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Abstract

We present the first dynamic model of neighbourhood and school choice to illustrate how the
design of school priorities - how the school allocates places if over-subscribed - affects sorting
into schools and neighbourhoods. Our model shows not only how the design of school choice
affects local house prices and school composition, but also the composition of neighbourhoods
in household age and completed fertility size. We focus on the comparison of over-subscription
priorities between random allocation and catchment areas that give priority to local pupils. We
calibrate our model to a city in England, where stylised facts match the key predictions of our
model. We find that allocating places by lottery if over-subscribed increases the probability of
attending the “Good” school from outside the catchment area, decrease local house prices in
this area, while increasing the mixing between household types.

1 Introduction

One objective of providing “school choice”, where households can submit preferences for a number
of schools, is to widen access to good schools to pupils from a greater range of socio-economic
backgrounds.! In the alternative “neighbourhood” or “catchment area” system, where schools’
intakes only comprise of local children, households’ residential and school choices are bound. This
yields house price inflation around the highest quality schools and inequitable outcomes in that
less well-off households can not afford access to these schools. Under school choice, households are
able to apply to other schools than their local one, which partly breaks the deterministic school
assignment from location. Over-subscribed schools still need to ration applications to available
places, however, through an order of priority of applicants.?

L Among the multiple objectives of school choice, one objective is to encourage competition among schools and
thereby increase the overall quality of schooling services. Evidence for this channel of impact is however mixed (see
for example Hoxby (2000) and Rothstein (2007)), and is not a mechanism we will examine in this paper.

2In most school choice systems, a central authority then assigns pupils to schools using an allocation mechanism,
taking into account parents’ stated preferences for schools and schools’ ranking of pupils. The focus in our model is
on the impact of the school priority order rather than on the allocation mechanism (e.g. Boston or Gale-Shapley)
since we only have two schools which can accommodate the total demand in the aggregate.



This paper analyses the impact of school priorities on the sorting of households and pupils
across schools and neighbourhoods. In other words, we quantify the relationship between the type
of school priority (catchment area versus lottery) and the social mix within schools and within
neighbourhoods, defined as the mix between households of different ages, different income and
different family size. The innovative feature of our approach is that we build a dynamic structural
model of household choices across different life stages, allowing for heterogeneity in family types
along completed family size.> The dynamic components of our framework come from the sibling
priority rule applied by schools, whereby the family’s younger sibling is guaranteed a place in the
school that the older sibling attends, and from the existence of moving costs. Households care for
local amenities, school quality and distance to school when there are children travelling to school.
Residential location matters most in the life stage when parents apply to a secondary school (if
there is neighbourhood sorting) and in the life stage when the household’s children travel to school.
Because households are forward looking and there is a cost of moving across neighbourhoods,
households’ residential choices exhibit some persistence.

We calibrate our model to data from three neighbourhoods in the city of Bristol, England, and
find that it replicates patterns of sorting in schools and neighbourhood across family types and life
stages well. Our results also provide structural estimates of households’ willingness to pay for a
good school and neighbourhood amenities along the life-cycle and across family size.

A structural model is the appropriate method for our research question for four reasons. First,
and crucially, it allows us to simulate counterfactual policy environments. For example, how do
choices change if all schools admit pupils by lottery if over-subscribed? The alternative reduced
form approach would be to find areas where the school priorities had (exogenously) changed and
observe the resulting change in neighbourhood and school sorting, where external validity would
be limited. Second, structural models illuminate the mechanisms through which a policy change
(here school priorities) influence the outcome of interest (here neighbourhood and school sorting).
Our model quantifies the impact on house prices and the overall welfare effect of a change in
school priority ordering. Third, we are able to uncover the structural parameters of the underlying
theoretical model, i.e. the willingness-to-pay for neighbourhood amenities and the willingness-
to-pay for school quality, thereby decomposing the local premium in house prices into these two
components. Finally, we make households’ choices and incentives explicit, as well as any functional
form assumptions and elements that are excluded from the model.

1.1 Previous literature

Empirical

There is a large empirical literature, beginning with Black (1999), on the willingness to pay for
local school quality. Using boundary discontinuities Black finds that house prices respond to local
school quality. Typically, households are willing to pay a premium of around 3-4% for access to
a one standard deviation increase in school average test scores. (See Gibbons and Machin (2008),
Black and Machin (2011) and Nguyen-Hoang and Yinger (2011) for detailed summaries of recent
evidence.) Bayer, Ferreira, and McMillan (2007) aim to disentangle household preferences for school
and neighbourhood attributes, while taking into account endogenous sorting across neighbourhoods.

