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About the Education Policy Institute

The Education Policy Institute is an independent, impartial, and evideased research institute
that promotes high quality education outcomes, regardless of social background. We achieve this
through dataled analysis, innovative research and hjpgbfile events.

Education can have a transformative effect on the life chances of young people, enabling them to
fulfil their potential, have successful careers, and grasp opportunities. As welNiag laapositive
impact on the individual, good quality education and child swelhg also promote economic
productivity and a cohesive society.

Through our research, we provide insight, commentary, aadnstructive critique oéducation

policy in Englath¢ shedding light on what is working and where further progress needs to be made.
Our research and analysis span a young person's journey from the early years ttore@ungty to

the labour market.
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A HigherEducation, Further Educatioand Skills
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Our experienced and dedicated team works closely with academics, think tanks, and other research
foundations and charities to shape the policy agenda
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Summary

Thecostto the governmentof2 St f O propSs@dCPDentitiement

A We find that the nominal total cost to the government2fS f £ O2 Y S Q polichJNR LJ2 & SR
entitling all teachers to 35 houemnnuallyof high-quality continuing professional
developmentwould be £210 milliorach year

A This cost to the government is less than 1 per cent of total school expengindieating
that the currentlevel of spending on CRBay benearlysufficientto fund an annual35-hour
entitlement.

A The ostper pupilmay be higher for small schoaisth fewer pupils to spreadosts over.

A If this policy were to be implementeg@plicy makers should focus their attention not only on
increasing CPD spending to fund the entitent but alsoon the improvingthe quality of
CPDprovided

{ OK 2crtest §pendingon CPD

A We find an average spend on CPD per teacher @f3cross all schools.

A Most schoolsground80 per cent) spend less than 3 per cent of their budget on&Rb
year.

A The difference between the required spending to support the CPD entitlement and current
spending on CPD i4®%4 per teacheron aveage whichwould bea 17 per cent increase in
CPD spendind\s a proportion of total school expendityiewould be an increase déss
than 1 per cent

A The present level of spending on CPD means tB@es cent of schools would need to
increase their expenditure to cover the cost of the entitlement.



Background

The Education Policy Institute (EPI) have been cosiomied by Wellcome tderive an estimatdor
the cost tothe governmenbf a policy entitling all teachers to 35 hours of higimality continuing
professional development (CPD) every yddue aim of the proposed policy is to improve both the
guantity and quality of professional development undertaken by teachers in England. There is
presently no entitlement to higlguality CPD for teachers in England.

Thisreport is part of avider portfolio of researcton high-quality CPCxthat EPI hagmbarked upon
on behalf of WellcomeEPI previously undertook a comprehensive literature review to determine
the impact of higkquality professional development on pupil learniige published the findings
February2020? The review found that higquality CPD for teachers has an average effect size
equivalent to one month of extra learnirigr pupils

To supplement this revieviE Pl undertook aost benefitanalysigCBAJo value the impact of
providing more higklguality professional development for teachers and estimate whether the
benefits of introducing this policy exceed the likely cogis published the findings of this cest
benefit analysis in April 202IThereport found that highqualty CPD for teachers has estimated
benefit an order of magnitude greater than tlestimatedcost, whichindicateswe can be confident
that a wellimplemented policy would have social benefits.

This studybuilds on the CBAby estimatingthe cost to thegovernment if this policy were to be
implemented at a national scal#/e alsoestimatehow well schools with different pupil intakes
would beable to absorb the cost of this polipyoposal that iswould the policydisproportionately
affect thebudgets of specific groups of schaols

lFletcher 22 R | YR %dz002 t { 2Quality RréfeSsiodaF Degelopment @énTreathirddad
Students: A Rapid Reviemd Meta! vy I f e aA 4 Q®

2Van den Brande and ZuccolBhe Effects of Higuality Professional Development @eachers and
Student®



Approach

Toestimate of the cost of this policy thhe governmentand understand the additional school
funding that might be required to support its implementatidhere arefour steps

A Estimate the cost to schémof teachestaking up the CPD entitlement
A EstimatesOK22f 8aQ Odz2NNBy (i alLISyRAy3dI 2y /[t5
A Calculate he additionalcostthat the governmentwould need tofund.

At each stage there are significant uncertainties in the estimates. We have attempteditte the
most important of these below and provided several scenarios to test the impact of the uncertainty
on the final cost.

