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Executive Summary 

Background 

Extended services in schools are one of the key delivery mechanisms of the Every 

Child Matters Agenda and the Childrenôs Plan. The Government has set out a ócore 

offerô of extended services that they want all children to be able to access through 

schools by 2010: 

 A varied menu of activities 

 Childcare 8am ï 6pm 48 weeks per year for primary schools 

 Parenting support including family learning 

 Swift and easy access to targeted and specialist support services 

 Community access to school facilities. 

The evaluation of extended services aims to measure: how successful schools have 

been in offering a range of services; whether services meet the needs of users; how 

successful extended services have been in improving outcomes and raising 

standards of achievement; other key outcomes and benefits of the programme; and 

the long term benefits and cost effectiveness of extended services. In order to 

measure this, the evaluation will attempt to measure a range of outcomes, including 

attainment.  

Methods 

This report looks at the findings from the first year of the evaluation. It draws on: 

 A telephone survey of 1,500 schools, conducted in September to November 

2009; 

 A face to face survey of 2,253 parents and 1,307 pupils conducted in 

November 2009 to February 2010; 

 A postal survey of 363 schools, conducted in January and February 2010, 

that collected information on the resources used to deliver extended 

services; 

 Visits to schools involved in qualitative case studies. 

Further research including more surveys, more visits to case study schools, a cost 

benefit analysis and impact assessment, is planned for later in this evaluation.  
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Results 

Provision 

Two thirds of schools were offering all five elements of the full core offer (childcare 

from 8am to 6pm; a varied menu of activities; parenting support; community access 

to facilities; and swift and easy access to specialist support), and the remaining third 

were offering some elements. With the exception of community access to school 

facilities, at least nine in ten schools were offering each of the elements of the core 

offer. Secondary schools were more likely than primary or special schools to be 

offering the full core offer. 

Where schools were offering services on the school site, many were also signposting 

to services elsewhere suggesting pupils and their families had a choice of locations 

where they could take up extended services. 

Almost all schools offered activities or childcare straight after school, but around eight 

in ten offered activities or childcare before school and in the holidays, and six in ten 

offered activities in the evenings after 6pm. On average, schools were offering 14 

different activities each week during term time. 

Three-quarters of schools or more offered family-wide activities, support for parents, 

and adult learning opportunities. 

Two thirds of schools were opening at least one of their facilities for community 

access, most commonly halls, rooms or spaces, sports facilities, and playgrounds 

and play areas. 

Almost all schools were working with disability or SEN support professionals, speech 

and language therapists, social care professionals, and parenting support 

professionals.  

Almost all schools had consulted parents and pupils when planning extended 

services, and two-thirds had consulted the wider local community. Just over half of 

parents were aware of their childôs school having consulted parents. Three quarters 

of pupils recalled being consulted about activities. Mostly by filling in a questionnaire 

or discussing activities in a class or tutor group. 

Six in ten parents thought their childôs school takes parents views on additional 

services into account at least óa fair amountô, but three in ten thought parentsô views 

were not really taken into account. Around three quarters of pupils thought their 

school took their views on activities into account at least óa fair amountô, but a quarter 

thought their views were not really taken into account.  

Seven in ten schools were targeting specific groups of pupils or families for support 

with extended services. Most commonly economically disadvantaged families and 

pupils with disabilities or SEN. 
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Delivery 

Two thirds of schools offered extended services as part of a cluster or group of 

schools, with most clusters being made up of ten schools or less. Nine in ten schools 

were using the Common Assessment Framework (CAF). 

The most common form of support schools were using to help plan, develop and 

deliver extended services was local authorities, including ESRAs (70 per cent of 

schools were using this as a form of support). Using other schools for support was 

also common (42 per cent of schools were doing this). Nearly two-thirds of schools 

agreed they had received sufficient support to help develop and deliver extended 

services effectively, but around two in ten disagreed. 

Four in ten schools agreed they had adequate human resources and administration 

within the school for the extended services programme to be a success, but half of 

schools disagreed with this. Eight in ten schools agreed teachers in the school had 

been consulted about the development of extended services. 

For all five elements of the core offer, the majority of schools had (some) day to day 

responsibility for running extended services themselves, but for activities and 

childcare it was also common for private providers to have responsibility for these, 

and local authorities tended to have (some) responsibility for the running of parenting 

support and swift and easy access. Health agencies or statutory agencies also 

tended to have (some) responsibility for running swift and easy access. 

Schools tended to use a variety of sources of funding for extended services. School 

funding and public sector (LA or PCT) funding was widely used for all five elements 

of the core offer. In the majority of schools users paid for childcare, activities and 

community access, and many schools were reliant on staff and others volunteering in 

order to provide childcare and activities. Amongst schools that asked users to pay for 

childcare or activities, almost all offered some kind of support for families who 

struggle to pay.  

A third of schools agreed they had adequate financial resources for the extended 

services programme to be a success, but a little over half disagreed. The most 

common barrier to developing and delivering extended services, cited by nearly two 

thirds of schools, related to the funding of services. 

Nine in ten schools were using registers to monitor attendance at activities, and just 

under half of these were then feeding attendance information into a central database.  

Usage 

Few parents felt they knew a great deal about the kinds of additional services offered 

by their childôs school, but over half felt at least reasonably well informed. More than 

nine in ten parents were aware of their childôs school providing childcare or activities 

during term time, but only just under four in ten thought holiday activities were offered 
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(although for 93 per cent of parents interviewed their childôs school was providing 

holiday activities).  