3We assume that young households have perfect foresight over their future completed fertility.



They show that previous estimates of willingness to pay for higher school quality are upward biased
if households also have preferences for more affluent neighbours.

Our research question is whether the house price premium (and sorting into neighbourhoods
and schools) is affected by whether and to what extent location determines access to a good school.
Empirical evidence is limited to the effect of admission to local schools on house prices. Machin and
Salvanes (2016) use a 1997 reform in Olso county in Norway to estimate the change in willingness-
to-pay for houses close to good schools. This reform changed schools’ enrolment rule from strict
neighbourhood enrolment to an allocation by prior average grade. They estimate a fall in the house
price premium near a good school by 50 percent. Bogart and Cromwell (2000) use a change in
school districts in Ohio in 1987 and find that house prices respond not just to school quality, but
whether the area has a neighbourhood school, and the ease of transportation to school. Ries and
Somerville (2010) use a re-zoning reform in Vancouver in 2001 and find that house prices respond
to changes in school quality only in the top quartile of the distribution.

These empirical studies provide useful evidence that house prices respond to how places at
schools are determined, not only the quality of the school, but are silent on the underlying mech-
anisms and impact on sorting and segregation. The external validity of these studies is of course
limited to the specific context of the policy change.

Another strand of literature studies the relationship between neighbourhood and school segre-
gation. In a qualitative study, Coldron et al. (2010) find a strong correlation between residential
segregation and school segregation, concluding that residential segregation is the main determinant
of sorting into schools in England. Taylor and Gorard (2001) also conclude that “schools remain
socially divided chiefly because of the socially divided nature of housing” rather than school choice
policies, and recognise the potential for the use of catchment areas and distance to school as criteria
for admission to increase social segregation in schools. Johnston et al. (2006) find that the level of
segregation in schools is in fact markedly higher than in neighbourhoods in some areas of England
when considering the distribution of ethnic groups, although this is not a focus of our paper.

Theoretical

There is existing theoretical research that incorporates the endogenous location of households
in response to the design of school choice, and/or explicitly models changes in priority in admis-
sions. We summarise the key ingredients and findings of each paper in turn before highlighting the
contributions of our paper.

Nechyba (2000) presents a three-district model of high, middle and low income school districts.
The focus of this paper is on the impact of targeting vouchers for private schools on certain school
districts or on low-income households. In the model, households have one child, whose ability is
correlated with household income and can choose their place of residence, vote on local property
tax rate and opt for private schooling. School quality is a function of spending and average peer
ability. When calibrated to New York data, the model predicts that the nature of targeting affects
the outcome of the vouchers policy substantially and that households’ residential mobility plays a
key role in the workings of this policy.

Epple and Romano (2003) compare student sorting between two systems of enrolment: one
neighbourhood enrolment and one district-wide open enrolment. Each household has one child
whose ability is correlated (or not) with household income. They may face transport costs when



attending a distant school. Households choose their neighbourhood of residence, school and vote
over tax rates. School quality is endogenous. In the equilibrium with neighbourhood enrolment,
the model predicts that income stratification implies school quality stratification because the access
to neighbourhoods with better peer groups is rationed by higher housing prices. In the equilibrium
with open enrolment and no transport costs, the model predicts equal school qualities and equal
house prices. Finally, in the equilibrium with with open enrolment and transport costs, only higher
income households are able to choose schools, while lower income households live and attend the
school in the poorer neighbourhood. The difference in house prices is equal to the transport cost.

Ferreyra (2007) analyses the impact of private school vouchers targeted to non-religious schools
relative to vouchers schemes for any private school, religious or not. The outcomes of interest
are private school enrolment and location decisions. In the model, households have one child and
heterogeneous preferences for the quality of the school and the neighbourhood. Tastes for school
depend on households’ religion. Households’ residential and school choices, school quality and tax
rates are all endogenous. The model, when calibrated to the Chicago metropolitan area, predicts
that universal targeting of vouchers benefits more households and expands private school intake
more than those targeted to non-religious schools.