We considered the cost aleliveringhigh-quality CPD in the CBA afudind a range of existing
estimates. A core problem is that effective programmes vary dramatically in their duration, which
makes it difficult to estimate the cogter-hour of highquality CPD. There are also several categories
of cost, not all of whichra well estimated in many sources. For example, we would ideally account
for the:

A Costs foprovidingthe CPD.

A Costs for travel and subsistence if the GPBxternally provided.

A Costs for staff cover as teachers will not be able to teach lessons whearthemdertaking
their CPD.

A Cost of timespentpreparingCPDif delivered by school staff

Very few sources include all costse NS A Sg SR RI GF FNRBY GKS 99C /t5
Challenge, and the DfE to arrive at a central estimate of £54 per pempjlear. That figure is drawn

FNRBY (GKS 9RdzOI GA2Y 9YR24YSyYy(d C2 dzng upliittdte/ Qad 699 CO
current prices? Theper-pupil figureincludes all cost categoriepart fromstaff covercosts andhe

costof preparationtime (we do however account for staffovercosts in ar estimate of the cost of

the entitlement, details of which can be found in the anp&hat intervention also aligns well with

the intention of the policy proposal and is similar to #&imatesfrom other sources. A fuller

discussion of this data is in our published CBA report.

This figure is multiplied by the number of pupils in each school to give the minimum amount that
schoolsshould be spending to be able to supply their teachers with 3F$hof highquality CPD a
year.This provides apstimateof the average cost separately feachschool which ishelpful as rot

only might the cost of delivering CPD vary across groups of schools, but staff costs as a proportion of
their total budget wil also vary.

It is possible that not all teachers would take advantage of the entitlement and, in our CBA, we
assumed that they would undertake abauihe extra hours of higlguality CPDThat is based on
numbersfromd/ C9 wS &SI NOKQa ShallehgdzHaweveryit wauld balikpdrtant fols  /

SWHe S Ffodx W5AFIf23A0 ¢SFOKAYIQOD
4 Leonardi et al.\Progress towards the Wellcome CPD Chak®

7



the government to be able to fund the full entittement they promise to teachers so, in this estimate,
we assumefull uptake.

{OK22f a4Q OdNNByld alLISyRAy3a 2y [ t5

Wewill use school finance data to examine the betthat schools commit to CPBchools spend

different proportionsof their budges on CPandsome may alreadyeéxspendingenoughto fund

the full entittement ofhigh-quality CP/ C9 wS &SI NOKQa S@lftdzZ A2y 2F GK
suggests that schools may not have increased their spending on CPD duriihgiteege but,

instead, redirected it.

Unfortunately, there is also considerable uncertainty about how much schools pigseend on
CPD. We discuss this in more detailow.

Some schools carry-year balance surpluseshile others have iryear deficits. Where there is a

surplus, some of it may be available to support additional expenditure on a CPD entithestienit

further government supportHowever,we have chosen not to account for these balances in our
calculationsas it only relates to iyear balances and does not give a robust estimate of the financial

health of schoolsThe additional expenditures incurred thgh the pandemic maglsomean that
a0K22ta4Q FTAYlIyOSa I NB &shtheSitiatiérRor o@sNdayildolS y SEG T S¢
different compared to the2018/19data we currently have availabl€here is also no precedent for
additionalgovernment fundagto be distributedbased orii K S LINB O A gedrdaladc8d: NR & A Y

To estimate the additionalost,we take the amount that schools are currently spending on CPD and
subtract it from theestimated totalcost ofthe entitlement Thiswould bethe current shortfall

without accouning forany budget that schools have availabdesupport the entitlementThis is our
main scenario anthe true cost to the government to fund the entitlement.

This calculation makes sevemalportant simplifications:

A We assume that the quantity and quality of the spending is not limited by the capacity of
training providers tadeliver it, which we would not be able to consider without a more
detailed survey of training providers. If that is not the gdken it is possible that the quality
of CPD may suffer.

A We assume that each school is funded according to its individual neitsh is not how
funding tends to be distributed to statiinded schools. The next section outlines how we
deal with this.

The earlier CBA report did nstibtract off current spending because it sought to estimate the total
cost of the policyo society,not the additional cost to the government. That accounts for the
difference in cost figures between the figures below #malse included in that report.

