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Document F
PRE-INSPECTION BRIEFING 

PRE-INSPECTION BRIEFING: SECONDARY SCHOOL B
OUTCOMES OF THE ANALYSIS OF THE SELF-EVALUATION FORM

Under each of the following headings from the evaluation schedule:

· analyse how well the judgements in the SEF are supported by the available evidence

· suggest provisional hypotheses under each heading

· highlight issues that need to be pursued, which are likely to be:

· any major discrepancies between the SEF and the available evidence

· important areas that the SEF does not evaluate or explain

· particular assertions in the SEF that might be selected to investigate how well it diagnoses the school’s strengths and weaknesses.
Character of school based on SEF and PANDA 2004

School founded 1855. Last inspected in 2000 (short inspection) when school was judged to be very good. 
11-16 Roman Catholic Comprehensive school for girls

Beacon Status – 2000, Specialist Language College – 2003, Leading Edge Partnership School and partially extended school – 2004

Smaller than average NoR (641 in 2004 – up from 626 in 2000)
All pupils baptised Roman Catholics and at transfer are practising church members along with family members

32% known to be eligible for FSM – above the NA

55% pupils for whom English is believed not to be the first language is very high

21.5% pupils with SEN is above the NA and % with statements is broadly average

4 pupils known to be in care.

Over 50% of pupils are Black or Black British with the majority belonging to the West African Community in North Southwark
15% White British students; small numbers of other categories distributed across the remaining 30%. Increasing Hispanic and Portuguese community, many as  asylum seekers or economic migrants. 
Mobility looks to be below average.
All statutory requirements recorded in place.

Inner city accommodation on 6 floors including basement, and no playground.
Areas to pursue:

· How does the school track the achievement of its pupils from the wide range of ethnic backgrounds?
· How the partially extended provision supports pupils’ outcomes – how is this tracked?
· The impact of specialist school status on the school. Are community languages part of the plan?
· The impact of no playground, particularly on learners’ enjoyment and being healthy (ECM).
Achievement and standards

SEF reports mainly average or below average ability on entry. Figures recorded seem to confirm this.  

SEF evaluates overall achievement and standards as outstanding (grade 1)
Evidence cited is PANDA, FFT and DfES data.

KS3 – rising trend at Level 5+ between 1999 and 2004

DfES: Value added 2004 KS2-KS3: 100.5 = top 25% of schools nationally and top 5% against FSM.

Value added measures KS2 – KS4 and KS3 to KS4 very high in comparison with all schools. (Higher than in 2003 – 99%).  KS4 % of A*-A grades good in comparison with schools nationally. 

Reasons given for very good progress are: tracking pupils’ progress, challenging target setting and monitoring departmental achievement based on prior attainment data; pupils at risk of underachieving monitored by FT, pastoral head or member of SLT ; students in Y11 at risk mentored. (Intervention mentioned in SDP.)
Weaker areas are noted: weakness in Design Technology; ICT at KS3 not in line with other subjects at L6 but reasons given. 
Priorities for development seem to be well focussed, e.g. on challenging targets, changes to curriculum structure and delivery to benefit pupils, the development of new teaching and learning strategies and sharing best practice. 

Commentary:
PANDA 2004 (validated April 2005)
KS3. Data indicates that standards are above average against all schools nationally at KS3, but mathematics below average (this was the same at the time of the LIR)  
Compared with schools where pupils have similar starting points standards achieved are overall very high (A*) with steady improvement since 2002. Achievement in mathematics (B) is not as good as that in English and science (A*).  Progress from KS2 to KS3 for schools in similar contexts (PA) is at least very good, apart from mathematics where achievement is good. Value added measure 100.5 as indicated in the SEF. (Achievement at the higher levels is just below the norm.)
KS4. Standards achieved 5A*-C (69%) and point scores well above average and all A*-G indictors very high compared with all schools. Slight drop on A*-C compared with previous year. 

When compared to schools with pupils with similar starting points, pupils achieved very well at 5 A*-C and very high across all other indicators. This very good achievement has been maintained since the last inspection with increases in some subjects at A*-C and all subjects gaining 100% A*-G.
Some subject variations exist with noticeably lower A*-C results in:

D and T: 47.6 (63.5)

MFL: 57.9 (54.3)  Lower than previous year – 65.3   [Spanish – lower cohort doing well at 71.8 (58)]                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
Mathematics: 64.2 but higher than national (50.7), and given prior attainment (KS3 2002) was E, this is good.
PE: 52.4 (59.1)

RE: 59.8 (68.3)
(ICT results were  

2003 Pilot PANDA Contextual Value Added scores

This data indicates that this school is not significantly different to the national value added score.