Three quarters of parents were aware of their childôs school offering parental support 

services, four in ten parents thought their childôs school opened its facilities for 

community access, and around four in ten recalled being given information by their 

childôs school about how to access support services and professionals. 

Two thirds of pupils had taken part in at least one term-time activity in the previous 

term ï most commonly sporting activities that occurred straight after school ï and a 

third had not taken part in any activities in the previous term. A significant minority of 

pupils (around three in ten) were doing at least two hours of activities a week during 

term time. Less than one pupil in ten had been to activities during school holidays in 

the last year. Where pupils had taken part in holiday activities they had participated in 

an average of 33 hours of activities across the year. 

Around a third of parents had used parental support services (most commonly social 

events and information sessions). However, a much higher proportion of parents 

(eight in ten) said they would be likely to approach their childôs school if they needed 

help accessing support services. Only 14 per cent of parents had used any school 

facilities that had been opened for community access.  

Three in ten parents said their child had been helped by the school to access at least 

one type of support service or professional in the last year, but this was much more 

common in special schools (over eight in ten).  

All schools had promoted their extended services, most commonly using methods 

such as newsletters, flyers, letters to parents, and postings on the school website or 

school notice boards.  

Around two in ten parents were dissatisfied with the availability of childcare, adult 

learning and parenting support in their area, and around three in ten were dissatisfied 

with the availability of activities suitable for their child, and leisure facilities in the area 

they live, suggesting there is a gap in local services that could be filled by extended 

services in and around schools.  

The time when the highest proportion of parents (four in ten) said they would like 

more activities to be provided to cover their childcare needs was during the summer 

holidays. A third of parents would like information sessions related to their childôs 

schooling to be made more available to them. Just over a third of parents said there 

were school facilities that were not open to the community that they would like to be 

able to use. 

The majority of pupils would like their school to offer more activities before school, 

straight after school, and during school holidays.  

Eight in ten parents were satisfied with the way staff handle discipline problems at 

activities, but fewer (two thirds) were satisfied with the amount of feedback they get 
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about their childôs progress at activities. Three quarters of pupils thought that the 

activities provided by their school were good overall, and around four in ten pupils 

thought their school was providing more activities than it had been a year ago. 

Benefits of participation (as perceived by parents) were mostly benefits for their child 

(such as having fun and making new friends), but two in ten parents said their child 

attending activities allowed them to work.  

Most parents (over six in ten) said their child could attend all or most of the activities 

they wanted them to. Where their child could not go to all of the activities they had 

wanted, the main barriers (each mentioned by around a quarter of parents) were: 

costs; not liking the activities on offer; issues with the availability of activities; and 

logistical issues such as time, location or transport to and from activities. 

Most parents had positive views about their childôs school, agreeing it has a good 

reputation, encourages their child to achieve, and involves them in issues that affect 

their child. Most parents also thought there was good interaction between parents 

and school staff. Seven in ten pupils said they enjoyed school at least most of the 

time, and pupils that took part in activities were more likely to say they enjoyed 

school. 

Impact 

Respondents to the survey of schools generally had very positive views on how 

extended services had helped the school to engage with pupils and families, but a 

third agreed that they still struggled to engage disadvantaged pupils and families in 

extended schools activities. Views were also generally positive on how extended 

services had helped schools to form or improve links with the community, with 

neighbouring schools, and with other agencies and providers of community services. 

At least seven in ten schools had seen greater parent and pupil engagement in 

learning and greater pupil enjoyment of school as a result of extended services, but 

fewer schools had observed improvements in attendance or reductions in behaviour 

problems or exclusions. In two thirds of schools the development of extended 

services had had at least some influence in raising attainment. It is worth noting that 

these findings are based on the opinions of the individuals interviewed for the 

telephone survey of schools.  

Despite all the positive views of schools, over six in ten schools agreed that offering 

extended services places a significant burden on schools.  

Cluster working tends to have a positive effect in both making schools more likely to 

form or improve links with the community, with neighbouring schools, and with other 

agencies and providers of community services, and in reducing the burden of 

delivering extended services on individual schools.  

Over half of pupils and parents thought their (childôs) enjoyment of school in general 

had increased since they started participating in activities. Over half of pupils also 
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thought their had been a positive impact on the marks they receive for their 

schoolwork, and more than half of parents thought their childôs language 

communication and socialising skills had improved. Three quarters of pupils agreed 

that taking part in activities helped them to get along better with other pupils, and 

around a third agreed it helped them get along better with their family. 

Most parents who used parental support services agreed these had had positive 

impacts on them: getting more involved with activities and events at school; talking 

more with parents of other pupils; talking to their child about school more; and 

helping their child to learn new things. 

Costs 

A cost benefit analysis is planned for later in the evaluation, but in the first year a 

postal survey of schools collected data on the resources schools used to deliver 

extended services. Costs will be attached to these resources in order to estimate the 

cost of delivering extended services. Case study interviews were also conducted with 

10 schools to gain better understanding of the context in which extended services are 

delivered and the range of inputs used.  

Both the case studies and the postal survey of schools showed there is considerable 

variety in the kinds of extended services schools offer, the ways in which they are 

delivered, and the scale of resources used to deliver them.  

Quantitative data suggested: 

 The equivalent of around half a full-time member of staff (18 hours a week) 

was needed for the administration and co-ordination of extended services; 

 A similar number of hours (around 20 per week) were needed for the delivery 

of out of hours activities; 

 Where schools offered holiday activities, a little over 300 hours of time per 

year were needed for the delivery of these; 

 In total, the average number of hours per week used to deliver extended 

services was 133. 

These hours are not necessarily delivered by school staff, some hours are provided 

by local authority staff, external providers, volunteers and others. 