Calsamiglia et al. (2015)’s research question is close to ours in that is assesses the impact of
school allocation rules on socio-economic sorting into schools and neighbourhoods. The allocation
mechanisms examined are Boston Mechanism and Deferred Acceptance, with or without neigh-
bourhood priority. Households have one parent and one child and have types defined as either
income or child ability. Their preferences are homogeneous and relate only to consumption and the
child’s human capital. House rents and school quality are endogenous. The main findings are that
priority to local applicants lead to segregation, whatever the allocation mechanism. In the absence
of neighbourhood priority, different allocation rules do not affect residential sorting but can have
large effects on school sorting. Also, the availability of private school can substantially affect the
equilibrium.

Calsamglia, Fu, and Giiell (2018) examine the relative equity and efficiency of different allocation
mechanisms in a context where the population of households comprises both strategic and non-
strategic. The former take into account admission probabilities when applying for schools whereas
the latter reveal their true preferences. Households also have the option of enrolling in a private
school if they value their assigned school less than this outside option.

1.2 Contribution

Unlike all previous papers, we incorporate different household types, for example Non-Parents
and households whose dependent children have left home. This unique aspect of our model allows
us to explore the spillovers of the school choice system to Non-Parents in rents and neighbourhood
composition, as well as calibrate the model using these additional parameters. These spillovers
are important: only 27% of households have a dependent child in England. Our second unique
model component is a dynamic setting. Households choose their neighbourhood depending on
the environment (priority at the Good school determined by proximity or otherwise) and their life-
stage in each period. This allows us to explore neighbourhood formation by age and household-type
in addition to income. Due to this feature our model is also able to relate to detailed small area-level



characteristics on the age and income composition of neighbourhoods in addition to sorting into
schools. We also include sibling priority, which is only considered by Calsamglia, Fu, and Giiell
(2018) but is relevant in most international environments.

Only Epple and Romano (2003) model the effect of transport costs on neighbourhood and
school sorting (as we do). This ingredient is realistic, modelling the demand for proximity, and
allows us to simulate the effect of transport policies on neighbourhood and school sorting.

Endogenous location is an essential component of a theoretical model of sorting in response to
school choice and school priorities. All theoretical papers summarised above have this ingredient,
apart from Calsamglia, Fu, and Giiell (2018), who leave this to later work.

One model component we currently omit is endogenous school quality, which is a common feature
of other theoretical papers. In Calsamiglia, Martinez-Mora, and Miralles (2015) school quality is a
function of the peer group ability, while in Nechyba (2000), Epple and Romano (2003) and Ferreyra
(2007) school quality is a function of the peer group and school spending. In future work we plan
to endogenise school quality as a function of the peer group but include a fixed component (for
example due to management quality). As in Calsamiglia et al. (2015), future work will also consider
the impact of a private school outside option. Appendix A sketches these extensions.

2 Model dynamic choice of neighbourhood and school

Our environment is composed of N forward-looking households choosing their place of residence
and secondary school for their children (if they have any), N landlords renting their properties and
S schools allocating their places to applicants. All agents have perfect information but are not able
to coordinate, e.g. there is perfect competition in the property market.

Households are modelled over the lifecycle, which is decomposed into four stages T; defined
around the period that is key for our purposes, i.e. the time when households apply for a place
in secondary school. This period is denoted T;. The preceding period, Ty starts when households
enter adult life and need to make a choice of residential location and ends at the age where they
need to apply for a place in a secondary school for their eldest child (if they have any). The third
period 75 relates to the years when the household has children going to a secondary school and the
last period T3 is the remaining lifetime of the household after the children have finished secondary
school. For simplicity we will refer to all households as a set of one or two adults of the same age
and who take decision in a unitary manner. We rule out divorce and remarriage.

We sketch in Appendix A two possible extensions of the model which we have yet to implement
where school quality is endogenous and where households have the option to send their child(ren)
to a private school.

In our stylised representation of the timing of these events, we assume that the duration of each
period is 15, 2, 8 and 30 years, with adult life starting at the age of 25. For households with children,
we assume the first child birth to occur at age 30 (and the second two years later), secondary school
application to occur 10 years later, and children to leave secondary school when parents are 50 is
8 years. We assume life expectancy to be 80 years and the post-secondary school phase to last 30
years.



We allow households to differ along two dimensions: income and fertility type. The latter is
represented by the completed family size denoted f, which can take the values 0, 1 or 2. We assume
that households know their fertility type and income y from the start of their adult life. For now,
income is assumed constant over the lifecyle; this assumption will be relaxed later on. Note that
both these dimensions of household heterogeneity are exogenous.

