9 96.5 94.4 62.8 54.1 2.0 1.5 3.0 3.9 7.9 4.0

2011-12

Raw Performance Value Added Performance
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Programme Completion Analysis 

 

This graph summarises the overall performance of an institution, which is represented by a red bar. 

If the bar extends above the zero line, it indicates that more were retained than would be expected. 

If a bar extended below the line, it suggests that fewer students than would have been expected had 

been retained. If the red bar is close to or at zero, it suggests that performance is as would be 

expected for students with that prior attainment profile. The yellow background represents 

performance in the middle half of colleges. If a bar extends above this yellow zone, it indicates that a 

cohort is in the top quarter nationally. If a bar extends below the yellow zone, it suggests a college is 

in the bottom quarter nationally. The graph reports in percentages. In the illustration above, the 

college performs particularly well in terms of the proportion of students that enter Year 13, despite 

the fact that the proportion of students completing year 12 is entirely average. It suggests that far 

fewer students than would be expected leave between Year 12 and Year 13. 

Programme Completion by Prior Attainment 

The retention analysis by prior attainment graph explores performance across the prior attainment 

spectrum. The background shading represents national performance, and the thin ‘lollipop sticks’ 

represent performance in the individual institution. Performance is divided into four possible 

outcomes: leaving during Year 12, leaving between Year 12 and 13, leaving during Year 13, and 

retained. 
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Programme achievement analysis 

Six dimensions reports have three measures of achievement at student level.  

 

 

As with all six dimensions analysis, the expected level of performance is adjusted according to the 

prior attainment profile of the students involved. A score of zero suggests performance exactly in 

line with national standards. 

The relationship between the three measures can often prove interesting. Figure 5.4 shows the 

scores for a college which is getting a perfectly respectable proportion of its students to achieve at 

least two A levels, is above average for achieving at least three A levels, but a little off the pace when 

it comes to the proportion of students achieving four or more A levels. 

Figure 5.5: Whole student success by prior attainment band 
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Equal Opportunities Monitoring Reports 

The equal opportunities monitoring reports compare success rates in a particular college with the 

patterns found nationally. In the reports, national performance is represented by the cream 

coloured bars, performance in the individual college is represented by black bars. The score in the 

college is given in red. 

 Equal opportunities monitoring  - extract from an example report 

 

It is worth being clear about what the national lines and college bars represent. Both bars have been 

adjusted for prior attainment and subject choice. At national level, the line reports on the question 

‘does the equality and diversity group in question perform in line with performance for all students 

in terms of success rates once prior attainment and subject choice have been taken into account.’ In 

the extract above we see that the national performance for male and female students is so close to 

the national line that there is no cream bar extending above or below the zero line. There are a few 

categories where national performance is above what would be expected, and we see a cream bar 

extending from the zero line: White –Irish students and Asian-Chinese for example. Including these 

national variations allows us to avoid lazy assumptions about how well groups perform. It is often 

assumed that black groups in particular underperform in the English educational system. A college 

may explain away underperformance among black students by reference to the idea that such 

underperformance is normal. The background national data in the equality and diversity graphs 

reveals the true patterns of performance.  

The performance in a particular college is overlaid on the national picture, and represented by the 

black bars. If a black bar extends out of the cream bar, it means that performance is more extreme 

than is found nationally. In the figure above we see that Asian – Chinese students have a success 

rate 7.2+ above what would be expected of similarly qualified students doing similar subjects 

nationally. Perhaps much more significant for this college is the figure for Asian – Bangladeshi 

students, which is well short of what would be expected nationally, and in contrast to Bangladeshi 

student nationally, who perform in line with expectation once prior attainment and subject are 

factored in. Note also that this college has a large cohort of Bangladeshi students (483 starts), so we 

cannot explain away difference to national performance by saying that the cohort is very small, and 

therefore any variation is statistically meaningless. 
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The whole college reporting also includes a summary of performance by equality and diversity 

category across three key measures: retention, success and points per completer. It also reports on 

programmes of study measures. 

Six Dimensions of Performance Report 
                 

 Example College: E&D Summary Report 2013-14          
                 

 Performance by high level equality and diversity category: 2013-14 outcomes: GCE AS level 

    Retention Success Points Per Completer   

  Starts Act Exp 
Act-
Exp Nat Act Exp 

Act-
Exp Nat Act Exp 

Act-
Exp Nat   

 All 3098 96.3 96.1 0.2 0.0 86.4 87.6 -1.1 0.0 45.0 45.7 -0.7 0.4   

 Female 1596 96.0 96.3 -0.3 -0.4 88.8 89.8 -1.0 -0.6 48.1 48.4 -0.4 0.0   

 Male 1501 96.7 95.9 0.8 0.5 83.9 85.2 -1.3 0.8 41.7 42.9 -1.1 0.9   

 White 2803 96.3 96.1 0.1 0.1 86.6 87.7 -1.1 -0.3 45.1 45.8 -0.6 0.6   

 All BME 294.3 97.2 96.0 1.2 -0.3 84.7 86.4 -1.7 1.0 43.6 45.3 -1.7 -0.2   

 

This report provides a highly effective way to monitor performance, as the outcomes for each 

category are placed alongside each other with direct reference to how the group in question 

performs nationally. The extract below examines the data for retention. 

 

 

 

 

 

The Act column gives, in effect, the raw retention rate for the college in question. The Exp column 

indicates the level of performance that would be expected of similarly qualified students pursuing 

the same courses nationally. The Act-Exp column indicates whether performance at the college is 

above or below national rates. The Nat column is designed to show whether the group in question 

tends to do well nationally, and provides a useful reference point for the college score. 
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Performance by qualification by teacher 

In the performance by qualification by teacher reports there is a line for each individual teacher 

relating to each qualification that they deliver. If they teach at AS and A2 level, there will be two 

separate lines, and if they teach on two or more different specifications these will generate 

individual lines. The analysis does not take performance down to individual class level. The reports 

contain two sets of measures: raw outcomes and value added outcomes. The raw measures are the 

outcomes before any adjustment is made for prior attainment. The value added outcomes look at 

performance once it has been adjusted for prior attainment and subject choice. In the value added 

measures, performance in line with national expectations for similarly qualified students following 

the course in question is represented by zero. A score above zero suggests that performance is 

above national expectation, a score below zero suggests performance below national expectation  

The colour coding used in this report is different from that elsewhere used in the six dimensions 

analysis. 

In the measures that are expressed in percentages (Attendance, Retention, Achievement, 

Success, and High Grades), if a score is 5% or more above expectation it is coloured red, and 

if it is 5% or more below expectation it is coloured blue. 

In the measures that are expressed in grades, if performance is half a grade per student 

above expectation (7.5 points at AS level, 15 points at A level) it is coloured red, and if it is 

half a grade per entry below expectation it is coded blue. 

 

 

 

Nick Allen, 13/06/16 

 

 

---End--- 