The performance of ethnic groups in the school relative to the national performance for the same groups indicates that there are no significant groups. 

The school is identified in the third quadrant when comparing the attainment with CVA – (performing above the NA but below in VA.) The school is only just below the VA line. Given scores in 2004, this could be placed in quadrant 2 – above for attainment and VA. 
PANDA 2004 lists % of high social class wards generally lower than average but % of adults in higher education higher than the NA, so parental aspirations may help a proportion of pupils to achieve well.

Overall, the 2004 data seems to confirm that the school is doing very well overall. Individual subjects appear not to be doing as well and we shall need to tease out why? 
Issues to explore:
· Weak performance in Design Technology.

· Relatively weaker performance of mathematics in KS3.

· Why GCSE results in French dropped in 2004. 

· Why results in PE are weaker – are they affected by accommodation issues?
· Any issues related to RE.

· Are pupils at an early stage of English language acquisition making good progress? (SEF page 20 states that they are and that there is school data for this.)
· Do pupils feel that they are doing as well as they can in all subjects and do they enjoy school? (pupil discussion)
Personal development and well-being

SEF states that this area is outstanding (grade 1).

The SEF cites the various opportunities pupils have during school hours to adopt healthy lifestyles, some of which pupils participate in, e.g. timetabled PE, PSE, lunchtime menus, and other opportunities available to take up. No outdoor playground or other outdoor space causes the school problems.

SEF provides evidence that pupils feel safe and a number of strategies for ensuring that this is so.

SEF reports attendance rates continually improving over last 3 years and pupil behaviour very good – evidence (parent and pupil surveys cited as evidence)

There were no permanent exclusions in 2004, 63 instances of fixed period.  In past 7 years only one permanent exclusion. Fixed exclusions of 5 days or more never used. Weekly pastoral support meeting held bringing together relevant external agencies and key staff. 
There is some good detail regarding SMSC development and how well learners make positive contributions to communities. 
Preparation for future economic well-being appears to be well integrated into the school life. What do pupils think? Still work to do on further work related opportunities for some pupils.  

Commentary:
PANDA 2004 – Attendance 2003 – 4 very high

Rate of unauthorised absence very low

LIR evaluated the attendance and behaviour of the pupils as very good.

LIR evaluated the ethos of the school very good “permeates all aspects of the school’s life”.
(In the LIR, provision for spiritual development was evaluated good, and moral, social and cultural very good.) 
Overall, the evidence presented by the SEF indicates that, when confirmed, personal development and well-being are at least good. The SEF does not indicate where they are exemplary and so we shall need to uncover this. It may be that this is simply a ‘health check’.
Issues to explore
· What effect does no playground have on pupils’ adopting a healthy lifestyle? How well does the school compensate for this?
· Does the school yet monitor whether pupils are adopting healthy lifestyles and if so, how, and what are the results?

· How has the Jubilee Centre helped reduce exclusions?

· Has the status of the School Council’s been raised and are pupils enabled to discuss and raise personal and school issues which they can take to the Schools Council? (Key Issue in LIR) Track through a couple of changes recorded as having been initiated by pupils (page 11 SEF).
· How far do all pupils get involved with communities beyond the school and internationalism?

· Explore with pupils all aspects of ECM. (pupil discussions)
Quality of provision

How effective are teaching and learning

SEF judges teaching and learning to be good (grade 2) but in the text it is said to be “very good”
SMT knows this because of the results of a range of monitoring activities including lesson observations and the records of pupils’ achievements making good progress. Lesson observations indicate that the quality of teaching ranges from good to excellent. There is good subject knowledge and teachers engage positively with professional development. The take up of the school’s out of hours learning has increased in the past few years resulting in positive attitudes to learning.

There is no mention of improvements in day to day marking of work in subjects, a key issue in the LIR, unless that is encompassed in the recent development of Assessment for Learning through the recent T and L Strategy Groups. LSAs supporting pupils with SEN in KS3.
SEF noted earlier that support had been given to D and T. Was this for teaching and learning and if so, has this improved?

It also notes that a priority is to provide additional support where teaching is less than good.

How well do the curriculum and other activities meet the range of learners’ needs. 
The SEF evaluates this area as outstanding (grade 1).