We model an environment in steady-state, thus the fraction of the population of households in
the life stage ¢ and of fertility type f is constant and equal to 7; - ¢, where 7; is the fraction of
total adult life spent in phase ¢ and ¢y is the fraction of households of fertility type f.

Households will choose to live in neighbourhood n; in their life stage ¢. There is a set of two
neighbourhoods to choose from n = L (low quality) or n = H (high quality) which offer different
levels of amenities. There is one secondary school per neighbourhood, and school quality® is denoted
s which can take the values B (bad) and G (good).

Households all rent their property at a yearly cost of » and have to pay a utility cost m to move
across neighbourhoods. We rule out saving and borrowing so that households consume all their
non-rent income. Preferences are assumed to be homogeneous across households, who value con-
sumption, school quality, neighbourhood amenities and proximity to school in a separable manner.
Our specification for the households’ yearly utility function is the following:

U(f,t,y,s,n) = log(y—r)+an
s (0+7 Lip=g)) =M Lin,zn,_y) (1)
—d - L(k>0) - Ls—1&n=1)|(s=0&n=H)> (2)

where k = k(f,t) is the number of children of secondary school age in the current period, «

is the utility derived from the amenities in the high-quality neighbourhood relative to the low-
quality neighbourhood, @ (respectively 6+ is the utility of having one (respectively two) child(ren)
attending the good secondary school relatively to the bad secondary school and d is the disutility
associated with having to commute to a secondary school in a different neighbourhood from the
neighbourhood where the household resides. In addition, we have a term for the moving cost
potentially incurred at the junction between two life phases: —m - 1(,,2n,_,)-

In this framework, two markets need to clear: the rental property market and the “market” for
school places. The former will clear thanks to the adjustment of the rent level r, the latter will
clear thanks to the school allocation rule in case of excess demand. We assume that, across the
two neighbourhoods, the numbers of properties and school places are such that the global market
always clears.

Starting with the market for school places, we make the following assumptions: First, schools
operate a “siblings priority” rule whereby younger siblings are guaranteed a place in the school of
the elder child. Second, all households apply to the good school for their eldest child, i.e. the utility
derived from the good school always exceeds the cost of commuting to a distant school. However,
families with two children apply for their youngest child to the secondary school attended by their
eldest child. We justify this assumption by conjecturing that commuting to two different schools
incurs a cost that is larger than the benefit of having the youngest child attending the good school

4Note that we have Z?:o Z%:o gy =1
5Measures of school quality are discussed in section 3.



when the youngest attends the bad school. Third, when a school is over-subscribed, it will use
one of two allocation mechanisms to deal with the excess demand: priority to closer applicants
(“catchment area”) and random draw among applicants from the same neighbourhood, or random
draw (“lottery”) among all applicants (regardless of place of residence).

The total number of school places P per cohort across the two schools G and B is equal to the
number of households with children in stage 77 of their life. The school G has Pg places and the
school B has Ppg places. These numbers are fixed by policy and do not respond to excess demand
in our model. The total number of applicants to school G, denoted A is all households in the life
stage T} with children. Ay (respectively Ar) of these live in neighbourhood H (respectively L):

A=Ag+ AL =N(¢1+¢2) 71 (3)

Among these, some are guaranteed a place because an elder sibling is already attending school G.
The numbers of two-children families in this situation in each neighbourhood are denoted Sy and
St (Sg + Si, = 5). These will be derived in section 2.2.

The allocation rule means that, depending of place of residence n, the probability m¢(n) of being
granted a place in the good school for households without a sibling priority is:

. Ps—-S
Wg(nH):WG(nL):mzn<l, f_s> (4)
in the case of lottery allocation and:
P —
ralng) = min(l,ﬁ) (5)
P~— S — (A —
re(ng) = min 1’mcwz:(O, ¢ —S —na(ng) - (Ag — Si)) (6)
Ar —Sp

in the case of allocation with catchment areas.

The above assumptions mean that households do not make a choice with respect to the secondary
school they apply to, but that their place of residence may have an impact on their expected success
in applying to the good school. We now turn to the property market.

In order to determine the numbers of households wishing to live in each neighbourhood, we
examine the cost-benefit analysis of choosing neighbourhood H versus neighbourhood L for all
households types as defines by their fertility types and life stage. Given that we have 3 fertility
types and 4 life stages, we have 12 different household types for whom the relative benefits of the
two neighbourhoods will vary. We denote the rent level in neighbourhood H as r and normalise® the
rent in neighbourhood L as 7y. Since households are forward looking, they will base their decision

on the comparison of lifetime values of choosing either neighbourhood in the current period. These
will be defined below.