5 Weston,\& Postcode Lottery for TelaersQ



Thecircumstance®f individualschoo$ varydramatically which will affect the affordability of the
CPD entitlementFor examplesmall schooltave fewer pupils and teachers over which to spread
the costs of CPD

To calculate the overall additional cogate have examined the circumstances andrsting of

individual schools in the latest data; however, any plausible mechanism for distributing the funding
would need to operate at a higher level of abstraction. For example, the DfE could chquseeitte

any additional funding at a constant ppupil rate, it could set a floor or ceiling on the amount
received, or it could adjust the rate by school phase, type, or pupil characteristics.

Designing a mechanism is beyond the scope of this report but, to illustrate the issues we conduct a
brief distribuional analysis of the current CPD spending per pupil across various school
characteristics. In our model, the cost of CPD per pupil is fixed so the additional cost of the
entitlement to the school, or government, depends primarily on the current levexpéerditure.

We examine whether that systematically varies by:

A School type.

A School phase.

A School size.

A Proportion of pupils eligible for free school meals.
A Proportion of pupils with special educational needs

If it does, then school budgets in some groups could be more heavily affected by an entitlement.
That does not necessarily mean that they should receive more goverrionagting, but it will
highlight whichschool groupgouldbenefit from greater financiadupport to fundthe proposed

policy.



Current spending on professional development

¢2 SaldAYF(dS GKS OdzNNByid S@St 2F ALISYRAYy3I 2y LINZ
data. The Department for Education (DfE) publishes comprehensive experifiures for all

schools and those figures include a category for professional developkivenise the 2018/19

figures, which were the latest at the time ahalysisHowever, weuplift all figures to current prices

There arawo sets of financiatlata published by the DfE

A detailed school income and expenditure data dmound 14,000ocalauthority maintained
mainstream schools through the Consistent Financial Reporting (CFR) returns

A detailed school income and expenditure data &mound 9,000naingream academies
through the Academies Accounts Returns (AAR)

The CfE publishes thisdata on the income, expenditu@nnuallyfor nursery schools, primary
schools, secondary schools, spest@ioolsand pupil referral units in England/e usedata from the
AAR and CRR estimateschool® O daxpeRifuieon staff development and training England
which we refer to as CPEpending

When analysing this datae have mde the following assumptian

A We restrict the data to only examine primary and secondary schmatause the different
needs and pupiteacher ratios of many other settings make it difficult to generadisess
them.

A We have notharmonised thelifferent reporting periodsfor the AR and CFRsboth
datasetscover an entire school yeaand weare not seeking to draw conclusions about a
particularyear's expenditure

A We usethe latest,single yeanf AAR and CH®hich isthe 2018/19 academic yeabut have
verifiedthat the conclusions hold for other recent years

A For academieshat are part of a multacademy trust in the AAR datae havedistributed
the trust-level spending bthe number of pupilsn the schoal

Limitations of the data

Using this data to gtimate how much schools spent on CPD is not straightforw#irdre are several
reasons whyt is unlikely to comprehensively account for the total spending on CPD:

A Expenditure on CPD does not always neatly fit into the spending on staff development and
training, it can fall under other expenditure categorieg@nline training that is classed as
software expenditure). The raw data excludes any direct CPD spending that is categorised as
something other than CPD. It is impossible to determine from the Bf&lkbw much
expenditure is not included within the staff development and trairfiggre, but informal
discussions suggest it could be a substantial proportion.

A Spending on staff development and training excludes the cost of staff time for attending
training. We included this in our CBA report by using staff costs at a school to estimate the
cost of cover.

8 Pata Sotces and Interpretatio@®
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A Professional development designed and delivered by internal school or trust staff will not be
included. That cost will bienplicitlyincluded in staftosts,but it is impossible to know how
many hours staff spend delivering CPD to their colleagues.

