Initial analysis of summer school programme 2009/10 

This document provides an overview of the annual summer school administrative data return for provision in 2009/10. Where possible comparisons are drawn with equivalent results for 2008/09 data. 
The majority of the analysis reports the number and proportion of the participants which fall into different groups. However analysis of POLAR2 and IDACI measures also report participation rates. It should be noted that participation rates for the 2009/10 data are calculated using data from the 2008/09 pupil level annual school census (PLASC), part of the national pupil database; pupils aged 14 at the start of the 2008/09 academic year (hence aged 15 at the start of the 2009/10 academic year) are used to estimate the population, and used as the denominators in participation rate calculations. This is different to how population denominators were calculated for previous years of the programme, which made use HEFCE’s young participation population datasets. Because of this, direct comparison of participation rates in 2008/09 and 2009/10 should not be made.
It should be noted when reading this analysis that levels of funding for the Summer Schools scheme differed between partnerships and therefore between regions. Funding was allocated against the same formula used to distribute funding for the main Aimhigher programme.

Data returned

Data were returned for all applicants to the summer school programme in 2009/10. Data from three funding streams where collected; Aimhigher ring-fenced summer school funded applicants; Aimhigher mainstream funded applicants; HEFCE matched funded applicants.
Tables 1 to 3 show the amount of summer school provision, measured as the number and percentage of summer schools, participants, and participant days, provided in 2008/09 and 2009/10 across each of the three funding streams. Across all measures there has been an increase in provision in 2009/10 compared with 2008/09. Provision funded through the mainstream Aimhigher budget exhibited the largest proportional increase, although this started from a lower base. The largest absolute increase is found for provision funded via the HEFCE ring-fenced Aimhigher summer school budget. Just over half of all provision in both years is funded via this budget.
Table 1: Number and percentage of summer schools by funding stream

	
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	Percentage
	Number
	Percentage

	Aimhigher ring-fenced
	162
	51
	203
	52

	Aimhigher mainstream
	18
	6
	40
	10

	Matched funded
	140
	44
	150
	38

	All
	320
	100
	393
	100


Table 2: Number and percentage of summer school participants by funding stream
	
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	Percentage
	Number
	Percentage

	Aimhigher ring-fenced
	5,165
	51
	6,185
	51

	Aimhigher mainstream
	629
	6
	1,107
	9

	Matched funded
	4,321
	43
	4,905
	40

	All
	10,115
	100
	12,197
	100


Table 3: Number and percentage of summer school participant days by funding stream
	
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	Percentage
	Number
	Percentage

	Aimhigher ring-fenced
	19,119
	50
	23,146
	51

	Aimhigher mainstream
	2,092
	5
	3,486
	8

	Matched funded
	16,844
	44
	18,467
	41

	All
	38,055
	100
	45,099
	100


The data return for 2009/10 required that all Aimhigher partnerships returned data on applicants to Aimhigher mainstream funded summer schools. This was not a requirement in 2008/09, although some partnerships did provide such data in that year. Table 4 shows those partnerships that returned participant data for Aimhigher mainstream funded summer schools. A total of eight partnerships, plus an FE college, provided data for 2008/09, while eight partnerships, some of them different to those which returned data in 2008/09, returned data in 2009/10.

Table 4: Number of Aimhigher partnerships that returned applicant data for Aimhigher summer schools funded through the Aimhigher mainstream budget