Longitudinal case studies 

Twenty longitudinal case studies are being undertaken as part of the evaluation to 

help capture and explain the complexity and variability of what is happening óon the 

groundô with extended services, and to contextualise findings from the quantitative 

elements of the evaluation. These case studies use the theory of change to follow 
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schools over time, exploring the outcomes anticipated from extended services, and 

the actions taken to generate those outcomes.  

During the first year of the evaluation a series of fieldwork visits have been made to 

each school, and a theory of change has been developed for each. Visits to these 

schools will continue throughout the evaluation to explore further developments in 

extended services and measure outcomes and impacts. Because the first year of the 

evaluation has been about developing theories of change, ófindingsô at this stage are 

necessarily limited. However, some emerging issues have been identified and are 

summarised below. 

Schools, and particularly school leaders, are generally committed to the extended 

services agenda, and view it in a positive light, they also can articulate an 

understanding of their pupilôs and communitiesô needs. However, extended services 

coordinators have reported that some teaching staff view the extended services 

agenda as an óadd-onô that is the responsibility of the coordinator alone. 

The development of extended services has generally been on the foundation of some 

level of existing provision. For the most part, schoolsô initial efforts have been on 

delivering the core offer, and only once this is in place do they consider targeting 

particular groups, improving the quality of provision, and evaluating its effectiveness. 

Many schools work in clusters which help develop links with community organisations 

and avoid duplication of effort. School leaders report that establishing a sound 

infrastructure and designating an appropriate lead person for extended services are 

critical.  

Some schools have encountered difficulties when developing extended services, 

such as: being in new-build premises (meaning the school does not have control of 

those buildings at some times when they are needed); child protection requirements 

(vetting requirements make their attempts to engage parents and community 

members more difficult); in rural areas, issues with transport and with the 

geographical dispersion of specialist services, other agencies and external providers; 

and concerns about funding impacting on perceptions of the sustainability of 

extended services.  



Introduction 

 8 of 212 
 

Introduction 

Policy background 

Extended services in schools are to be universally available by 2010, and are one of 

the key delivery mechanisms of the Every Child Matters (ECM) agenda which 

focuses on the following 5 outcomes: to be healthy, stay safe, enjoy and achieve, 

make a positive contribution, achieve economic wellbeing. By contributing to ECM 

outcomes, extended schools are also expected to have a positive effect on 

educational attainment. 

Extended schools are also a key delivery mechanism of the Childrenôs Plan. The 

Childrenôs Plan sets out a clear vision where the Government expects every school 

to be uncompromising in its ambitions for achievement, sitting at the heart of the 

community it serves. 

The Government has set out a ócore offerô of extended services that they want all 

children to be able to access through schools by 20101.  Extended schools work with 

local authorities, local providers and other schools to offer access to a wide range of 

services from 8am to 6pm, 48 weeks a year, including school holidays.  However, 

these services are not necessarily delivered on the school site. The core offer 

comprises:  

 A varied menu of activities (including study support, play/recreation, sport, 

music, arts and craft and other special interest clubs, volunteering and 

business and enterprise activities) in a safe place to be for primary and 

secondary schools;  

 Childcare 8am ï 6pm 48 weeks a year for primary schools; 

 Parenting support including family learning; 

 Swift and easy access to targeted and specialist support services such as 

speech and language therapy; and, 

 Community access to facilities including adult learning, ICT, and sports 

facilities. 

Full Service Extended Schools (FSES)  

Full Service Extended Schools were a precursor to the current extended schools 

policy, starting with 60 Local Authorities in 2003-04 and reaching all Local Authorities 

in 2005-06. This allowed schools to provide (alone, or in later phases, with partner 

schools) a comprehensive range of extended services for their communities.  

                                                

1
 DfES (2004) Choice for Parents, the Best Start for Children: A Ten Year Strategy for Childcare. 
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Roll out of Extended Schools 

The extended schools prospectus issued in June 2005 set out the expectation that all 

schools were to provide access to a core set of services. To support this, the 

Government has invested a considerable amount of funding in extended schools:  

£680 million between 2006 and 2008, and the Government will be providing £1.3 

billion between 2008 and 2011 to support the development of extended schools.  

Research objectives 

The aim of the evaluation as a whole is to provide rigorous information and evidence 

about the delivery and effectiveness of extended schools. However, it should be 

noted that this report is a summary of findings from the first year of the evaluation, so 

not all the research questions have been addressed. Further research is planned as 

part of this evaluation.  

The research will produce a comprehensive assessment of the impact of extended 

schools, building on information of service provision, usage, and programme 

implementation. The evaluation is focused on how different models of extended 

schools affect different types of pupils, families, schools and communities, including 

the most disadvantaged. In order to measure the effects of extended services the 

evaluation will attempt to measure a wide range of outcomes, including attainment.  

The key research questions are: 

 How successful have extended schools been in offering a range of services 

aimed at reaching the most disadvantaged families within a framework of 

providing mainstream services for all families?  

 Are extended schools meeting the needs of users, particularly the most 

disadvantaged? 

 How successful have these changes been in improving outcomes and raising 

standards of achievement for children and young people, as measured, in 

particular by, school and pupil level outcomes, including attainment, 

attendance, exclusion rates and behaviour?  

 How have these outcomes improved for population sub groups, including 

reducing the attainment gaps of underachieving groups? 

 What have been the other key outcomes and benefits of the programme? 

 What are the long term net benefits of extended schools, and is this cost 

effective? 

