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[bookmark: _Toc406138274]Introduction
Anderson Solutions (Consulting) Ltd was commissioned by the Junior High Joint Parent Chairs Group (JHJPCG) to Review the report prepared by SIC Finance and published by Shetland Islands Council (SIC) in July 2014 Annual Cost of Secondary Education per Pupil in Shetland.
Context
Attempts to achieve structural change within the School system in Shetland have been in progress for many years.  Although some change has occurred, in recent years Scalloway Secondary School and Skerries Secondary Department have closed as have primaries, the scale of change has not been as initially envisaged by those devising the strategies for change.  The most recent proposal with regards to Secondary Education is to close the Junior High Schools in Shetland or to move them to a S1-S3 model.
The strategy for change and consultation by SIC in the Junior High System has been met with public outcry in the communities affected and a campaign group CURE was created in 2014 to give the communities a stronger voice.  The Junior High Joint Parent Chairs Group exists to provide a strong formal voice in support of the Junior High System within the consultation process.
A significant statistic that has been used to publicly support the need for the change is Shetland’s Secondary Cost per Pupil (SCPP).  The high cost in Shetland has frequently been discussed publicly.  The two quotes below were published in local media and are examples of the nature of the comments made.  The quotes are said to be from two Senior Councillors in June 2014 and May 2014 respectively:
‘..there are five junior high schools for fewer than 350 pupils, which is the main reason that the cost per secondary pupil is just under £14,000, more than double the national average.’ 
 ‘the major financial question facing the islands was the huge disparity in the cost of educating secondary school pupils in Shetland compared to the other Scottish islands.  Here the cost per secondary pupil was almost £14,000 last year, having increased by around £1,000 over the previous three years.  This is over £3,000 more than it costs per pupil in the Western isles and Orkney and around double the Scottish average.’
The first quote clearly lays the blame for the high costs with the Junior High System.  We understand that the SIC Report Annual Cost of Secondary Education per Pupil in Shetland was requested by SIC to better understand the high SCPP in Shetland.  This report was published in July 2014 after the above statements were in the media.


Purpose of the Review
0. The topic of the debate on Secondary Education is almost exclusively the high cost of the Junior High System in Shetland.  It is clear that that the debate has two distinct ‘sides’ and trust in the SIC appears to be low.
Political challenges and the high level of community distress means that the SIC Report was published at a particularly sensitive time.  Since the publication of the SIC report, recent SIC decision-making on primary schools means that our Review of the SIC Report is being undertaken at a time of great uncertainty.  
The JHJPCG is concerned that the headline SCPP figures for 2012/13 were promoted heavily and, combined with the way in which information is presented in Annual Cost of Secondary Education per Pupil in Shetland, has created an unduly negative perception that supports the belief that the Junior High System is unaffordable and is therefore the main educational problem for Shetland.
The client asked Anderson Solutions to undertake a Review of the SIC Report and consider:
if there are gaps in the information presented that could be considered relevant; and
if the comparisons presented are fair and appropriate.
The methodology adopted for the Review was to Review existing documentation including:
Annual Cost of Secondary Education per Pupil in Shetland, Shetland Islands Council;
Published documents associated with the Report and recent SIC decisions on Education;
Recent media reports and Opinion Pieces on Secondary Education; and
Published Local Finance Reports.
The Review also held discussions with representatives of JHJPCG and SIC Childrens’ Services.
[bookmark: _Toc406138275]Preliminary Findings
The Annual Cost of Secondary Education per Pupil in Shetland states that its purpose is:
‘To focus on understanding the difference in cost between the other 2 Islands Authorities to identify what is driving the higher level of spending in Shetland’
The Report presents the 2012/13 LFR Gross Expenditure Figures, pupil numbers and cost per pupil figures as published for Shetland, Orkney and Eilean Siar (Table 1).
	Table 1: 2012/13 LFR 1 – Secondary Education