Looking at the specification of the utility function (2), we see that the only term in which
neighbourhood choice interacts with income is in the utility of consumption. Given the strictly
diminishing marginal utility of consumption in (2), there is a unique income threshold above which

SWithout loss of generality.



households will choose neighbourhood H for each of the 12 household types. For the same reason,
this threshold will be increasing in r. In fact, these thresholds also depend on the neighbourhood
in which the family resided in the previous period since there is a moving cost, and for families
with two children in life stage 75, the threshold will depend on whether the elder child has been
given a place in school G or not. For ease of notation, we summarise the demand of properties in
neighbourhood H with a single threshold per family type (we relax this in the full model derivation
below) (f,t,7) and can formalise the market clearing of housing in neighbourhood H7 as:

2 3
N =33 ns F (§(f.t.7)) (7)

f=01t=0

where we denote F'(.) the cdf of the distribution of income y across households, which for now we
assume is the same across household types and Ny is the number of properties in neighbourhood
H, which is exogenous in our framework. Also, F' = 1 — F. Since the right-hand side decreases with
r, this define a unique rent level 7 at which the housing market clears in both neighbourhoods.

The two dynamic components of our framework are the following. First, there is a cost m of mov-
ing across neighbourhoods. Second, for families of fertility type 2, the school for the younger child
is determined by the school place granted to the older child, which may depend on neighbourhood
choice.

Note that, within each life stage, yearly utility flows are constant, so the sum of discounted
utility flows over the T; years of any life phase t is equal to this flow multiplied by a factor 3;
defined as:

- 1 _BTt—l
ﬁt - ﬁ?

where (3 is the yearly discount factor of households.

(8)

The dynamic choice of a household of type f and income y over the life cycle is a sequence
{ni}t=0..3 of neighbourhood choices that maximises:

3 3
t—1
ZBZt,ZOTt’ 'Bt 'EU(f7tayant) _mz]l(nt;ént_l) (9)
t=0 t=1

: t—1
where, for ease of notation, we assume that »,_, 7y = 0 and:

EU(f727yan2) = ’/TG(nl) : U(f727yaGa n2) + (1 - ’/TG(nl)) ! U(f727yaBan2) (10)

This dynamic choice problem will be solved by backward iteration (detailed in section 2.1).
The outcomes of interest for our purposes are the extent of income segregation among parents
(f > 0) and non-parents (f = 0) in each neighbourhood resulting from the school allocation rule,
the relative quality of school G, and the relative amenity in neighbourhood H.

"Since the set of the two neighbourhoods comprises as many properties as households, when one market clears,
the other does too.



2.1 Optimal choices

In the last stage of life, T; = 3, s = 0 for all households as all types are post-children. Neighbourhood
choice is therefore independent of f. There is no uncertainty on school allocation.

,ﬁ3(y7 ’I’LQ) = argmazr ngU(fa 37 Y, Oa na, n3)7
which leads an optimal value V5(y,n2) = U(f, 3, ¥, 0, na, n3(y, n2)).

When T; = 2, s € {0, 1} depending on success in application in 7; = 1, but there is no remaining
uncertainty.
ﬁ2(f) Y, S, nl) = argmaz ,, [U(f7 2a Y, s,N1, TLQ) + ﬁTQVi%(ZU, n2)]a (11)

which leads an optimal value of:

V2(f7y7s7nl> = U(f727ya8an1aﬁ2<f7yas7nl)) + BTQ . ‘/E’)(y7ﬁ2(f7yasanl))~

In the school application life stage, T3 = 1, s = 0 for all household types as the older sibling is
not yet in school. There is uncertainty in school allocation in the next period.

U(f,1,y,0,n9,m1)
ﬁl(.ﬂya nO) = argmaxr ni BTl |: (f > 0) (pG(nl)‘/Q(f7y7 1a nl)] + (1 _pG(nl))VZ(f7y707nl)) :| )
( 0) ‘/é(fay707nl)

which leads an optimal value of:

Vl(fayvnO) = U(fv]- y70 nOa'ﬁ‘l)

+ ﬂTl |: (f>0) (pG(ﬁ‘l)‘/z(fvy7laﬁ1)+(1_pG(ﬁl))‘/Q(f7yaO>fL1)> :|
(f_O)V2(fay707ﬁ1) ’

where 711 = n1(f,y,no) for ease of notation.