The overall research strategy can be categorised into five themes or strands, each of 

which has a set of key research questions: 
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Strand 1: Provision 

The objectives of strand 1 are to provide up-to-date, robust and representative 

information on what extended services schools are providing, including: 

 What is the nature of the extended schools provision and what services are 

schools providing? For example, childcare activities, parenting and family 

support; types of activities; referral/ access to specialist services; or community 

use of facilities? 

 How does this vary across schools? 

 What is the capacity of these services? How often are they provided, for how 

many hours?  

 How do levels of provision vary? 

 How were the services commissioned? Were parents, children and young 

people involved in their design? 

 How does provision relate to need?  

 How is the provision being targeted and why? 

Strand 2: Delivery 

Strand 2 aims to complement the information on what services are being delivered, 

providing information on delivery, implementation and what can be learnt about best 

practice, including:  

 How have extended services been implemented at school level, and by what 

means?  

 To what extent are schools providing services themselves, joining clusters of 

local schools, or commissioning via the private, voluntary and independent (PVI) 

sectors? 

 What is the nature of the involvement of external providers, both on and off site? 

 What sources of funding have schools used, including DCSF and/or other 

funding? 

 What charging policies are in place? 

 Are schools using delivery support systems and networks, and to what extent? 

 What monitoring and performance management systems are used? How are 

schools deciding what to deliver, for what cost, and to whom, and is this part of a 

clear planning process? 
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 What lessons can be learned about best practice, both in management 

processes and service delivery? What are the barriers to success? 

Strand 3: Usage 

The objectives of strand 3 are to provide robust information about what is the usage 

of extended services by children, families and communities, including: 

 Who is using extended services?  What are the type, frequency and amount of 

services used at an individual level? 

 Why are different users using extended services/ individual aspects of the core 

offer? 

 How are the services being marketed? To whom and with what success? 

 How do individual patterns of use vary and accumulate over time?  

 What are the characteristics of users, and how do they compare with non-users, 

the school and local population? 

 What is the awareness, demand and take-up of extended services, and how do 

users differ from non-users?   

 What is the reach and use of extended services across different sub-groups, 

particularly the most disadvantaged children and families; different ethnic 

groups, gifted and talented children, or children with special educational needs? 

 How do schools define their community? 

 What are usersô opinions of the services provided? What are the perceived 

benefits?  Are there barriers to usage, and what are the reasons for non-use? 

Strand 4: Impact 

Strand 4 focuses on understanding the long term impact of extended services on a 

variety of outcomes and benefits, how they vary for different types of users.  

The key questions for this strand are: 

 What are the outcomes and benefits of extended services?  

 What has been the effect of extended services on school and pupil level 

outcomes, including key stage results, pupil achievement, staying on rates, pupil 

absence, pupil skills, motivation and behaviour? 

 How do outcomes vary between different children and sub groups (for example, 

FSM, children from Black and Minority Ethnic groups etc)? 
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 What approaches are the most effective? 

 Is there evidence that extended services have helped to narrow the gap? 

Strand 5: Cost Benefit Analysis  

In order to fully understand the impact of extended services, a cost benefit analysis is 

to be undertaken.  The cost benefit analysis will attempt to quantify the whole range 

of benefits of extended services in relation to the cost of provision, giving an 

indication of value for money.   

Summary of research components (methodology) 

Research undertaken so far as part of this evaluation includes: 

 A quantitative telephone survey of schools 

 A quantitative postal survey of schools 

 A quantitative face to face survey of parents and pupils 

 Visits to case study schools 

 A thematic review concerning how schools define and respond to 

disadvantage in their development of extended services (this is not included 

in this report, but has been published separately2). 

Further thematic reviews, case study visits and quantitative surveys are planned as 

part of this evaluation as a well as a cost benefit analysis and an impact assessment.  

Telephone survey of schools 

A telephone survey lasting 25 minutes was conducted with 1,500 schools with a 

response rate of 60 per cent. Interviews were conducted with whoever had 

responsibility for extended services at the schools (in most cases a headteacher, 

deputy head, or extended schools co-ordinator). Fieldwork took place between 

September and November 2009. For details of how the sample was selected for the 

telephone survey, please see appendix 1. The questionnaire used for this survey is 

included in a separate technical annex that to this report. 

Postal survey of schools 

All schools that took part in the telephone survey of schools were asked if they would 

be willing to be sent a postal survey. Of the 1,500 schools interviewed 1056 agreed. 

Questionnaires were sent to all the schools that agreed followed by a letter reminder 

and then a full pack reminder for schools that had not responded. Fieldwork took 

                                                

2
 http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/research/data/uploadfiles/DCSF-RR196.pdf 
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place in January and February 2010. Questionnaires were returned by 363 schools, 

relating to a response rate of 34 per cent. The questionnaire used for the postal 

survey is included in a separate technical annex that to this report.  

Face to face survey of parents and pupils 

A sample of pupils was selected from schools that had taken part in the telephone 

survey of schools. Two cohorts of pupils were selected ï one cohort aged 5 to 8 who 

could then be followed up in later surveys throughout their time at primary school, 

and one cohort aged 11 to 13 who could then be followed up in later surveys 

throughout their time at secondary school. For full details of how the sample was 

selected please see appendix 1. Where pupils were aged under 11, an interview was 

undertaken with a parent or guardian that the young person lived with, and where 

pupils were aged 11 or older both the pupil and a parent or guardian was 

interviewed. Interviews were achieved in 2261 households with a response rate of 66 

per cent. The questionnaire used for the survey of parents and the pupilsô 

questionnaire are both included in a separate technical annex that to this report. 