	
	Eilean Siar
	Orkney
	Shetland

	Gross Expenditure
	£16,052,917
	£12,126,727
	£19,966,642

	No. of Pupils
	1,645
	1,240
	1,462

	Cost per Pupil
	£9,759
	£9,780
	£13,657


Source: Annual Cost of Secondary Education per Pupil in Shetland, SIC, July 2014
The SIC Report is structured:
Introduction and Background;
Cost Comparison across the Island Authorities, this is the second and last chapter of the Report and contains the following Sections:
Comparison of Base Data;
A Review of Employee Costs – Teachers;
A Review of Employee Costs – All Other Employees;
A Review of School Property Costs;
A Review of School Transport;
A Review of School Meals;
Reconciliation of SCPP in Shetland to other Islands Authorities;
Achievements since 2012/13.  This Section is not compared to Other Island Authorities.
Our Review Report also has only one main chapter and this is structured as follows:
Reconciling Shetland’s SCPP;
Fair and Appropriate Comparisons; and
Conclusions and Future Analysis.
Reconciling Shetland’s SCPP
In the SIC Report, the only time that the SCPP is compared between Shetland, Orkney and the Western Isles is in the Table shown above as Table 1.  This Table shows that Shetland’s SCPP is £13,657, 40% higher than Orkney’s SCPP.  
However, the SCPP costs that are presented are not a fair comparison between Shetland, Orkney and the Western Isles due to known anomalies in the Shetland figure.  These anomalies are referred to in the SIC Report.   However, the Introduction which includes this Table does not suggest to the reader that there is an issue with these headline figures.  Rather the Introduction in the SIC Report states, in reference to a Scotland wide anlaysis of SCPPs ‘It demonstrates clearly that Shetland Islands Council is an outlier, even when compared to other island groups’.
However in Comparison of Base Data the SIC Report identifies there was an allocation error on Building Maintenance that in an associated Table appears to amount to £85,000.  However, the Table also shows an adjustment of minus £758,000 under Employee Costs which is not explained. The effect of these two adjustments appears to be shown in the next Table under paragraph 2.08 which reduces Shetland’s SCPP to £12,732.  However, the adjustment made in the second table is minus £1.3million, which is £500,000 higher than the combined total of £85,000 and £758,000.  We have been unable to find an explanation in the Report for either the £758,000 or the £500,000.  The text associated with the Table highlights in bold that the SCPP of £12,732 is still 30% higher than both of the other Island Authorities.  
Later in the Report the adjustments referred to above are expressed as an adjustment per pupil in the Table Reconciliation of SCPP under paragraph 2.51.  Here all of the adjustments are shown as an adjustment to Buildings Maintenance of £925 per pupil, which equates to £1.3 million.  
In the Table Reconciliation of SCPP there are two further adjustments made that are not readily explained, the first is minus £623 per pupil which upon investigation relates to an analysis in paragraph 2.36 and equates to an adjustment of minus £910,000.  The second is an adjustment of minus £575 per pupil which equates to £840,000, there appears to be no explanation of this in the Report other than the Table row description which states Recharges applied directly to Gross Cost (as per SOLACE guidance) as compared to Eilean Siar.  We are unclear what this might mean.  Following these corrections the adjusted SCPP for Shetland is shown to be £11,534 for 2012/13 rather than the published £13,657.  Therefore the difference between the three island groups has been reduced from the published 40% and from the previously highlighted 30% to 18%.  The reduction to 18% is not highlighted in bold or mentioned in the Report. 
Without a description of the remaining contents of the Reconciliation of SCPP Table it is quite challenging to understand exactly what is being said.  We have assumed what is shown is that even after adjustments have been made for reporting anomalies the 18% difference between Shetland and the other two island groups can be explained by the listed costs. The assumption being that if these differences were addressed that Shetland’s SCPP would be reduced by a further £1,747 to £9,787 which would bring it in line with both Eilean Siar and Orkney.  The most significant contributors to the remaining 18% difference are shown as:
More teachers than other islands;
Higher than average spend on property costs per m2;
Higher school transport costs;
Higher number of Other Staff in schools; and
Higher spend on Hall of Residence. 
It is our opinion that the Reconciliation Table could have been explained in text to promote better understanding.  In particular, it is not clear from the analysis presented that one set of adjustments has been achieved whilst the others have not.  Furthermore the correction of anomalies to show Shetland’s SCPP as £11,534 is not directly compared to Orkney and the Western Isles and it would be challenging for a reader to pick up what such a significant adjustment means for the comparator figures that have been quoted publicly.  In addition, there is not a clear statement that the headline figures shown in the Introduction, the only Table where SCPP comparisons between the island groups are clearly stated, are wrong.
The Report then moves on to state known savings made since 2012/13.  For example the SIC Report states in paragraph 2.58 that over £507,314 of savings in teaching costs has been made.  Again this is a little opaque in how it is presented.  The actual savings figure is not specified.  A number of additional and apparently significant savings achieved by SIC Childrens’ Services are also referenced throughout this latter Section of the Report.  However, no analysis of what the financial impact would be on Shetland’s SCPP is attempted.  This appears to be a significant omission given the focus of the Report.  
The only text which refers to the expected impact on Shetland’s SCPP from the savings achieved is in paragraph 2.83 where under Summary it states ‘Expressing the reconciliation in 2.51 as a cost figure (excluding Scalloway and Skerries) this would require a cost reduction of £2.3m in order to bring Shetland’s SCPP into line with the other two islands authorities.  The savings since 2012-13 set out in the paragaphs above will amount to around £2m.  Any savings from the Schools Reconfiguration project will be in addition to this.’   
These two sentences would appear to suggest that the remaining difference between Shetland’s actual Secondary Education costs and the cost that would be required to bring Shetland in line with the other 2 island groups is £300,000.   Therefore, at the time the Report was published, the difference between Shetland’s SCPP in 2013/14 and the SCPP for the other islands in 2012/13 would have been approximately £200 per pupil, rather than the £3,800 difference per pupil clearly shown at the beginning of the SIC Report.  