Finally, in the first period, 73 = 0, we have s = 0 for all household types, as the older sibling is
not yet in school. There is no school uncertainty yet and:

/ﬁO(f7 y) = argmax no [U(f7 07 Y, 07 no, nO) + ﬂTOVI(f7 Y, ’I’L()):I

2.2 Model solution
WORK IN PROGRESS

Define seven functions: 73, fie, 11, g and V3, Vo, V4

Number of applicants to the Good school from the High quality neighbourhood: sum over family
types with child(ren) in period 1, and neighbourhood choices in period 0.



f=12 no

In the steady state this is equal to the number of family type 2 successful in application to the
Good school for their first child in the current period.

S = Noot1[F(Ga2pcr + F(Y22)par) (13)

Where N is the total number of households, F = 1—F, and s is the threshold type for f = 2,¢t = 2
that chooses to live in the High quality neighbourhood.

To solve the model, find the values of ng,ns,n1,ng, V3, Va, V1 where the school and housing
markets clear. That is, find rgy (rz fixed) such that the housing markets clear and the probability
of admission to the Good school is consistent with demand for housing. The structure of the code
is as follows:

e Create vector of exogenous pgy and pgy to iterate over.

e Given exogenous pgy and pgy, calculate rg.

e Given ry calculate 3¢, for all f and ¢.

e Calculate the endogenous pgy and pgr given ;.

Find where the exogenous pap and pgr equals the endogenous pap and pgr. This is the
equilibirum outcome.

Figure 1 shows the results of the iteration where pgy and pgr are in relatively coarse bins (of
0.1 intervals). The darker blue area shows where the absolute difference is smallest, where pgr, =0
and pgy is around 0.6-0.7. The code then iterates over smaller intervals of pgy around this level
(0.01 intervals) where pgr, = 0. Figure 2 shows there is a unique equilibrium where pg;, = 0 and

paa = 0.61

3 Stylised facts

This section presents the key features of differences across three neighbourhoods in a city in the
South West of England, Bristol. The neighbourhoods are chosen to represent one area containing a
Good school and high neighbourhood quality (corresponding to school G and neighbourhood H in
the model), one area containing a less-Good (Bad) school and comparable neighbourhood quality
(school B and neighbourhood H), and one area containing a less-Good (Bad) school with lower
neighbourhood quality (school B and neighbourhood L). These short-hand names do not truly
reflect the school and neighbourhood characteristics, but are used for convenience to be consistent
with the model. “Neighbourhood quality” in this context could best be described as proximity
to the city centre and amenities. We choose one school to represent the “Good” school as it has
the highest academic attainment and the most school choices per places observed in administrative
data. All schools have comparable levels of “value-added” or average pupil progress, however, and
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Figure 1: Finding equilibrium: Absolute difference between exogenous and endogenous pgy and
par with intervals of 0.1
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indeed one “Bad” school had a higher official grading by independent inspectors than the “Good”
school in our chosen time period.

The characteristics of these schools are presented in Table 1. Pupils attending Redland Green
have the highest attainment in both 2011 and 20128. For example, in 2011, 83% of pupils achieved
at least 5 GSCEs above grade C, compared to 66% in Cotham and 50% in Fairfield. There are
similarly large differences in the percentage of pupils achieving the English Baccalaureate (EBACC)
with 50% in Redland Green in 2011, compared to 23% in Cotham and 17% in Fairfield. These large
differences in the attainment of pupils are not necessarily the result of school quality, and final
test scores are the result of school, child and parent inputs. Measures of Value-Added, the average
progress pupils make from entry to exit, is therefore not always consistent with the attainment
data. In 2011 Redland and Cotham have similarly high Value-Added, while in 2012 Fairfield has
the highest. The most recent Ofsted grade, which provides an independent “snapshot” summary
measure of school quality is higher in Cotham than in Redland Green?, and lowest in Fairfield.

In practice, parents have preferences for the peer composition as well as school quality (Burgess
et al. (2015); Borghans et al. (2015)). The percentage of peers eligible for Free School Meals (FSM)
is a proxy for the intake of the school. This is lowest in Redland Green, where only 4% of pupils in
2011 are eligible for Free School Meals, compared to 22% in Bristol. Cotham and Fairfield are more
comparable with the Bristol average, with 18% and 24% of pupils eligible for 