Visits to case study schools 

Two different types of case study visits have been undertaken:  

 Case studies to obtain a broad view of the context in which extended services 

were delivered and the range of inputs used. These were undertaken 

amongst ten schools in eight local authorities. Interviews took place in May to 

July 2009. These case studies are intended to (eventually) feed into a cost 

benefit analysis. Findings from these case studies are included in chapter 5 of 

this report.  

 Longitudinal case studies amongst 20 schools in 19 local authorities. These 

case studies use the ótheory of changeô and focus on the outcomes 

anticipated from extended services provision, the actions taken to generate 

those outcomes, and the sequential changes through which those outcomes 

are produced. A fuller explanation of these longitudinal case studies, and 

emerging findings from them, are included in chapter 6 of this report.  

Report layout 

Findings from the telephone survey of schools and the survey of parents and pupils 

are structured around the first four strands that the evaluation addresses: 

 Provision (chapter 1) 

 Delivery (chapter 2) 

 Usage (chapter 3) 

 Impact (chapter 4) 
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Chapter 5 includes the results from case studies related to costs and the postal 

survey of schools which will feed into a cost benefit analysis later in the evaluation. 

Chapter 6 includes emerging findings from longitudinal case study visits to schools.  

Comparisons with previous survey 

In 2008 another research agency undertook surveys of schools, parents and pupils 

about extended services. Where possible, comparisons have been drawn between 

2008 data and current data and any notable differences are mentioned in chapters 

one to four.  

In addition, appendix 2 includes tabulations of topline survey results for the 2008 data 

alongside the current data for questions that were included in both 2008 and in the 

current survey.  

Analysis of data and significant differences 

For schools telephone survey data crosstabulations of the following subgroups of 

interest have been examined at all questions where base sizes were sufficient to 

break down the data: 

 School type (primary, secondary, special) 

 School size (looked at separately for primary, secondary and special schools) 

 Whether the school is in an urban or rural area 

 Whether the school has a high or low proportion of pupils eligible for free 

school meals (FSM) 

 Whether the school has a high or low proportion of pupils from an ethnic 

minority 

 Whether or not the school is providing (or signposting to) the full core offer of 

extended services. 

In addition, other relevant breakdowns have been examined at particular questions.  

For parents and pupils data cross tabulations of the following subgroups of interest 

have been examined where relevant and for questions where base sizes were 

sufficient to break down the data: 

 Whether the pupil attends a primary, secondary or special school 

 Gender or pupil 

 Ethnicity of pupil 

 Whether the pupil has special educational needs 
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 Whether the pupil is eligible for free school meals (FSM) 

 Gross annual household income 

 Whether the parent/carer or their partner is in work 

 Whether the household receives working tax credit 

 Marital status of the parent/carer 

In addition, other relevant breakdowns have been examined at particular questions.  

Wherever subgroup differences are pointed out in this report they are statistically 

significant with at least a 95% degree of confidence, unless otherwise stated. All 

statistically significant differences present in tables are mentioned in the text 

preceding that table.  

Tables in this report 

Unless otherwise stated, figures shown in tables are column percentages. The 

columns will not always add up to 100, for several possible reasons: multiple 

responses are allowed at the question; answers such as ódonôt knowô or órefusedô 

have been excluded from the table; or rounding of percentages might mean they add 

up to 99 or 101.  

A * symbol in a table indicates a percentage that is less than 0.5 but more than zero.  



Provision 

 16 of 212 
 

1. Provision 

This chapter examines which extended services schools were offering, whether they 

were offering the ófull core offerô, and what consultation schools had used in planning 

and developing extended services.  

Key findings: 

 Two thirds of schools were offering all five elements of the full core offer, and 

the remaining third were all offering some elements. Secondary schools were 

more likely than primary or special schools to be offering the full core offer. 

 With the exception of community access, at least nine in ten schools were 

offering each of the elements of the core offer.  

 Where schools were offering services on the school site, many were also 

signposting to services elsewhere suggesting pupils and their families had a 

choice of locations where they could take up extended services. 

 Almost all schools offered activities or childcare straight after school, but 

around eight in ten offered activities or childcare before school and in the 

holidays, and six in ten offered activities in the evenings after 6pm. 

 On average, schools were offering 14 different activities each week during 

term time. 

 Three-quarters of schools or more offered family-wide activities, support for 

parents, and adult learning opportunities. 

 Two thirds of schools were opening at least one of their facilities for 

community access, most commonly halls, rooms or spaces, sports facilities, 

and playgrounds and play areas. 

 Almost all schools were working with disability or SEN support professionals, 

speech and language therapists, social care professionals, and parenting 

support professionals.  

 Almost all schools had consulted parents and pupils when planning extended 

services, and two-thirds had consulted the wider local community.  

 Just over half of parents were aware of their childôs school having consulted 

parents. 

 Six in ten parents thought their childôs school takes parents views on 

additional services into account at least óa fair amountô, but three in ten 
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thought parentsô views were not really taken into account.  

 Three quarters of pupils recalled being consulted about activities. Mostly by 

filling in a questionnaire or discussing activities in a class or tutor group. 

 Around three quarters of pupils thought their school took their views on 

activities into account at least óa fair amountô, but a quarter thought their views 

were not really taken into account.  

 Seven in ten schools were targeting specific groups of pupils or families for 

support with extended services. Most commonly economically disadvantaged 

families and pupils with disabilities or SEN.  

