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Using Alps to Tackle Disadvantage:
A Year-Long Case Study from Little Heath School

An evidence-based account of how using Alps to identify students at risk of underachievement,
alongside focused identification, monitoring and intervention for Year 11 made a difference

Written by: Josh Coulson, Deputy Headteacher, Little Heath School

Context

Little Heath School is an 11-18 comprehensive school located on the western edge of Tilehurst, Reading and is part
of the West Berkshire local authority. At Little Heath, we believe that ‘Every Child Matters’, and that all students are
entitled to a high-quality education.

We established our Progress Group to address disadvantage and reduce student disengagement, with the aim that
every student is supported to succeed.

Identifying the Progress Group

In their article for FFT ‘The educational outcomes of disadvantaged white pupils’ Natasha Plaister & Dave Thomson
concluded that ‘the real answer is to work to improve outcomes for any pupils who may be struggling’. This fits our
rationale for the 2024-25 Progress Group like a glove.

At Little Heath being ‘Disadvantaged (Pupil Premium)’ does not mean you must make poor progress in school. In
2024, like many schools, we had a Disadvantage Gap in the Performance Tables yet the individual P8 scores of our
2024 Y11 Pupil Premium cohort varied from +1.86 to -3.80. The disadvantage gap in 2024 was impacted significantly
by four Pupil Premium students with scores below -3.00, eight with scores less than -2.00 and another thirteen with
scores below -1.00.

Significant underachievement was not exclusively in the possession of our Pupil Premium cohort in 2024. Other

students, typically those with poor or inconsistent attendance and engagement, also underachieved. At the start of
Year 11 our Progress Group was identified based on end of Year 10 data.
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The identified students all possessed multiple factors which appeared to be working together to produce predicted
outcomes well below the rest of their cohort:

e  Pupil Premium
e Poor attendance
e Bottom left Horsforth Quadrant group (Low engagement with learning / low progress)

e Below average engagement with learning.

The Head of Year and the Raising Standards Leader (RSL) selected 66 of the 100 in the low engagement with
learning / low progress quadrant based on:

e Students who were not secure in the Basics at 4+.

e Students who might respond positively to regular mentoring.

e Underachieving Pupil Premium students.

e Students who joined our school during KS4 through managed moves.

e They excluded any students who had received multiple suspensions as these students already have significant
interventions in place.

e They excluded any students who were extremely persistent absentees as these students already have significant
interventions in place.

Summary

The Progress Group in 2024-25 contained the 24 Pupil Premium students whose end-of-Year-10 data suggested
they would be very likely to underachieve. Additionally, it contained the 42 non-Pupil Premium students whose end-
of-Year-10 data suggested they would be very likely to underachieve. In total it contained the 66 ‘hardest-to-shift’
studentsin Year 11.

Intent
Our intent was to:

e Select the 66 students who appeared most likely to significantly underachieve in 2025 and to intervene with
impact.

e Intervene earlier and more consistently across the whole of Year 11 so that the impact would be greater.

e Have a positive impact on attainment in 2025.

As the 66 students were selected because of their disadvantage and disaffection our primary targets were:
1. Toimprove the Basics at 4+ in comparison to our 2024 results and our Y11 baseline (our Monitoring Point Zero)
based on end of Year 10 predicted grades.

7. Toimprove Attainment 8 in comparison to our 2024 results and our Y11 baseline (our Monitoring Point Zero)
based on end of Year 10 predicted grades.

3. Asthe Progress Group contained 24 of our 41 Pupil Premium students in Y11, our intent was to improve the
overall attainment of Pupil Premium students in 2025.
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We were also hoping to see gains in the Basics at 5+ though many of these 66 students were less likely to achieve
strong passes in Maths and Best English.

As this cohort did not take KS2 SATs in 2020 &

Prior | KS2Prior CATMean | Minimum Minimum

their progress baseline is their CAT test Mean P e i e s
SAS scores. Alps has created a methodology Bands Eay Geiny CLER
to place a similar proportion of students HEA 117:120 133+ 81 a/8
nationally into their KS2 prior attainment HPA 1135-1165 119-132 7.33 87
bands as evidenced opposite. HPA 110-113 112-118 .38 7
MPA 107.5-109.5 105-111 5.59 6

Using the indicative KS2 scores based on CAT

o MPA 105-107 99-104 488 5
test data ‘indicative’ Progress 8 scores could
MPA 102.5-1045 93-98 4.27 4
also be calculated. il
MPA 100-102 89-92 38 4
Another aim was to improve progress from LPA 96-99.5 g1-88 3.36 4
our Y11 baseline (our Monitoring Point Zero) LPA 90-95.5 72-80 282 3
based on end of Year 10 predicted grades in o = — = -
our 2025 KS4 results. L 4

Implementation

e The 66 students were splitinto 11 Progress Groups of 6 students, each group led by a member of SLT orthe Y11
pastoral team.

e Students were carefully selected to be mentored by an appropriate school leader.