Through new analysis of the content of the Report it has been possible for us to work this out.  However, for a Report that’s purpose was to To focus on understanding the difference in cost between the other 2 Islands Authorities to identify what is driving the higher level of spending in Shetland not to have clearly stated such a significant finding so that it could be clearly understood by all readers is considered to be a substantial and questionable omission. 
Fair and Appropriate Comparisons
The above analysis on the Reconciliation of Shetland’s SCPP is considered to the most significant finding.  However, our Review of the Report considers that some of the more detailed analysis of statistics and the language used does not create a fair and appropriate picture of the information available.
The Section of the SIC Report selected to provide an example to support this statement is ‘A Review of Employee Costs – Teachers’.  Our analysis below comments only on this Section of the SIC Report.
Example 1:
Paragraph 2.11 states ‘When you look at the biggest S1-S6 schools in each authority, namely the Nicolson Institute, Kirkwall Grammar and the AHS, Shetland compares quite favourably.’  The sentence refers to an analysis which shows that AHS has more pupils per teacher than the other two schools.  In educational terms favourably in relation to high pupil to teacher ratio might be an unusual choice of words but perhaps reflects that the Report’s focus is on Cost.  However we believe the choice of words is a small indicator that a key message throughout the Report is that the Junior High Schools are unfavourable.
Example 2:
Under paragraph 2.14 there is a Table which shows all S1-S4 schools in the three island groups.  A positive figure in this Table is that Sandwick is substantially more efficient than the other S1-S4 schools.  The Pupil:Teacher Ratio is 9.81:1 whereas the next closest S1-S4 school in terms of efficiency across the three island groups is Aith with a ratio of 6.97:1.  
Furthermore, with this ratio Sandwick is much more efficient than the S1-S6 school at Brae (6.68:1) and is very close to the Pupil:Teacher ratio at the S1-S6 Kirkwall Grammar (10.33:1).   Although these are both S1-S6 schools the reasons for the relatively high, and therefore efficient, ratio at Sandwick compared to these S1-S6 schools is not explored in the Report.
The way in which the Report reflects the high efficiency at Sandwick is somewhat opaque in that the only sentence which refers to it is ‘From the above table, it can be seen that Sandwick is almost double the next more efficient school, though it does contain the highest number of pupils in the group, and as we have seen, this is a major factor in the P/Tr.’
Example 3:
In paragraph 2.22 and the associated Table the Report looks at the Ratios for the number of Principal Teachers across the three island authorities.  For this analysis it aggregates all schools together (including S1-S6 schools) to show that Shetland has the lowest Pupil:Principal Teacher ratio.  The report uses clear language to state that this means that Shetland ‘has more promoted posts per pupil than the other island authorities.’  Unlike the previous analysis on Pupil:Teacher ratio the Pupil:Principal Teacher ratio does not compare the ratio between individual schools and the Principal Teacher analysis includes S1-S6 schools, wheras the Teacher ratio did not.  Without further information it is not possible to replicate the analytical approach taken for the Pupil:Teacher analysis for the Principal Teacher statistics however if we take an average across the schools: 7 in Shetland, 5 in Orkney and 5 in Eilean Siar it would show that the average number of Principal Teachers per school is:
9 Principal Teachers per school in Eilean Siar;
7.2 Principal Teachers per school in Orkney; and
6.2 Principal Teachers per school in Shetland.
We are not concluding that these statistics are a positive finding, it is not possible for us to make a judgement such as that.  However, we raise this because the conclusion of the whole Section ‘A Review of Employee Costs – Teachers’ is short and states:
‘The comparison with the other two Islands Authorities shows that broadly Shetland is less efficient with regards to P/Tr across its estate and has a higher concentration of promoted posts.’
Our analysis above does question whether the conclusion that Shetland has a higher ‘concentration’ of promoted posts is appropriate.
Example 4:
Furthermore, if you were to undertake the same analysis applied to Principal Teachers, i.e. combine school rolls and all teachers together to calculate a ratio, and apply it to the earlier S1-S4 analysis of all teaching staff, which showed the schools individually (SIC paragraph 2.14), it would show that:
Shetland S1-S4 schools have a Pupil:Teacher Ratio of 6.2:1; and
Orkney S1-S4 schools have a Pupil:Teacher Ratio of 3.8:1.
This analysis would have indicated strong efficiency in Shetland.  Although we would highlight that the comparison of these schools at all might be flawed as the three S1-S4 schools in Orkney are much smaller with a combined total roll of 57 pupils.  However, we provide our analysis due to the use of comparisons between these schools in the SIC Report.  Regardless of the appropriateness of the comparison, the same information we have analysed is presented in a very different way in the SIC report and manages to imply a much more negative finding, emphasised in the conclusion which was quoted above.  Our Review questions whether the information supports the conclusion with regards to the costs associated with Teachers that ‘Shetland is less efficient’.
In Summary we believe our examples indicate that the analytical tools and language used to present evidence of Employee Costs - Teachers are selective in their interpretation of the available data.  
Furthermore throughout the Report the way in which efficiency is judged varies and is sometimes based on a per school analysis, sometimes only for Junior High Schools and sometimes at a Shetland wide level.  Whilst some variation is reasonable the tone and messages emanating from the SIC Report, and the different conclusions that could be reached through alternative analysis, does question the reason why different approaches have been taken.
Return on Investment
The overall message that can be very easily taken from the presentation of information in the Report is that Shetland is less efficient at providing Secondary Education and hence Secondary Education is unnecessarily more expensive to the Local Authority.  Furthermore the Report strongly indicates that the cause of this is the Junior High Schools.  Given the importance of the Report and its timing, it is considered that a significant omission is any attempt to analyse how the return on investment compares between the three island groups.  In this case the most obvious measure of Return on Investment would be Academic Attainment.