 

1.1 The full core offer 

In order to be delivering the ófull core offerô schools need to be either offering or 

signposting to all five of the following extended services: 

 Childcare from 8am to 6pm 48 weeks a year for primary schools; 

 A varied menu of activities (including study support, play/recreation, sport, 

music, arts and craft and other special interest clubs, volunteering and 

business and enterprise activities) in a safe place to be for primary and 

secondary schools; 

 Parenting support including family learning; 

 Community access to facilities including adult learning, ICT and sports 

facilities; 

 Swift and easy access to targeted and specialist support services such as 

speech and language therapy. 

At the time of the schools survey (September to November 2009), two thirds (67 per 

cent) of schools were offering the full core offer, and a third (33 per cent) were not.  

Whether or not schools were offering the full core offer varied considerably by school 

phase, school size, and whether schools were in an urban or rural location: 

 82 per cent of secondary schools were offering the full core offer, and larger 

secondary schools were more likely to be doing so than smaller ones; 

 65 per cent of primary schools were offering the full core offer, and larger 

primary schools were more likely to be doing so than smaller ones; 

 51 per cent of special schools were offering the full core offer, and again, this 

was more common amongst larger schools than smaller ones.  
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Around half (52 per cent) of rural schools were offering the full core offer compared 

with 71 per cent of urban schools.  

1.2 Elements of the full core offer 

With the exception of community access, each of the elements of the core offer was 

being offered by at least nine in ten schools, and in most cases these elements were 

provided on the school site. Table 1.1 shows, for each element of the core offer, the 

proportion of schools that were offering this element (first column) and the proportion 

of schools that were offering each element on the school site (second column).  

Similar proportions of primary and secondary schools were offering childcare, 

activities, parenting support and swift and easy access. Where the difference lay was 

in community access to school facilities: 97 per cent of secondary schools were 

offering this compared with 75 per cent of primary schools. This is driving the 

difference between the proportions of primary and secondary schools that were 

providing the full core offer.  

Special schools were less likely than primary and secondary schools to offer each of 

the core elements of extended services with the exception of swift and easy access 

to specialist support services.  

As with the full core offer, school size affected whether or not schools were offering 

some of the elements: larger schools were more likely than smaller ones to offer 

childcare; larger secondary and special schools were more likely than smaller ones 

to offer community access; and larger special schools were more likely than smaller 

ones to offer activities.  

Rural schools were less likely than urban ones to offer childcare, parenting support 

and community access to school facilities.  

There were also differences in the proportions of schools offering parenting support 

based on the proportion of pupils in the school eligible for free school meals (FSM), 

and the proportion of pupils in the school from an ethnic minority. Amongst schools 

where at least 10 per cent of pupils were eligible for FSM, 95 per cent offered 

parenting support compared with 87 per cent of schools where less than 10 per cent 

of pupils were eligible for FSM. Furthermore, 97 per cent of schools where at least 25 

per cent of pupils were from an ethnic minority offered this service, compared with 90 

per cent of schools where less than 25 per cent of pupils were from an ethnic 

minority.  
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Table 1.1 

Elements of the full core offer being offered by schools 

 
Proportion of schools 
offering this element 

Proportion of schools 
offering this element 

on the school site 

 (n=1,500) (n=1,500) 

 % % 

Childcare 91 66 

Activities 97 87 

Parenting support 91 75 

Community access 78 66 

Swift and easy access 94 86 

   

Base: All schools (1,500) 

   

 

Where schools were not offering the elements of the core offer on the school site, but 

were signposting to them, these elements might be offered at other schools within 

the same cluster, or might be offered elsewhere. Table 1.2 shows, for each element 

of the core offer, the proportion of schools that were only signposting to each element 

that said the element was provided at another school in their cluster (first column) 

and the proportion of schools that said the element was provided elsewhere (second 

column). As the figures in the table show, some schools were signposting to 

extended services in more than one location (both at other schools within the cluster 

and elsewhere).  

 
Table 1.2 

For schools that are only signposting to extended services, where these services 
are offered 

 
Services offered at 

another school within 
the cluster 

Services offered 
elsewhere 

 (n=variable) (n=variable) 

 % % 

Childcare 61 63 

Activities 52 61 

Parenting support 43 75 

Community access 68 57 

Swift and easy access 38 65 

   

Base: All schools that only signpost to each element of the core offer (between 104 and 
302 ï varies for different elements of the core offer) 
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Where schools were offering services on the school site, at least half of schools were 

also signposting to these services - either to another school within the cluster, or 

elsewhere: 

 50 per cent of schools that provided childcare on the school site also 

signposted to childcare at other locations; 

 63 per cent of schools that provided activities on the school site also 

signposted to activities at other locations; 

 62 per cent of schools that provided parenting support on the school site also 

signposted to parenting support at other locations; 

 52 per cent of schools that opened their own facilities for community access 

also signposted to facilities that were open for community access at other 

locations; 

 60 per cent of schools that provided swift and easy access to specialist 

support services on the school site also signposted to specialist services at 

other locations. 

This suggests that, in many cases, pupils and their families were being offered a 

choice of locations at which they could take up extended services.  