	Aimhigher partnership/collective
	2008/09
	2009/10

	Doncaster College
	13
	0

	Norfolk
	0
	188

	Suffolk
	0
	23

	Bedfordshire and Luton
	0
	179

	East Midlands
	0
	177

	London West, Central and North
	9
	0

	Milton Keynes, Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire
	30
	0

	Hampshire and the Isle of Wight
	425
	423

	Sussex
	32
	25

	Kent and Medway
	49
	52

	Shropshire
	6
	0

	Birmingham and Solihull
	3
	40

	Aspire
	62
	0

	All
	629
	1107


Nature of summer school

Duration
Summer schools in 2009/10 were typically three to five days in length, with such summer schools accounting for 83 per cent of all summer schools run that year. The distributions of summer school durations across the different funding sources are similar. Also, the distribution of summer school durations in 2009/10 is similar to that in 2008/09 with perhaps a suggestion that summer schools became slightly shorter. However more summer schools of each duration (with the exception of 7 day long summer schools) were run in 2009/10 than in 2008/09.
Similarly, the majority of participants (88 per cent) in 2009/10 attended summer schools which lasted between three to five days in length (Table 5).
Table 5: Summer school provision by duration

	Duration (days)
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Summer schools
	Participants
	Summer schools
	Participants

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	1 to 2
	39
	12
	760
	8
	52
	13
	1,147
	9

	3 to 5
	266
	83
	8,928
	88
	326
	83
	10,780
	88

	5 to 7
	15
	5
	427
	4
	15
	4
	270
	2

	All
	320
	100
	10,115
	100
	393
	100
	12,197
	100


Note: Numbers include provision funded by ring-fenced summer school budget, Aimhigher mainstream budget and matched funded budget.
Residential versus non-residential

Table 6 shows there was little difference between 2008/09 and 2009/10 in the proportion of summer schools which were residential, but that there was an increase in the number of residential and non-residential summer schools in 2009/10. This is the case within and across all funding streams.

In terms of participants, the proportion attending residential summer schools decreased slightly, both overall and within each funding stream. However the number of participants attending residential and non-residential summer schools actually increased in 2009/10 compared to 2008/09.

Table 6: Residential and non-residential summer school provision

	
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Summer schools
	Participants
	Summer schools
	Participants

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	Residential
	215
	57
	7,204
	71
	260
	66
	8,387
	69

	Non-residential
	105
	33
	2,911
	29
	133
	34
	3,810
	31

	All
	320
	100
	10,115
	100
	393
	100
	12,197
	100


Note: Numbers includes provision funded by ring-fenced summer school budget, mainstream Aimhigher budget and matched funded budget.
Specialist versus general

Table 7 shows that there was an increase in the number and proportion of specialist summer schools run in 2009/10 compared to 2008/09. This is the case overall and within each funding stream. There was also a slight increase the number of non-specialist summer schools.

A similar pattern is found for participants of specialist summer schools, with increases in both the number and proportion. There has been a fall in the number and proportion of participants attending non-specialist summer schools. This is concentrated in the Aimhigher mainstream and matched funded summer schools; ring-fenced funded summer schools saw an increase in the number of participants attending non-specialist summer schools in 2009/10 compared to 2008/09.

Table 7: Specialist and non-specialist summer school provision

	
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Summer schools
	Participants
	Summer schools
	Participants

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	Specialist
	197
	62
	5,590
	55
	267
	68
	7,683
	63

	Non-specialist
	123
	38
	4,525
	45
	126
	32
	4,514
	37

	All
	320
	100
	10,115
	100
	393
	100
	12,197
	100


Note: Numbers includes provision funded by ring-fenced summer school budget, mainstream Aimhigher budget and matched funded budget.
Nature of participants

Sex

Tables 8 to 10 show the number and distribution of participants by sex on Aimhigher ring-fenced, Aimhigher mainstream and matched funded summer schools respectively. For all three funding streams the proportion of female participants is higher than the proportion of male participants. 
In all three funding streams there where more male and female participants in 2009/10 than in 2008/09. However the proportion of female participants remained the same (Aimhigher ring-fenced) or increased slightly in 2009/10.
Table 8: Participation on Aimhigher ring-fenced funded summer schools by sex

	
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	Female
	3,202
	62
	3,868
	62

	Male
	1,963
	38
	2,315
	37

	All
	5,165
	100
	6,183
	100


Note: Table excludes those for which no sex information was returned.
Table 9: Participation on Aimhigher mainstream funded summer schools by sex