The evidence for this is cited in the curriculum design which apparently maximises on opportunities for pupils’ prior attainment. All statutory requirements met. Catch-up programme in Y7. Additional support for pupils with EAL levels 1 and 2 from teachers fluent in some of the ME languages. ICT taught discretely and well integrated in “various other areas” (not all?). Work experience for all in Y10. Work related learning and enterprise education is being developed. Large variety of extra-curricular opportunities. Progression routes Post 16 are made clear and links established with the sixth form
Care
The SEF evaluates this area as outstanding (grade 1).

It appears from the SEF to be a very strong area with many initiatives in place to support all pupils, and particularly those who need it most. Child protection procedures are said to be robust and known to all staff. The pastoral system appears strong and there appears to be a lot of support for pupils working after school. (SEF stated earlier that pupils rarely have anywhere quiet to study at home and have many responsibilities with siblings. Plus, proportion of overcrowded households very high – PANDA 2004). Systems of ‘student leaders’ and ‘big sisters’. Vulnerable pupils attend well. Learning mentors support pupils at risk of under achieving.  

Commentary:

In the LIR teaching was judged to be good overall and in nearly half of the lessons observed it was very good and sometimes excellent. An issue in improving teaching was that feedback after lesson observations was not used consistently effectively to improve teaching.
Curriculum was not evaluated in LIR other than it met SR and the range of extra curricular activities was good. The SEF states that “the great majority of students are well served by the curriculum”. Are some not so well served?
In the LIR the school was judged to take very good care of its pupils with a high level of personal and academic support. Older pupils took very good care of younger ones.
Overall, the standards pupils achieve, the LIR and comments in the SEF suggest that teaching and learning and the curriculum is at least good and may well be better than this. Care may well be outstanding from the evidence cited.
Issues to explore 
Teaching and learning

· Check actual grading of teaching and learning – 2 or 1.

· Is the weaker performance in some subjects related to the teaching and learning? If so, how are they being improved? 
· Is the diagnosis of and provision for additional learning needs secure and helps pupils’ achievement – SEN, G and T?

· Is good practice being shared effectively? Key issue in LIR and has feedback after lesson observation improved since the LIR.

· What is the current situation re day to day marking and target setting to help pupils improve? Key issue in LIR
Curriculum

· How far on is the school in providing vocational choices for pupils?

· Are there any pupils not well served by the curriculum on offer?

· How well does ICT support all pupils’ achievement in all subject areas?
· What proportions of pupils go on to sixth form and higher education?
Care, support and guidance
· Check out child protection policy and procedures, regularly reviewed and risk assessments attended to. 
· Check out the effectiveness of support systems in place (SEF page 20)  through discussion with Pastoral Co-ordinator and learning mentor, staff i/c careers; team to observe form time, study support, talk to pupils.
· Track a vulnerable pupil’s morning or afternoon. 
Leadership and management
The effectiveness and efficiency of the leadership and management is judged to be outstanding (grade 1)
SEF underlines the commitment to the school and the education of girls in the inner city that the trustees of the school have and that they appoint and support governors with this in mind. The governors work in partnership with SLT to improve the quality of education and raise standards, with nominated governors, and governors working alongside staff, e.g. annual governors review and monitoring of departments at which the HoD sits with SLT and Gov to review and set targets. 

Clear mission statement which sets the direction of the school. Vision said to be shared with all staff. 
Line management restructuring to ensure accountability and promote leadership development. PM in place and linked to professional development. (SEF and SDP) 
The day to day practicalities appear to be clear. Systems in place to ensure that pupils progress well – development planning; monitoring and evaluation: performance, teaching and learning; support; inclusion; pastoral; strategic recruitment.  SEF cites impact of L and M on previously underperforming departments - science department and media studies. (D and T?). The school is a lead school for two collaborative projects – ‘student leadership’ and ‘lesson observation and feedback’. SEF cites that all issues from LIR have been addressed and developed with exception of the provision of a school playground.
Capacity to improve is judged on the experience of the SLT and the development of leadership and management skills throughout the school. 

SEF does not mention financial situation of the school other than in section G with explanation of carry-forward.
Commentary:
LIR – leadership by the headteacher, senior staff and governors was judged very good, providing clear direction for the school in promoting high standards. Governors’ involvement in evaluating the work of departments was judged excellent. 