1.3 Reasons for not providing extended services 

For each of the elements of the core offer that schools were not offering or 

signposting to, schools were asked to provide a reason for this. The reasons given 

are shown in table 1.3. 
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Table 1.3 

Reasons schools were not offering each type of extended service 

 Childcare Activities 
Parenting 
support 

Community 
access 

Swift 
and 
easy 

access 

 (n=196) (n=84) (n=152) (n=290) (n=91) 

 % % % % % 

You are planning to offer this 
service in the future but don't 
yet do so 

23 28 33 21 26 

You don't have the resources 
to offer this service 

25 31 18 39 17 

You have identified that no 
need or no demand exists for 
this service 

33 11 25 19 27 

Facilities are not 
suitable/there are better 
facilities elsewhere 

5 1 4 8 0 

Problems with 
location/transport 

9 5 2 1 * 

Cost 0 3 2 1 0 

We are a special/residential 
school 

1 1 1 1 0 

Health & safety/security 
issues 

* 0 0 2 0 

Because of age of 
pupils/nature of pupil's needs 

1 1 0 * 0 

We just don't/we disagree 
with it 

0 0 1 1 0 

Other Answers 
2 2 3 2 8 

No answer 
1 2 * * 11 

Don't know 
* 14 10 6 11 

      

Base: All schools that do not offer each element of the core offer (variable) 

      

 

1.4 Provision of activities and childcare 

For the purposes of the survey schools were asked about activities and childcare 

combined as there is a significant overlap between these two services since 

childcare includes any activities that are organised in such a way that parents can 

use them as childcare.  

Table 1.4 shows the proportion of schools offering types of childcare and activities 

(first column), and the proportion offering these types of childcare and activities on 

the school site (second column).  
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As the table shows, almost all schools were offering activities straight after school on 

the school site. At least eight in ten schools offered childcare or activities before and 

after school, and during the school holidays but, particularly for holiday provision, this 

was not always on the school site. Around six in ten schools offered activities in the 

evenings after 6pm, but it was fairly rare for this provision to be on the school site.  

Special schools were less likely than other schools to offer each type of childcare or 

activities: 51 per cent offered childcare before school; 74 per cent offered childcare 

after school; 82 per cent offered activities straight after school; 48 per cent offered 

activities in the evening after 6pm; and 75 per cent offered childcare or activities 

during school holidays.  

As might be expected, secondary schools were much more likely than primary 

schools to offer activities in the evenings after 6pm: 86 per cent compared with 58 

per cent. Primary schools were less likely than secondary schools to be providing 

childcare and activities on the school site, and more likely to be signposting to other 

locations.  

Rural schools were less likely than urban schools to offer childcare before school (72 

per cent compared with 85 per cent), and activities in the evenings after 6pm (51 per 

cent compared with 64 per cent). Where rural schools were offering childcare before 

school, and childcare and activities during the holidays, this was more likely to be off 

the school site than it was for urban schools.  

Where schools were offering childcare and activities on the school site, many were 

signposting to childcare and activities at other locations as well, providing more 

choice for parents, and more opportunities for pupils to attend.  
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Table 1.4 

Types of childcare and activities being offered (or signposted to) by schools 

 
Proportion of 

schools offering 
this 

Proportion of schools 
offering this on the 

school site 

 (n=1,500) (n=1,500) 

 % % 

Childcare or activities used as 
childcare before school 83 59 

Childcare or activities used as 
childcare after school 93 69 

All activities straight after school 99 97 

All activities in the evenings after 6pm 62 28 

Childcare or activities during school 
holidays 83 45 

   

Base: All schools (1,500) 

   

 

Where schools were offering activities or childcare, they were asked how many 

different activities were provided by the school (or cluster of schools) out of school 

hours, during a typical term time week. A fairly high proportion (16 per cent) could not 

answer and these have been excluded from the analysis below.  

Across all schools that could answer this question, the average number of activities 

being offered each week was 14, although there was considerable variation in this 

number: 

 25 per cent of schools were offering five activities or fewer; 

 38 per cent were offering between six and ten activities; 

 24 per cent had between 11 and 20 activities on offer each week; 

 Six per cent were offering 21 to 30 activities; and 

 Eight per cent had 31 activities or more on offer each week. 

Secondary schools tended to have more activities on offer than primary or special 

schools: the average number was 30 activities per week amongst secondary schools 

compared with 11 for primary schools and seven for special schools. The size of the 

school also made a difference; larger primary and secondary schools tended to be 

offering more activities each week than smaller ones.  

Urban schools were, on average, offering more activities than rural schools: 15 per 

week, compared with nine per week in rural schools.  
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Also, schools that were offering the full core offer of extended services were 

providing more activities than those that were not: 17 per week on average compared 

with nine activities per week in schools that were not offering the full core offer.  

1.5 Transport to activities and childcare 

Where schools were signposting to activities and childcare that were not provided on 

the school site, in 53 per cent of cases all the offsite locations were within walking 

distance of the school. As might be expected, this varied considerably by the type of 

area. For 61 per cent of urban schools provision was within walking distance, but this 

was only the case for 22 per cent of rural schools (and 47 per cent of schools in town 

and fringe areas).  

There were also differences by school type: all provision was within walking distance 

for 56 per cent of primary schools, 46 per cent of secondary schools, and just 21 per 

cent of special schools.  

Where some offsite locations for provision of childcare or activities were not within 

walking distance of the school, schools were asked if transport was provided for 

pupils to reach the offsite locations. For 16 per cent of schools transport was 

provided for all offsite childcare and activities, and 29 per cent of schools provided 

transport for some offsite childcare and activities, but 54 per cent of schools did not 

provide transport to any of their offsite provision.  

Table 1.5 shows responses broken down by school phase and by area type. As the 

table shows, secondary schools were more likely than primary schools to provide 

transport, but special schools were most likely to provide transport. More urban 

schools than rural schools provided transport to offsite activities and childcare. 