Conclusions and Future Analysis
Our Review does not take a view on whether change to the structure and provision of Secondary Education in Shetland is required.  However following a Review of Annual Cost of Secondary Education per Pupil in Shetland, July 2014 prepared by SIC Finance we do conclude:
The Report has provided a public and less than transparent explanation of why Shetland’s SCPP was so much higher than the other island groups in 2012/13.  It is considered that it would be challenging for a reader who did not study the report in detail and who was not prepared to undertake their own analysis to truly understand what the evidence contained in the Report means for Shetland’s SCPP.
The Report, through a lack of clarity, has done little to correct the publicly presented information on the high cost of Shetland’s secondary education compared to the other island groups.  For example at no stage does the report clearly state that known anomalies means that the published figure is wrong and that the true figure for 2012/13 is £11,534, a difference of 18% rather than the 40% presented in the published data and repeated publicly in the media.  The information necessary to know this is contained in the Report but clarity is weak.  In addition, we are not aware that any attempt to correct previous publicly made statements has been made since the SIC Report was published in July 2014.
The Report does not clearly state that savings already achieved by SIC Childrens’ Services can be reasonably expected to reduce the difference between the three island groups to around 2% in 2013/14.
Furthermore, the SIC Report and its choice of language, presentation and lack of transparency appears to have contributed to a further deterioration in trust in SIC.
However, there is evidence that some mitigation of the negative impacts created by the Report may be possible through further analytical activity by SIC.  There is a project currently being undertaken by SIC Childrens’ Services that will explore in more detail the investment made in Secondary Education in Shetland and what value that creates, particularly with regards to attainment.  Through consultation with the Project Leader our understanding is that the project is expected to:
compare Shetland’s attainment at SVQ Levels 3-7 to the national average and to comparator local authorities, including other island local authorities;
explore how other local authorities are responding to budget challenges in Education;
analyse in detail the structure and subject offer provided by individual Secondary Education schools in Shetland;
review recently published 2013/14 LFR data; and
set out the current budget context.
It is understood that this project is being undertaken separately to the School Reconfiguration Project and other SIC Reviews which are looking at Catering and Cleaning and Support Services.
The findings of the project are expected to be made public in time for a meeting of the Education and Families Committee on 20 January 2014.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]We hope that the report by SIC Childrens’ Services will provide a more objective, fair and valuable contribution to understanding the costs of Secondary Education in Shetland.  Hopefully a more objective and transparent contribution will also go some way to rebuilding trust between the two ‘sides’.
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