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Data:  Schools audit and data tool



Data: Evaluation of NNCO

348 events including 27 campus visits, 204
in-school activities and 117 events for 
targeted learners and key influencers

260 engagements with 
110 schools through 
campus visits and in-

school activities

12,510 learners including 438 care-
experienced learners, 368 disabled 

learners and 21 young carers and 664
key influencers

90.5% of pupils 
attending campus 
visits now have a 

better idea of what 
they would need to 

do to get to HE

86% of pupils 
attending 

campus visits are 
more likely to 

consider going to 
HE

Schools with no activity 
reduced from 40 to 14, 
highest priority schools 
reduced from 21 to 5 
(2014-15 to 2015-16)

“I think it was really 
important to have a 
representative from 

Universities as one of the 
H.E options. It was also 

great to have an 
ambassador to represent 

all of the greater 
Manchester universities 

rather than having to 
invite just one university.” 

“It added greatly to the event as for KS3 
pupils this was the first time that they 

had exposure to the HE Apprenticeship 
pathways”



Research: DFE report

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/school-level-strategies-to-
raise-aspirations-to-higher-education

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/school-level-strategies-to-raise-aspirations-to-higher-education


• “Aspiration raising activities as consisting of three complementary 
aspects: 

- providing students with information, advice and guidance about HE; 

- supporting students in their aspirations to HE; and, 

- providing students with experiences of HE. 

(…) providing a combination of these different types of experience is 
important in encouraging students to consider higher education.” p.66

• “Overall, schools that sent a high proportion of high-achieving 
disadvantaged students to HE (…) were marginally more likely to use 
visits and/or residential trips to HE institutions. They were also more 
likely to have some form of mentoring or student ambassador system 
in place.” p.49

• “Subject focused visits or programmes of activity were deemed by both 
staff and students to be particularly successful in that they tapped into 
students’ passions about their subject and provided them with 
opportunities to experience learning at a higher level.” p.88

• “Immersive experiences of university, including trips to universities, 
residential and summer schools - these were very highly rated by 
students and staff and used most often.” p.148

• “Working with students’ parents was also deemed to be very 
important, particularly given some of the social and cultural challenges 
that are evident.” p.35

Research: DFE report



Strategic Fit

Operational 

Issues

Network Offer

Research:  School Engagement



Barriers Enablers

Strategic Fit • Lack of support
• Lack of 

evidence
• Lack of ‘fit’
• Other priorities

• Increased focus on CEIAG
• Increased awareness of 

network
• Developing relationships

Operational
Issues

• Staffing
• Time
• Budget

• Strategic support
• Strong network offer
• Staffing
• Funding
• Time

Network 
Offer

• Communication
• Institution
• Content of 

activity
• Quality of 

activity
• Other activity

• Developing meaningful 
relationships

• Revisions to activity
• Work with all year groups
• Links to curriculum and 

employment

Research:  School Engagement



School A

• “The school also works intensively with parents to raise their expectations 
for their children”

• “Opportunities to visit universities and in-school sessions run by 
universities and careers providers are integral to the school’s annual 
timetable.”

School B

• “Wide range of trips and employer/university speakers, both in school 
and off-site;”

School C

• “Project-based learning (…) The project is considered like a ‘mini 
PhD’”

• “Extensive interaction with University outreach programmes, with both 
general HE awareness sessions and subject specific/academic work. The 
school also works with industry, and feels that these links allow 
students to see their work in the wide context of higher level 
education, community and learning;”

• “The school employs 16-18 students from local Sixth Form Colleges 
for 4 hours every Saturday to tutor any interested students in Years 9-
11.”

Research: NEON Case Studies



Stakeholder Scoping: Barriers

Aspirations

Attainment

“WP”

Awareness



Stakeholder Scoping: Barriers

Finance

Geography

“Context”

Social



Types of activity:

• IAG

• Skills

• Subject Specific

• Summer Schools

• Mentoring

• CPD

• Projects

Stakeholder Scoping: Activity

Considerations:

• CONTENT

• Duplication of existing activity

• Post-16- new area for collaboration

Delivery: 

• On-campus vs. in-
school vs. 
community

• large group vs. 
small group v.s 1-1

• one off vs. 
sustained



Central coordination, 

programme and evaluation

Local 

Delivery

Scoping: Structure Model 1



Central coordination and 

evaluation

Local programme and delivery

Core programme

Scoping: Structure Model 2



Central evaluation

Local partnerships with own 

programme and delivery

Scoping: Structure Model 3



Implementation of findings

Core Programme
• All target schools and learners
• Promoted by hub staff
• Delivered by outreach staff with support of GAs
• Collaborative, impartial, EBP, comparable, supplier-led

Central Team
• Accountability
• Implementation of strategy
• Ensure consistency and impartiality
• Oversight of operational delivery
• Centralised evaluation

Regional Hubs
• Hub schools, learners and community
• Commissioned and brokered by hub staff
• Varied delivery- hubs, outreach, external
• Localised, bespoke, innovative, school ownership, 

demand-led



The Evaluation Framework for the 

NCOP GM Higher Programme

National Level

National Outreach 
Collaborative Programme

Programme Level

GM Higher including HEIs and 
Hubs

Activity/Project Level

Core Programme             
Bespoke Activity



Activity/Project 
level

Core Programme
Bespoke Activity

INPUT 

THE DATA

INTO 

HEAT

Destination Tracking

WORK TO 

BRING FORM 

IN LINE WITH

WITH THE 

NEW 

EU GENERAL 

DATA 

PROTECTION 

REGULATION

25TH MAY 2018 



Contextual conditions
What we want to do

Key policy conditions
What we will do

Rationale

Why are 
we doing it

Inputs

What you 
put in

Activities

What 
you’ll be 
doing

Intended 
Outcomes

Progress made by the 
participants

Outputs

Who do 
you want 
to reach

Intended Impacts
How participants are 
affected down the road

Programme Objectives
How we will do it

Programme:

Process

Formative

Outcome

Impact

Type

ProcessFormative

Outcome

Impact

What needs to 

be rectified

What needs 

to be done

What you 

want to get 
out of it



Data Collection

Data 
Tracking

Questions

Destination 

Tracking

HEAT

(Activity)

Learner

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Monitoring & Evaluation Tools

• Post-Questionnaires

• Activity Journals

• Focus Groups

Coping with revision in HE

Decision to progress to HE

More likely to progress to HE

From an NCOP Ward 

where students have 
the ability to attain but 

don’t progress to HE
76% said they would 

be progressing to HE

Activity 

Level

Receive information about different types 

of HE qualifications and institutions

Learn about how to 

undertake effective revision

Find out what are the differences 

between School and HE/FE

Input to 

HEAT

Analyse

then



As well as being 

IMPARTIAL, 

COLLABORATIVE,

TARGETED

We are:

RESEARCH INFORMED,

EVIDENCE LED

In conclusion…



Jamie Bytheway

GM Higher Manager (Projects)

J.bytheway@mmu.ac.uk

Mark Burke

GM Higher Manager (Evaluation)

Mark.burke@mmu.ac.uk

Contact
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