There were also differences by school size, with larger primary and secondary 

schools being more likely to provide transport to offsite provision of activities and 

childcare than smaller schools.  
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Table 1.5 

Whether schools provide transport for pupils to reach childcare and activities that 
are provided offsite (and are not within walking distance) 

 
Primary 
schools 

Secondary 
schools 

Special 
schools 

Urban 
schools 

Rural 
schools 

 (n=239) (n=189) (n=189) (n=412) (n=120) 

 % % % % % 

Yes ï for all childcare 
and activities 14 17 40 21 10 

Yes ï for some 
childcare and activities 26 39 29 32 18 

No ï no transport 
provided 59 41 29 46 72 

      

Base: All schools with offsite provision of childcare and activities that is not within 
walking distance of the school (617) 
      

 

1.6 Provision of parental support services 

Table 1.6 shows the proportion of schools that were providing, or signposting to, 

different types of parental support (first column), and the proportion that were 

providing this on the school site (second column). As the table shows, around six in 

ten schools provided family-wide activities and parenting classes on the school site, 

and half of schools provided adult learning opportunities on the school site.  

Special schools were less likely than other schools to provide, or signpost to, adult 

learning opportunities: 53 per cent did so compared with 78 per cent of primary 

schools and 80 per cent of secondary schools.  

Larger primary, secondary and special schools were more likely than smaller ones to 

provide or signpost to all types of parental support services. And schools with higher 

levels of pupils eligible for free school meals were more likely than schools with lower 

levels of pupils eligible for free school meals to offer all types of parental support 

service.  

Rural schools were less likely than urban schools to offer all types of parental support 

services: 

 63 per cent of rural schools provided or signposted to family-wide activities 

compared with 80 per cent of urban schools; 

 75 per cent of rural schools provided or signposted to support for parents 

compared with 85 per cent of urban schools; 

 68 per cent of rural schools provided or signposted to adult learning 

opportunities compared with 79 per cent of urban schools.  
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In many cases, where schools were offering parental support services on the school 

site, they were also signposting to offsite services too.  

 
Table 1.6 

Types of parenting support being provided (or signposted to) by schools 

 
Proportion of 

schools providing 
this 

Proportion of schools 
providing this on the 

school site 

 (n=1,500) (n=1,500) 

 % % 

Family-wide activities including visits, 
workshops and activity sessions 76 60 

Support for parents including 
parenting classes and programmes 83 63 

Adult learning opportunities for 
parents including literacy and 
numeracy support 

77 49 

   

Base: All schools (1,500) 

   

 

1.7 Provision of community access to facilities 

Two-thirds (65 per cent) of schools were opening at least one of their facilities to the 

public. Most commonly this was halls, rooms or spaces (60 per cent), sports facilities 

(52 per cent) or playgrounds or play areas (40 per cent). A full list is shown in table 

1.7.  

Where schools were opening facilities for public use, they tended to have opened 

more than one type of facility: 28 per cent of all schools had opened two or three 

facilities; 23 per cent had opened four or five types of facility; and seven per cent had 

opened six or more types of facility for public use in the last 12 months.  

Almost all secondary schools (94 per cent) had opened some facilities for public use, 

whilst the figure was much lower for primary and special schools (both 60 per cent). 

Larger primary and special schools were more likely than smaller ones to have 

opened up their facilities. And schools in urban areas were more likely than rural 

schools to have opened any of their facilities for public use (69 per cent compared 

with 48 per cent).  
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Table 1.7 

Facilities schools have opened for public use in the last 12 months 

 All schools 

 (n=1,500) 

 % 

Halls, rooms or spaces 60 

Sports facilities 52 

Playgrounds/play areas 40 

ICT suites 29 

Arts facilities (for arts, crafts, music or drama) 25 

Library 11 

Medical facilities 8 

Canteen/dining/food technology area 1 

Other 2 

  

Any facilities 65 

  

 

Schools that offered or signposted to community access to facilities were asked if 

there were any facilities the school could open for public access that it currently did 

not. Table 1.8 shows responses for all schools that offered or signposted to 

community access to facilities (first column), for schools that had opened some of 

their facilities in the last year (second column), and for schools that had not opened 

any of their facilities in the last year (third column).  

As the table shows, 85 per cent of the schools that were not currently opening any 

facilities did have facilities that they could open for public use, and about half (48 per 

cent) of schools that were already offering community access to some of their 

facilities had further facilities that could be opened.  
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Table 1.8 

Facilities schools could open for public access, but do not 

 

All schools 
offering 

community 
access 

Schools that 
do currently 
open some 

facilities 

Schools that 
do not 

currently 
open any 
facilities 

 (n=1213) (n=1034) (n=171) 

 % % % 

Halls, rooms or spaces 16 4 73 

Sports facilities 13 7 44 

Playgrounds/play areas 23 13 71 

ICT suites 26 22 46 

Arts facilities (for arts, crafts, 
music or drama) 13 10 25 

Library 21 19 31 

Medical facilities 5 5 4 

Canteen/dining/food technology 
area 2 1 6 

Other 4 5 * 

    

Any facilities 55 48 85 

    

Base: All schools that offer or signpost to community access to facilities (1,213) 

    

 

Where schools did have facilities they could open for public access that they were 

not currently opening, these schools were asked why they did not open these 

facilities for public access. The most commonly given responses were that the school 

had identified that no need or demand existed (41 per cent) and that the school did 

not have the resources to open its facilities (31 per cent). Other answers were: 

 There are better facilities elsewhere (e.g. other schools, council facilities) ï 13 

per cent; 

 Health and safety, security or insurance issues ï eight per cent; 

 The facilities are not suitable ï six per cent; 

 Issues with the upkeep of facilities ï four per cent; 

 Cost ï two per cent. 

There were also five per cent of schools who said they were planning to open their 

facilities, and another five per cent who could not answer.  

 




