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 Pupil Premium Strategy Statement 2018-19 

1. Summary information  

School St Martin’s Catholic Academy 

Academic Year 2018-
19 

Total PP budget £106,465 Date of most recent PP Review: February 2019 (SLT 
meeting to ratify strategies) 

Total number of pupils 695 Number of pupils eligible for PP 104 Date for next internal review of this strategy 05/19 

2. Current attainment  

NB: 12 students counted towards our final 2016/17 figures, while 15 counted 
towards our final 2017-18 figures 

Pupils eligible for PP (your 
school) 

Pupils not eligible for PP (national 
average)  

Progress 8 score average (2016-17) -0.28 0.11 

Attainment 8 score average (2016-17) 42.2 49.8 

Progress 8 score average (2017-18) -0.41* 0.13 

Attainment 8 score average (2017-18) 42.2* 50.1 

*These figures do not fully reflect the GCSE performance of the cohort because their GCSE Religious Studies, by virtue of being sat in Y10 under the pre-
reformed (legacy) grading system, did not contribute.  Had it done so, the P8 figure would be -0.24 and the A8 figure 44.0 

3. Barriers to future attainment (for pupils eligible for PP) 

In-school barriers (issues to be addressed in school, such as poor literacy skills) 

A.  Students taking GCSE PE having little access to a suitable variety of sports 

B.  Students unable to stay behind after school due to transport issues 

C.  Significant number of PP students with relatively low numeracy/literacy skills 

 

External barriers (issues which also require action outside school, such as low attendance rates) 

D.  Parental engagement 
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4. Desired outcomes (desired outcomes and how they will be 
measured) 

Success criteria 

A.  Improved progress in GCSE PE for PP students At least 50% to meet Benchmark grade 

B.  Increased number of PP students signing up for free minibus home Average of 8+ PP students utilising each week 

C.  Improved basic skills 75+% reaching Benchmark grades (KS4); 80+% making 2+ subgrades’ 
progress in English+Maths (KS3) 

D.  Improved parental attendance at key events (e.g. Parents’ Evenings) 80% attendance 

5. Planned expenditure  

 Academic year 2018-19 

i. Quality of teaching for all 

Desired outcome Chosen action / 

approach 

What is the evidence and 

rationale for this choice? 

How will you ensure it is 

implemented well? 

Staff lead When will you review 

implementation? 

C.  Improved basic skills  DI class/small group 

teaching (KS3); 

Enhanced Learning 

classes (KS4) 

Evidence: KS2 data and internal 

assessment data 

Rationale: DI facilitates rapid progress 

with basic skills; EL enables more focus 

on Maths and English for students in 

need of it 

Having DI classes delivered by lead 

practitioner in the area; EL classes 

to be overseen by heads of very 

successful Maths and English 

departments 

Miss Sanders 

(DI) 

Mr Myles (EL – 

Maths) 

Mrs Smart (EL – 

English) 

Termly (staff leads to feed back 

at SLT meetings) 

Total budgeted cost £101,162 

ii. Targeted support 

Desired outcome Chosen action / 

approach 

What is the evidence and 

rationale for this choice? 

How will you ensure it is 

implemented well? 

Staff lead When will you review 

implementation? 

A.  Improved progress in 

GCSE PE 

Funding access to more 

niche sports 

Underachievement of PP students in 

GCSE PE in 2017-18, linked to such 

students only having access to a limited 

number of disciplines 

Moderation of student performances Mr Mitchell-Issitt Post-mocks (Feb) 
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Total budgeted cost £585 

iii. Other approaches 

Desired outcome Chosen action / 

approach 

What is the evidence and 

rationale for this choice? 

How will you ensure it is 

implemented well? 

Staff lead When will you review 

implementation? 

B.  Increase in PP 

students signing up for 

free minibus 

Waiving fee for late 

minibus for PP students 

Subsidised minibus places in first two 

terms 2017-18 saw low uptake, but 

waiving the fee in final term saw 

improvement 

Registers for minibus/twilight study 

sessions 

Mr Dixon Half-termly 

D.  Improved parental 

engagement 

Targeted communication; 

minibus for parents 

Research suggests parental engagement 

significantly affects academic progress 

Logging and monitoring attendance Mr Dixon After relevant events 

Total budgeted cost £3400 

 

ADDITIONAL PLANNED SPEND 2018-19: 

 

2xPP training sessions with MAT early 2019 = £95 

Mentoring for PP+ students to address social/emotional needs rather than ‘closing the gap’ = £4446 

Text Message attendance project = £410 

SLT member’s monitoring of PP (avg. 2hrs per week) = £4072 

Attendance officer’s monitoring of PP attendance (incl meetings, letters, reporting etc) = £1890 
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6. Review of expenditure  

Previous Academic Year 2017-18 

i. Quality of teaching for all 

Desired 

outcome 

Chosen action / 

approach 

Estimated impact: Did you meet the 

success criteria? Include impact on pupils 

not eligible for PP, if appropriate. 