Baseline Data for the 11 Mentor Groups

e Teaching staff completed a feedback form about student engagement with learning (EWL) each week in their
lessons.

e Progress group leaders met with their groups either once a week or fortnight to go through EWL data, give prizes,
set targets and talk about specific subjects.

e Progress groups leaders advocated g N
for their six students (e.g. Practical S ey i a0
revision support, chasing attendance to
intervention, etc).

Mentor Average Average English Average Maths Average Indicative

Group Attendance Predicted Grade Predicted Grade Pa

A 353 01.72 350 3.50 -1.23

e The RSL collated the data and shared B 389 91.98 333 367 -087
it each week with group leaders and c 3.54 89.17 325 367 -0.44
parents. D 374 91.44 397 4.07 -0.72

E 3.84 91.62 383 3.80 -0.63

e A weekly average EWL score for

each group was recorded, with F 68 20:00 258 27 068

acknowledgement for the group leader in e = e = = o)

SLT meeting (friendly competition). H 376 9198 460 440 06

] 3.60 90.65 375 4.20 -0.86

e Progress was regularly acknowledged. ) 184 0277 250 167 056

e There was regular contact with home K 362 9013 367 375 -118
(weekly email from RSL, plus contact b 4

from group leaders).
e There were prizes for staff who complete the data entry each week to keep the momentum going.

e Specific assemblies and revision skills sessions were run for the Progress Group.
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e Praise assemblies and rewards were run each half-term for the Progress Groups with the best scores out of the 11
groups.

e Ad hoc prizes such as Reward trips to Burger King were given for positive data (e.g. Most house points in a
fortnight, attending every day in December, etc).

e |nitial focus on engagement with learning moved to revision completion after February half-term.
e Each group leader had a £50 budget to use as part of the friendly competition.

e The students sat mock exams in October / November and teaching staff professional predictions for the summer
were then uploaded to Connect.

e The students sat a second round of mock exams in March and teaching staff professional predictions for the
summer were then uploaded to Connect.

e Data from Alps Connect was shared with group leaders following each data drop in Year 11 to consider specific
subject interventions.

Impact

The Basics at 4+
In 2024, 67.5% of the cohort achieved the Basics at 4+ compared to 65% nationally.

Grade 4 or above in English & Maths

Little Heath School Local Authority England

67.50% 70.00% 65.00%

In 2024, 43% of our 46 disadvantaged students achieved the Basics at 4+.

Our Y11 baseline, Monitoring Point Zero, using end-of-year-10 predicted data suggested 67.9% of the cohort could
achieve the Basics at 4+ in 2025.

Disadvantaged - Yes = Disadvantaged - No

Meonitoring Point Zero ‘ AlL Male | Female
67.9 70.2 65.6

English and Mathematics 4+ - (%) 46.3 72
English 4+ only - (%) 75.0 74.2 75.8 58.5 78.2
Mathematics 4+ only (%) 79.8 823 773 53.4 82.9

Our Y11 baseline using end-of-year-10 predicted data suggested 46.3% of the disadvantaged cohort could achieve
the Basics at 4+ in 2025.

Based on the Revised Performance Tables (February 2026)

Our 2025 results show that 72.2% of the cohort achieved the Basics at 4+ as did 51.2% of our disadvantaged cohort.

School Local Authority England

Number of Pupils at the end of KS4 252 2,049 625,648

Grade 4 or above in English and Maths 72.2% 68.5% 64.8%
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At 4+ our whole cohort gain in 2025 was +4.3% compared to our Y11 baseline and +4.7% compared to our 2024
results.

At 4+ our disadvantaged cohort gain in 2025 was +4.9% & N
compared to our Y11 baseline and +8.2% compared to our 2024
results.

Both 61%
As the primary focus for the 2024-25 Progress Group was Maths 75%

success at 4+, the impact can be judged by the % of the group that

achieved success in the Basics at 4+ and in the three contributing EestEngbsh i
subjects. English Language 67%
Except for matching, we have every reason to be delighted with English Literature 55%
the results at 4+ of our 66 ‘hardest to shift’ students. \ 4

Attainment 8 (A8)

In 2024 our Attainment 8 score was 46.6 compared to 48% locally & 45.9% nationally.

4 )\

Attainment 8 School 46.6
Schools get a score based on how Local Authority Average 48
well pupils have performed in up to

8 qualifications. England Average 45.9

A 4

In 2024, the Attainment 8 score of our disadvantaged cohort was 35.2.