	
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	Female
	379
	60
	700
	63

	Male
	250
	40
	405
	37

	All
	629
	100
	1,105
	100


Note: Table excludes those for which no sex information was returned.
Table 10: Participation on matched funded summer schools by sex

	
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	Female
	2,439
	56
	2,809
	60

	Male
	1,877
	43
	2,096
	40

	All
	4,316
	100
	4,905
	100


Note: Table excludes those for which no sex information was returned.
School year

Tables 11 to 13 show the number and distribution of participants by the school year they were in when they participated, for each funding stream.
Half of all participants in Aimhigher ring-fenced funded summer schools were in school year 10, the penultimate year of compulsory education. A further quarter were in school year 11, the final year of compulsory education. These proportions did not change substantially between 2008/09 and 2009/10, although the number of participants from each school year did increase in 2009/10.

The distribution of participants in Aimhigher mainstream funded summer schools was different, with three quarters of participants being in school year 10, and a further 10 per cent being in school year 11. Very few were in school year 9. Again the proportions remained constant over time but the numbers increased in 2009/10 for each school year.

The distribution of participants in mainstream funded summer schools was different to both forms of Aimhigher funded summer school, with much higher proportions being in school year 12, the first year of post-16 education. The proportion in year 12 increased in 2009/10 to 40 per cent, compared to 31 per cent in 2008/09. The number of participants in school years 9, 10 and 12 increased in 2009/10, but the number in school year 11 fell.
Table 11: Participation on Aimhigher ring-fenced funded summer schools by school year when attended
	School year
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	9
	321
	6
	344
	6

	10
	2,587
	50
	3,283
	53

	11
	1,416
	27
	1,360
	22

	12
	836
	16
	1,165
	19

	All
	5,160
	100
	6,152
	100


Note: Table excludes those for which no school year information was returned.
Table 12: Participation on Aimhigher mainstream funded summer schools by school year when attended

	School year
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	9
	14
	2
	15
	1

	10
	466
	75
	793
	74

	11
	64
	10
	117
	11

	12
	81
	13
	142
	13

	All
	625
	100
	1,067
	100


Note: Table excludes those for which no school year information was returned.
Table 13: Participation on matched funded summer schools by school year when attended

	School year
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	9
	424
	10
	608
	13

	10
	1,1368
	32
	1,333
	28

	11
	1,108
	26
	888
	19

	12
	1,312
	31
	1,878
	40

	All
	4,212
	100
	4,707
	100


Note: Table excludes those for which no school year information was returned.
Disability

Tables 14 to 16 show the number and distribution of participants by self reported disability on Aimhigher ring-fenced, Aimhigher mainstream and matched funded summer schools respectively. Roughly 1 in 20 participants on Aimhigher ring-fenced funded summer schools and matched funded summer schools reported having a disability.

This compares to roughly 1 in 10 participants of Aimhigher mainstream budget summer schools reporting having a disability. These proportions remained roughly the same in 2008/09 and 2009/10.
Table 14: Participation on Aimhigher ring-fenced funded summer schools by self reported disability

	
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	Disability
	261
	5
	301
	5

	No disability
	4,843
	95
	5,884
	95

	All
	5,104
	100
	6,185
	100


Note: Table excludes those for which no disability information was returned.
Table 15: Participation on Aimhigher mainstream funded summer schools by self reported disability

	
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	Disability
	62
	10
	100
	9

	No disability
	560
	90
	992
	91

	All
	622
	100
	1,092
	100


Note: Table excludes those for which no disability information was returned.
Table 16: Participation on matched funded summer schools by self reported disability

	
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	Disability
	224
	5
	311
	6

	No disability
	4,082
	95
	4,594
	94

	All
	4,306
	100
	4,905
	100


Note: Table excludes those for which no disability information was returned.
Ethnicity