Lessons learned  

(and whether you will continue with this approach) 

Cost 

1)  Improved literacy 

skills for identified 

students 

Nurture groups in Y7-9, 

with input from trained 

DI specialist 

PARTIALLY MET: 60% of Y8s with a reading age gap 

narrowed it, but only 33% narrowed their spelling age 

gap.  For Y9, 50% narrowed their reading age gap 

(spelling age wasn’t measured).  A change of method 

for testing reading in Y7 makes it hard to assess 

progress by that measure, but progress shown through 

internal testing in English was positive, with all PP 

students making at least a whole grade’s progress 

between entrance assessment and end-of-year 

assessment. 

 

Not to focus too narrowly on limited testing to assess progress, but 

to employ a range of measures to glean a fuller picture.  One aim 

in improving literacy is to help students access the curriculum, so 

impact on performance across the curriculum has validity in terms 

of evaluating effectiveness of spend 

 

 

 

 

£50000 2) 75% of identified 

students to at least 

reach threshold 

standard in Eng/Maths 

Enhanced Learning 

classes in option blocks 
NOT MET – 25% managed this, with a further 25% 

reaching the threshold in one subject but not the other. 

Target was too arbitrary – while we strive for all students to reach 

the threshold standards, those with the lowest prior attainment are 

most likely to fall short 
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ii. Targeted support 

Desired 

outcome 

Chosen action / 

approach 

Estimated impact: Did you meet the 

success criteria? Include impact on pupils 

not eligible for PP, if appropriate. 

Lessons learned  

(and whether you will continue with this approach) 

Cost 

3)  Strong attendance 

from PP students at 

twilight tuitions 

Subsidised minibus to 

transport students 

home 

NOT MET: Budget cuts meant we had to resort to 

charging £2 to subsidise twilight minibus – this proved 

prohibitive for many PP students.  We waived the fee in 

the final term and saw better attendance. 

If we want PP students to attend twilight sessions, we cannot 

afford to charge them for transport.  PP students will not be 

charged to use the twilight minibus if staying for intervention in 

2018-19. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

£12000 4)  Improved 

attendance 

Appointment of new 

attendance officer and 

review of attendance 

policy 

MET: PP attendance rose from 90.2% in 2016-17 to 

92.7% in 2017-18.  Among <90% attenders in 2016-17, 

12/15 students on the PP register for both years 

increased their average attendance, while 5/7 students 

whose 16/17 attendance was between 70-85% (our 

main focus in the 17/18 Strategy Statement) increased 

their YoY attendance by 5+ percentage points.  

Removal of the same individual outlier from both years’ 

figures would show more significant improvement. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Having an allocated staff member able to focus solely on 

attendance is invaluable.  We have developed this staff member’s 

role and appointed a new Assistant Principal, part of whose remit 

is to oversee attendance matters and act swiftly to address issues.  
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iii. Other approaches 

Desired 

outcome 

Chosen action / 

approach 

Estimated impact: Did you meet the 

success criteria? Include impact on pupils 

not eligible for PP, if appropriate. 

Lessons learned  

(and whether you will continue with this approach) 

Cost 

3+4 Mentors for identified 

Y11 students, inc. all 

PP 

Student feedback was again positive, and many 

students at the start of this year not initially assigned a 

mentor have asked for one.  As described above, we 

did not succeed with desired outcome 3, but had more 

success with desired outcome 4. Conversations with 

students suggested many felt improved well-being 

through mentoring, which will have made a contribution 

to attendance.  The PP attendance figures for the 

mentored don’t show a clear contribution to attendance 

(only a small rise in overall attendance among those 

with low attendance the previous year), but the absence 

of counterfactual evidence means we can’t know how 

not being mentored would have affected the figures. 

Mentoring will continue as a contributor to overall student well-

being, but will no longer be factored into the broad PP budget as it 

is difficult to justify the costings when unable to quantitatively 

pinpoint its effects.  Mentoring will remain part of the targeted 

spend taken from the PP+ budget for the students covered by it 

£20644 
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