A There are a significant minorifground15 per centpf academieshat report spending
nothingon staff development and training despite all schools having mandatory INSET days
where CPD is typically undertakeédnly 2 per cent of LA maintained schomdport no
spending on CRD

We can address two of these limitations:

A For the schools reporting n@PD spending we can impute the spending using school and
pupil characteristics. We assume the dataesoconditionally at random and that we can
observethe relevant characteristics of the schoalksen use a CART model to impute the
spending figures. Dails of the process are eppendix A
A For the time staff spend attending the training we can use estimates of the number of hours
spent in CPD, along with staff costs, to estimate the cost of staff ilklS 2018 data
indicates that teachers in Englasdend approximately 55 hours per yearCPDbf their
1,265hours of directed timgthough the CPD Challenge indicates much of that is unlikely to
YSSi Fftf GKS 3I2@0SNYYSydQa ljdzatAade aidl yRINRao

Supplementing the CPD data with these figures substantialigases the estimated spending on
CPDIn the raw data, schools spend an average @£per teacher on CRBvhich igust under 1

per cent of total spendingAfter the two adjustments, we estimate average spending per teacher of
£2 950, which igust unde 3 per cent of total spendind-igurel showsthat the largest contribution

to the total cost is staff timgaccounting fof78 per cent of the estimated total

Figurel: Elements of the gerage spending on CPD per teacher
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Despite this estimate being far greater thdre staff development cost reported in the raw dathis
still likely to be an underestimate of the full cost of Gitidaise it does not account for either the
cost of staff preparing and delivering CPD internally,amyr CPD costs categorised elsewhere (eg
software).
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Cost of the entitlement

The cost to schools of teachers taking up the entitlement

The average costf implementing the CPD entitlement iaround£68,300 per schoalwhich equates
to £3,337 per teacher(Figure2). Formostschoolsthe cost would be less thafd,000a yearper
teacherto deliver the CPD entitlement for all their teachefsie average per pupil cost of this
entittement would be £T4 per pupil. Theannualcostfor all teachers irall schools iaround£1.4
billion, which igust over 3per cent of school expenditure

Figure2 showsthe distributionacross schools. It counts how many schools & level of cost
per-teacher, in bands of BO, if their stafftake up the entitlementFor exampleit shows that the
most common cosper teacheris between 8,450 and £3,500, with almost1,200 schools facing that
level ofpotential expenditure

Figure2: Distribution of the cost to schools of teachers taking up the CPD entitlement
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{ OK 2crtedt Spending on CPD

FigureBLINB A Sy i a (KS RAexigtingCPDgjehding peetdach&Ofia@ dh bvirage
spend on CPD per teacher ¢f, 850 acrossall schoolsMost schools 87 per cent) spend between
£2,000and £,000per teacher on CPD and vdegy spendless than £2,00(6 per cent) omore
than £4,000 per teache(7 per cent).

Though there are proportionally few schools spending less than £2,000 per tedcke®, Wil At Q 2 F
distribution that accounts foaround 1100 schools long and extends tB0 per teacher.

Throughout our results, this long tathows up aa group of scbols for whch the entitlement would

be extremely expensivaHowever, that may not be the correct interpretation of the figures. Recall

that we have been unable to include several categories of expenditure o €6ftvare, for

exampleg so it may behat these schools simply make greater use of online CPD, or categorise their

12



CPD expenditure slightly differently than most schoblere will undoubtedly be some schools that
have to markedly increase their spending to provide the entitlement to thteiff, but it is not clear
that is the case foall schoolsn the tail.

A second consequence thie long tail is that theveragefigures(means)we reportin the textare

often some way from the most common figure (the mode) or the figure in the middileeof
distribution (the median)We have provided the distribution of costs in most cases so that readers
can see for themselvdhe full range of the impact on schools and the figures in the text should be
interpreted in that context.

Figure3: Distribution of schools' CPD spending
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Converting those raw expenditures to a percentage of total school spending showsdbkat m
schoolg(around80 per centspend less thaB per cent of their budgets on CPD each y@agured).
Recall that this includes both the direct spending on CPD, plus an estimate of the cost of staff time
spent attending the CPD. It still does not incluttie cost of staff time constructing and delivering
CPD, nor the cost of software and other materials or tools that may be used to deliver it.
Nonetheless, including the cost of staff time generates a spending figatés well above the direct
costof 0.55per cent of spendinthat is oftencited.

7 eg HannayPersonnel Developme@Weston,Purther Falls in CPD Spending
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Figure4: Distribution of schools' CPD spending as a percentage of their budgets
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The cost to the government of the entitlement

Theaveragedifference betweerthe required spending to support theéPDentitlementand current
spendingon CPDs £494 per teacher(Figureb), which is an increase over curréDPDspending ofL7
per cent The present level of spending on CPD means8Baier cent of schools would need to
increase their expenditure to cover thestaf the entittement.The nominal total cost to the
government would be around2d0million in this instance.