Tables 17 to 19 show the number and distribution of participants by ethnicity on Aimhigher ring-fenced, Aimhigher mainstream and matched funded summer schools respectively. Across all funding streams the majority, around seven in ten, of participants are White. People of Asian and Black ethnicity account for the largest proportions of ethnic minority groups, between five and 15 per cent.
Aimhigher funded summer schools (ring-fenced and mainstream funded) had a decline in the proportion of White participants from 2008/09 to 2009/10. For ring-fenced funded summer schools this reduction has translated to an increase in the proportion of participants from most ethnic minority groups in 2009/10. For mainstream funded summer schools there was an increase in the proportion of people refusing to provide the information in 2009/10, and we see no increase in the proportions of ethnic minority groups participating in 2009/10. Mainstream funded summer schools also have a relatively high proportion of participants, about one in ten, who do not know their ethnic group.

Matched funded summer schools had an increase in the proportion of White participants in 2009/10, and a reduction in the proportion from ethnic minority groups, mainly from the Asian ethnic group. Matched funded summer schools have also experienced an increase in the proportion of participants refusing to provide information about their ethnicity.
Table 17: Participation on Aimhigher ring-fenced funded summer schools by ethnicity

	
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	White
	3,748
	73
	4,217
	68

	Black
	413
	8
	586
	9

	Asian
	618
	12
	832
	13

	Chinese
	47
	1
	46
	1

	Mixed
	174
	3
	277
	4

	Other
	56
	1
	94
	2

	Not known
	72
	1
	65
	1

	Information Refused
	30
	1
	68
	1

	All
	5,158
	100
	6,185
	100


Note: Table excludes those for which no ethnicity information was returned.
Table 18: Participation on Aimhigher mainstream funded summer schools by ethnicity

	
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	White
	446
	71
	751
	69

	Black
	39
	6
	52
	5

	Asian
	40
	6
	46
	4

	Chinese
	3
	0
	5
	0

	Mixed
	20
	3
	35
	3

	Other
	3
	0
	14
	1

	Not known
	70
	11
	125
	11

	Information Refused
	6
	1
	64
	6

	All
	627
	100
	1,092
	100


Note: Table excludes those for which no ethnicity information was returned.
Table 19: Participation on matched funded summer schools by ethnicity
	
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	White
	2,755
	64
	3,433
	70

	Black
	448
	10
	421
	9

	Asian
	702
	16
	654
	13

	Chinese
	52
	1
	39
	1

	Mixed
	199
	5
	177
	4

	Other
	99
	2
	78
	2

	Not known
	37
	1
	85
	2

	Information Refused
	10
	0
	16
	0

	All
	4,302
	100
	4,903
	100


Note: Table excludes those for which no ethnicity information was returned.
Parental education
Tables 20 to 22 show the number and distribution of participants by parental education on Aimhigher ring-fenced, Aimhigher mainstream and matched funded summer schools respectively. Across all types of summer school, the majority of participants have parents with no HE qualifications. Also, those with both parents qualified to HE level account for the smallest proportion of the total number of participants. 

About 3 in 4 participants in Aimhigher ring-fenced funded summer schools do not have parents with HE qualifications, and this remains constant between 2008/09 and 2009/10. For Aimhigher mainstream funded and matched funded summer schools, the proportion of participants with no family HE background appears to fall in 2009/10 compared to 2008/09. This may be related to substantial increases in the proportion who report not knowing whether their parents are HE qualified.