Our Y11 baseline using end-of-year-10 predicted data suggested our Attainment 8 score could be 47.71 in 2025.

y
T T Ty
Attainment 8 - (Avg) 4771 47.64 47.78 36.77 49.84
English Element AT8 - (Ava) 9.21 8.89 9.53 7.46 9.55
Mathematics Element AT8 - (Avg) 9.44 9.89 9.02 737 9.85
EBacc Element AT8 - (Avg) 14.17  14.23 1411 10.52 14.88
Open Element AT8 - (Avg) 14.88 14.63 15.12 11.42 15.55
Ebacc Bucket - Slots Filled - (Avg) 292 293 291 2.78 2,95
Open Bucket - Slots Filled - (Avg) 2.96 298 2.95 2.85 2.99
Open Bucket - No of GCSEs - (Avg) 26 271 2.48 2.44 2.63
\ 4

Our Y11 baseline using end-of-year-10 predicted data suggested the Attainment 8 score of our
disadvantaged cohort could be 36.77 in 2025.

Based on the Revised Performance Tables (February 2026)

Our 2025 results show that our Attainment 8 score was 48.2 compared to 48% locally & 46% nationally.
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Attainment 8 School 48.2
Schools get a score based on how Local Authority Average 48
well pupils have performed in up to

8 qualifications England Average 46

\ 54

In 2025, the Attainment 8 score of our disadvantaged cohort is 38.1.

At A8 our whole cohort gain in 2025 was +0.49 compared to our Y11 baseline and +1.60 compared to our 2024
results.

At A8 our disadvantaged cohort gain in 2025 was +1.33 compared to our Y11 baseline and +2.9 compared to our
2024 results.

The Basics at 5+

In 2024 42.4% of the cohort achieved the Basics at 5+ compared to 45.9% nationally.

4 N\

Grade 5 or above in English and Maths School 42.4%
GCSEs

. . Local Authority Average 48.9%
This tells you the percentage of pupils who

achieved grade 5 or above in English and
maths GCSEs. England Average 45.9%

\ 4

In 2024, 26.1% of our 46 disadvantaged students achieved the Basics at 5+.

Our Y11 baseline using end-of-year-10 predicted data suggested 38.1% of the cohort could achieve the Basics at 5+
in 2025.

Monitoring Point Zero Male | Female @ Disadvantaged - Yes | Disadvantaged - No
English and Mathematics 5+ - (%) 381 355 40.6 9.8 43.6
English 4+ only - (%) 75 74.2 75.8 58.5 78.2
Mathematics 5+ only (%) 52 60.5 438 293 56.4

Our Y11 baseline using end-of-year-10 predicted data suggested only 9.8% of the disadvantaged cohort could
achieve the Basics at 5+ in 2025.

Based on the Revised Performance Tables (February 2026)

Our 2025 results show that 46.8% of the cohort achieved the Basics at 5+ as did 22.0% of our disadvantaged cohort
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Grade 5 or above in English and Maths School 46.8%
GCSEs

. . Local Authority Average _ 48.4%
This tells you the percentage of pupils who

achieved grade 5 or above in English and |
maths GCSEs. England Average | | 45.4%

At 5+ our whole cohort gain in 2025 was +8.7% compared to our Y11 baseline and +4.4% compared to our 2024
results.

At 5+ our disadvantaged cohort gain in 2025 was +12.2% compared to our Y11 baseline.

However, compared to our 2024 results the 5+ results for our disadvantaged cohort were 4.1% down.
Progress
Progress 8 (P8)

In 2024 our P8 score was -0.15 (Average).

Progress B Score

Banding AVERAGE
The academic progress that pupils make from
the end of key stage 2 to the end of key stage
4. This is based on 8 qualifications. Score -0.15

The banding for this school or college is
‘average’ because the confidence interval for Confidence interval -0.32 to 0.03
the progress score includes 0.

In 2024 the P8 score for our disadvantaged cohort was -0.72.

Our indicative P8 score, using CAT test data as the baseline, based on the end of Y10 predicted grades was +0.02.
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Attainment 8 47.71 14.17 14.88
Progress 8 0.02 -0.51 0.00 0.12 0.29
Confidence Interval -0.16 - 0.20 -0.71--0.31 -0.19 - 0.19 -0.08 - 0.32 0.09 - 0.49

The indicative P8 score for our disadvantaged cohort, using CAT test data as the baseline, based on the end of Y10
predicted grades was -0.55.

Based on our provisional 2025 results the indicative P8 score for the whole cohort is calculated at +0.14.

e e

Attainment 8 48.97 10.23 13.98 14.94
Progress 8 0.14 -0.02 0.18 0.06 0.31
Confidence Interval -0.04 - 0.32 -0.22-0.18 -0.01-0.37 -0.15-0.27 0.10 - 0.52

Based on our provisional 2025 results the indicative P8 score for our disadvantaged cohort is calculated at -0.27.