However, long-term school development planning priorities were not clear, and department development plans did not consistently address subject specific issues. Feedback after lessons was not used consistently effectively to improve teaching.
The SMT has worked hard to bring extra funding to the school through bringing it specialist school status, LIG money and partially extended services, thus extending opportunities and resources for pupils, and their parents.

Overall, if the outcomes of the areas below are positive, and the evaluation of provision is accurate, leadership and management may well be at least very good.
Issues to explore 
· Has the school’s long-term development planning improved since the LIR?

· Do DDPs now consistently address subject issues / development? (MM meetings)
· Do staff know and share the school’s mission and know what the school’s current priorities are and work to achieve them?
· How has the SLT supported the D and T department – a weakness they have identified? Are higher results predicted this summer?
· What is the quality of the management information and how is it used to raise achievement?

· What can SMT tell us about the teaching and learning – where there is good practice and where improvement is needed. 

· How have lesson observations and the quality of feedback improved since the last inspection?

· What has been the impact on pupils of the initiatives brought in since the last inspection (Teaching and learning strategies, Specialist School ststus, LIG money, Outreach services)
· Are there any issues re finance?  

Overall effectiveness
The SEF evaluates effectiveness, improvement, capacity to improve as outstanding (grade 1).

Effectiveness is judged on the high achievement in both key stages of abilities of pupils, quality of teaching, rates of attendance, outstanding personal development and well-being, the curriculum and enrichment opportunities offered to support pupils’ learning and achievement, pastoral support and support for different groups, and the L and M which promote high expectations to raise standards. 
SEF cites improvement in results at KS4 and in MFL at KS3, and broadening of curriculum at KS4. Also improvements relating to the key issues from the last inspection

Capacity is judged on the improvements and developments made over the past five years, plus the experience of the SLT and delegation opportunities – the leadership restructuring (SDP) gives a flavour of this – and work on priorities to support the school’s mission and ethos.  
Commentary
The SEF provides an evaluation of effectiveness which comes together well, linking the main elements of provision and L and M in key aims of supporting learning and raising achievement
Weaknesses are recognised in terms of D and T, but no mention of what is being done about this, and the lack of playground. However, the school has now obtained a grant to develop a concrete area opposite the school as a sports area with work starting this summer.

Improvement since the last inspection in terms of developments and initiatives seems to be very good, and we shall check their impact. In terms of the key issues in the LIR we need to ascertain in particular how over the past five years marking has been improved and what are the results of the sharing of good teaching practice. 

The list of steps which the school judges it needs to take to improve provision further is comprehensive but is expressed as a ‘wish list’. However, much is about continuation and extension of current developments, e.g. to continue to develop our teaching and learning strategy groups, and when looked at alongside the SDP, it reveals a school which appears not to be complacent about its achievements and is working hard to maintain its success and improve still further. 
Overall, the effectiveness of this school is unlikely to be less than good given its strong performance. We need to check out the various issues for exploration listed in the as[ects above in order to confirm the school’s view that it is outstanding, and ask the school to demonstrate where it is exemplary.

SUMMARY OF MAIN INSPECTION ISSUES

List the main pre-inspection issues that arise from the pre-inspection analysis. 
The issues might refer to what appear to be stronger as well as weaker features of the school. They should not number more than 5 or 6 in total, and should be the most important issues to arise from the analysis of the SEF and other evidence.  
These issues should be central in planning the inspection. In the pre-inspection planning, the lead inspector might assign particular inspectors to lead on certain issues, but should bear in mind the need to be flexible since the initial discussion with senior managers might settle some issues and raise others. 

	SUMMARY OF MAIN PRE-INSPECTION ISSUES

1. The school judges itself outstanding in all aspects. We shall need to tease out that there is exemplary practice in all aspects.
2. We shall track the effectiveness of L and M with inspection trails on:

· marking ( a key issue in LIR)

· the sharing of good teaching practice and its effect on pupils’ learning  (also KI in LIR)
· how it is ensuring that all groups and all subjects are doing as well as they can (science and media studies cited as examples in SEF but what about D and T, maths at KS3?)
3. Given the very strong commitment to the best interests of all pupils and the provision of

good quality care, we shall test the effectiveness of this by looking at some case studies of vulnerable pupils.

      4.    The school has undertaken a number of initiatives in the past five years, including

             becoming a specialist college and reaching out to the community, and leading best practice

             in other schools. We need to see what impact this has had on the learning and progress of 

             pupils. 
4. Overall, what are the secrets of this school’s success (that might be disseminated to
      others)?
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