Table 20: Participation on Aimhigher ring-fenced funded summer schools by parental education
	Number of parents with HE qualification
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	Neither parent
	3,928
	76
	4,509
	73

	One parent
	739
	14
	908
	15

	Both parents
	175
	3
	275
	4

	Unknown
	323
	6
	447
	7

	All
	5,165
	100
	6,139
	100


Note: Table excludes those for which no parental education information was returned.
Table 21: Participation on Aimhigher mainstream funded summer schools by parental education

	Number of parents with HE qualification
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	Neither parent
	436
	70
	557
	50

	One parent
	110
	18
	193
	17

	Both parents
	11
	2
	9
	1

	Unknown
	68
	11
	348
	31

	All
	625
	100
	1,107
	100


Note: Table excludes those for which no parental education information was returned.
Table 22: Participation on matched funded summer schools by parental education

	Number of parents with HE qualification
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	Neither parent
	3,097
	73
	3,254
	67

	One parent
	708
	17
	748
	15

	Both parents
	245
	6
	267
	5

	Unknown
	212
	5
	615
	13

	All
	4,262
	100
	4,884
	100


Note: Table excludes those for which no parental education information was returned.
POLAR2

Tables 23 to 25 show the number and distribution of participants by the POLAR2 quintiles in which they live, who attended Aimhigher ring-fenced, Aimhigher mainstream and matched funded summer schools respectively. Also shown are participation rates, although due to the different ways in which the denominators have been calculated, direct comparison of participation rates in 2008/09 and 2009/10 should not be made.

Aimhigher ring-fenced summer schools have been targeted well, with higher proportions of participants coming from the most disadvantaged quintiles, and participation rates amongst the most disadvantaged quintiles being the highest. Aimhigher mainstream funded summer schools have also been well targeted, with slightly higher proportions of participants from the most disadvantaged quintile, and slightly lower proportions from the least disadvantaged quintile compare to ring-fenced summer schools.
Of all three types of summer schools, matched funded summer schools have the lowest proportion of participants from the most disadvantaged quintiles, and the highest proportion from the least disadvantaged quintiles. 

Despite this higher proportions of participants are from the most disadvantaged areas. Also, targeting improved in 2009/10, as indicated by the increase in the proportion of participants from quintile 1 from 23 per cent to 30 per cent, and the reduction in the proportion of participants from quintile 5 from 14 per cent to 11 per cent.
Table 23: Participation on Aimhigher ring-fenced funded summer schools by POLAR2

	POLAR2 quintile
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Population
	Rate
	Number
	%
	Population
	Rate

	1
	1,805
	35
	132,376
	1.4
	2,080
	34
	124,664
	1.6

	2
	1,457
	28
	130,307
	1.1
	1,653
	27
	124,546
	1.3

	3
	978
	19
	128,041
	0.8
	1,258
	20
	121,448
	1.0

	4
	572
	11
	123,275
	0.5
	696
	11
	115,116
	0.6

	5
	353
	7
	116,708
	0.3
	498
	8
	98,948
	0.5

	All
	5,165
	100
	630,708
	0.8
	6,185
	100
	584,722
	1.0


Note: Table excludes those for which no postcode information was returned.
Table 24: Participation on Aimhigher mainstream funded summer schools by POLAR2

	POLAR2 quintile
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Population
	Rate
	Number
	%
	Population
	Rate

	1
	264
	42
	132,376
	0.2
	432
	39
	124,664
	0.3

	2
	163
	26
	130,307
	0.1
	298
	27
	124,546
	0.2

	3
	95
	15
	128,041
	0.1
	198
	18
	121,448
	0.2

	4
	83
	13
	123,275
	0.1
	141
	13
	115,116
	0.1

	5
	24
	4
	116,708
	0.0
	38
	3
	98,948
	0.0

	All
	629
	100
	630,708
	0.1
	1,107
	100
	584,722
	0.2


Note: Table excludes those for which no postcode information was returned.
Table 25: Participation on matched funded summer schools by POLAR2

	POLAR2 quintile
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Population
	Rate
	Number
	%
	Population
	Rate