Figureb: Current shortfall in spending relative to requirements
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If schools were to be fully funded for the additiomalst, assuming they did not cover it from any
available surplust would require an extra?s per pupil, on averageThat is an increase iatal
schoolfunding ofless than Jper cent.This highlights thatfter considering the amount of time that
teachers spend on CPD and hence the cost of teaching staff time that is associated with that, schools
are already almost spending what is required to implement a-igddity 35hour CPD entitlement.

Therefore, he issue is that the quality of the CPD that is currently being administered is not
sufficiently high, therefore policy makers should be focusing their attention on CPD implementation
as well as on increasing CPD spending to fund the entitlement. Thidbocates findings from the
Wellcome CPD Challenge that, after only a year of the Challenge, schools could increase the number
of high-quality CPD hours without any additional cost.

That is not to say that some schowlgh low expenditure on CPD would nstruggle to fund the
entitlement. As with any policy, a flat funding rate would benefit some schools that already spend
more than average on CPD, and disadvantage those that spend less. We explore these differences in
the next sectionhowever, the precisdlistributional impact will depend on thexact specification of

the funding policy.

It is important to emphasise that, while the entittement could perhaps be implemented at a lower
cost, reducing funding would likely jeopardise the quality of the programanmd reduce the impact
2y OKAfRNBYyQa fSIENyAy3ao

15



Distributional impact

Thekey factorthat influencesthe impact this proposed polioyill have on a particular schoeérsus
anotheristheda OK2 2t 4 Q OdzZNNBy (G aLISyYRAY 3 2 ysslowthebe ¢ KSNBEF 2 N
elements vary bgchooland pupilcharacteristicsi 2 F a OSNIF Ay (KA& L2t AO2Qa F

School type

The distribution of academies arid2 OF £ | dzil K2 NR (1 & &gending off CRaxgveiy A Yy SR & C
similarwith most school®f both types spending between £2,000 and £4,000 per teacher on CPD

The average spending on CPD per teachgightlyhigher for @ademiegelativeto LA maintained

schoolswith academies spending3f36 compared b £2856for LA maintainecgchoolsThis

implies that on averageacademies would need tocrease expenditure bynly £455per teacherto

cover the cost of thentitlement, while LA maintained schooisould need to find an additional

£537 per teacher(Figureb).

Figure6: Shortfall in current spending, by school type
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School phase

The average spending on CPD per teacher is slightly higregdondaies (£3,016 relative to
primaries(£2,893). This implies thgton averagesecondary schools would need to increase
expenditure by only £56 per teacherto cover the cost of the entitlementyhile primary schools
would need to find an additional526 per teacher(Figure?).



Figure7: Shortfall in current spending, by school phase

Primary

&
[=]
% D- T T T T T
n -£2,000 -£1,000 £0 £1,000 £2,000
=
g
=
=
200 -
100 -
D- T T T T . T
-£2,000 -£1,000 £0 £1,000 £2,000
Cost of CPD entitlement per teacher
Schoolsize

For schools with fewer than 100 pupilgete is aslightly negativeassociation between schodEPD
expenditure andheir size with theseschoolsgending tospendmore per teacheron CPFigure8).
Beyond hat, there is no clear association between spending and school size.

It istypical for small schools to spend more per pupil, and per teacher, because they struggle to gain
the scale necessary to reduce the part expenditure. The same appears to be tfaeCPD, so

these schools may also find that thest per pupil to deliver the entitlement is greater than we

have estimated in this reporA constant funding increase per pupil is unlikely to be sufficient to

cover the additional cost of the entitlemgfor these small schools.
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Figure8: Relationship betweerschools' current CPD spendi@ad school size

Note:Each point in the scatter is a school. Line fitted with lesimator;grey shading denotes 95 per cent
confidence interval of estimator.

Pupil characteristics

Finallywe compareschoof3 | 0 At AG& (2 I o a&2ieleveibkdBadvadagdai A 2y f O
their pupil intake We use two measures of pupil disadvantage: pheportion of students eligible
for free school meals (FSM), and the proportion of students with special education needs (SEN).

There is naclearassociation betweed O K 2efperiiire on CPD argither the proportion of
pupils eligible for free school@alsor with special educational needBigure9). That meanschools
with more disadvantaged intakegould not find it more expensive tlmnd a CPD entitlemenon
average thanschools with less disadvantaged intakes.
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