Alps
.
Quality Indicator

Alps calculates a school Quality Indicator. This differs from P8 as it has no X
bucket rules and simply includes every qualification taken by all students and S P
compares the total points achieved with the total that would be accumulated B P
if every student achieved top 25% progress in each qualification. N P

=g |-
In 2025, it used CAT Test data as the baseline because Y11 did not sit KS2 @ ]
SATs in 2020. N
In 2024, our Alps’ Quality Indicator was Grade 6 (bottom 40% nationally). B O
The Quality Indicator based on our disadvantaged cohort was Grade 8 L e )
(bottom 10% nationally).
Based on our end-of-year-10 predicted grades our Alps’ In 2025, our Alps’ Quality Indicator was Grade 4 (top
Quality Indicator was Grade 5 (nationally average). The 40% nationally). The Quality Indicator based on our
Quality Indicator based on our disadvantaged cohort disadvantaged cohort was Grade 6 (bottom 40%
was Grade 7 (bottom 25% nationally). nationally).

e " e A
Quality Indicator Quality Indicator
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Post-16

At the start of Y11 the probability of many of these students applying to join the Sixth Form, never mind gaining good
enough grades, was slim.

24 of the 66 (36.4%) are in Y12 at Little Heath School in 2025-26 and that is something for them, and us, to be proud
of.

Student surveys

Prior to sitting their second round of mock exams in March, the students responded to a survey about their mentoring
and support.

e 100% stated that their effort / engagement with learning had improved in Year 11 in comparison to Year 10.
e 24% said their attendance had been good in Year 10 and continued to be soin Y11.
e  59% said their attendance in Year 11 was better than in Year 10.

o 17% said their attendance was no better in Year 11 than in Year 10.

The students gave the school invaluable feedback at the end of the project, too. The following comments are a
representative sample:

e ‘Being in a progress group helped me to set a goal, with weekly check in meetings to keep me on track, especially
when | was struggling for motivation or losing focus.’

e ‘Being in a progress group helped massively with motivation. | felt like | had a target to aim towards. My group
leader motivated me by saying we would go to Burger King if we proved to him that we had done enough hours
of revision. My English GCSE went from a predicted grade 2 in Nov to a 6 in the summer and | think the progress
group played a big part in that.’

® ‘The weekly check ins kept me on the right path with someone who | knew cared and wanted the best for me. My
progress group leader was an English teacher and gave me lots of specific advice to help my revision for English.
My grade in English Language GCSE rose from a predicted 2 to a 6 in the summer.’

e ‘| liked having someone to talk to about my PPE (Mock) results and predicted grades. My progress group leader
helped me to know what was going on and when, so that | could prepare properly.’

e ‘My progress group won a lot of the engagement with learning competitions, so we had lots of chocolates and that
did motivate me. Being part of a progress group made me more positive about school and motivated in class. It
definitely helped me to improve my grades.’
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Parental feedback

Many parents gave very positive feedback both during the academic year and post-results. Some of the parents had
been amongst the hardest to reach in the cohort, for example as indicated by their attendance at parents’ evenings and
events during Years 7 — 10.

Lots of their comments were around their son or daughter being much more motivated, much fewer early morning
discussions about ‘you are going to school today’, and much more homework seen being done as well as revision for
the mocks and the final exams.

Multiple parents of the students in the cohort, including those who did least well, thanked the Deputy Head on Results
Day saying that they were certain that their daughter / son would have got poorer grades if she / he had not been in
the progress group. One parent stated that their son being in the Progress Group in Year 11 had possibly saved him
from suspension, or worse.

Lessons learned

Despite us being proud of the difference the Progress Group in 2024-25 made to the school’s headline results, and
perhaps more importantly the grades and post-16 pathways of many of the group, we have made some adaptations
for 2025-26.

1. Some students have been included because they are not achieving a 5+ in Maths and / or Best English. In 2024-
25, the main focus was 4+ and many of the group were unlikely to ever achieve Grade bs.

2. In 2025-26 each Group meets every Tuesday during PM Registration, rather than leaving individual group leaders
to timetable their meetings by themselves. The Deputy Head who runs the project plans each session, which is
delivered to all of the groups. Having the groups all meet at the same time makes it much easier to cover if a Group
Leader is unavailable.

3. Asthe key focus is on academic attainment, we are not recording Engagement with Learning (EWL) scores from
teachers each week as we did last year.
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Contact us
About Alps

01484 887 600
info@alps.education

At Alps, we put students at the centre by setting
ambitious but achievable targets and encouraging
aspiration, to help every student succeed.

Scan here to learn
Using the full national DfE dataset, Alps provides more about Alps...
comprehensive examination and progress tracking
analysis via our Connect and Summit platforms for
over 1,200 schools, colleges, and Groups in the
UK and internationally.

For more information on Alps and how we can
support your school, click here.



https://alps.education/alps-book-a-demo-all-page/