	1
	993
	23
	132,376
	0.8
	1,175
	30
	124,664
	0.9

	2
	1,050
	24
	130,307
	0.8
	1,113
	25
	124,546
	0.9

	3
	926
	21
	128,041
	0.7
	1,075
	21
	121,448
	0.9

	4
	737
	17
	123,275
	0.6
	791
	13
	115,116
	0.7

	5
	615
	14
	116,708
	0.5
	751
	11
	98,948
	0.8

	All
	4,321
	100
	630,708
	0.7
	4,905
	100
	584,722
	0.8


Note: Table excludes those for which no postcode information was returned.
IDACI

Tables 26 to 28 show the number and distribution of participants by the IDACI quintiles in which they live, who attended Aimhigher ring-fenced, Aimhigher mainstream and matched funded summer schools respectively. Also shown are participation rates, though as with the POLAR2 findings, comparisons in rates between years should not be made due to differences in how the population denominators were derived.

The pattern of participation for Aimhigher ring-fenced summer schools is similar to that for POLAR2 quintiles, with those living in the most disadvantaged areas most likely to attend. Little change is seen between 2008/09 and 2009/10.

Aimhigher mainstream funded summer schools appear to be less well targeted when IDACI quintiles are used, than when POLAR2 quintiles are used. Lower proportions of participants on these summer schools are from the most disadvantaged areas according to IDACI, than the most disadvantaged areas according to POLAR2. This may be due differences in the way mainstream and ring-fenced funded summer schools are targeted. It could also be due to the fact that a subset of partnerships ran and/or returned data for mainstream funded summer schools.
Matched funded summer schools appear to be better targeted according to IDACI than POLAR2, and little difference is seen in targeting between 2008/09 and 2009/10. Again, differences in targeting according to POLAR2 and IDACI may indicate that matched funded summer schools tend to target based on IDACI rather than POLAR2.
Table 26: Participation on Aimhigher ring-fenced funded summer schools by IDACI

	IDACI quintile
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Population
	Rate
	Number
	%
	Population
	Rate

	1
	1,745
	34
	125,467
	1.4
	2,102
	34
	115,271
	1.8

	2
	1,439
	28
	126,393
	1.1
	1,834
	30
	118,771
	1.5

	3
	1,024
	20
	125,960
	0.8
	1,173
	19
	118,924
	1.0

	4
	633
	12
	126,059
	0.5
	724
	12
	117,836
	0.6

	5
	324
	6
	126,828
	0.3
	352
	6
	113,920
	0.3

	All
	5,165
	100
	630,708
	0.8
	6,185
	100
	584,722
	1.0


Note: Table excludes those for which no postcode information was returned.
Table 27: Participation on Aimhigher mainstream funded summer schools by IDACI

	IDACI quintile
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Population
	Rate
	Number
	%
	Population
	Rate

	1
	131
	21
	125,467
	0.1
	177
	16
	115,271
	0.1

	2
	184
	29
	126,393
	0.1
	317
	29
	118,771
	0.3

	3
	166
	26
	125,960
	0.1
	310
	28
	118,924
	0.3

	4
	76
	12
	126,059
	0.1
	193
	17
	117,836
	0.2

	5
	72
	11
	126,828
	0.1
	110
	10
	113,920
	0.1

	All
	629
	100
	630,708
	0.1
	1,107
	100
	584,722
	0.2


Note: Table excludes those for which no postcode information was returned.
Table 28: Participation on matched funded summer schools by IDACI

	IDACI quintile
	2008/09
	2009/10

	
	Number
	%
	Population
	Rate
	Number
	%
	Population
	Rate

	1
	1,378
	32
	125,467
	1.0
	1,446
	29
	115,271
	1.3

	2
	1,076
	25
	126,393
	0.9
	1,150
	23
	118,771
	1.0

	3
	847
	20
	125,960
	0.7
	1,028
	21
	118,924
	0.9

	4
	629
	15
	126,059
	0.5
	776
	16
	117,836
	0.7

	5
	391
	9
	126,828
	0.3
	505
	10
	113,920
	0.4

	All
	4,321
	100
	630,708
	0.7
	4,905
	100
	584,722
	0.8


Note: Table excludes those for which no postcode information was returned.
