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	NUT SUBMISSION TO THE DCSF SELECT COMMITTEE’S ENQUIRY ON ACCOUNTABILITY



1. The NUT welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Select Committee’s call for evidence.  Annex 1 contains the NUT’s response to the DCSF’s proposals for a School Report Card.  Annex 2 summarises the latest NUT survey of its members on OFSTED inspections.  Annex 3 summarises the NUT’s proposals for an alternative to the current school inspection arrangements.
2. The Government in England has failed consistently to adopt a coherent approach to school accountability.  Current systems for evaluation, from individual pupils to the education service at a national level, are extraordinarily muddled.  There is no clear rationale of why various systems of summative evaluation and accountability exist.  Consequently, schools experience over-lapping forms of high stakes evaluation systems, including institutional profiles based on test results and OFSTED judgements, which are often in contradiction with each other.  These over-lapping systems of accountability are made worse by Government national targets for test results and examination results and by the publication on an annual basis of school performance tables.
3. Recently, the Government asserted within its ‘Making Good Progress’ consultation that the, “framework of tests, targets and performance tables have helped drive up standards in the past decade”.  There is no evidence that such a framework has achieved this objective.  Indeed, the same document contains the DCSF’s view that, “The rate of progress …. has slowed in the past few years”.  The reality is that national school accountability mechanisms based on test results have damaged the record of Government on education, giving the impression of failure, not success. 
4. It is vital that the Government initiates an independent review of its school accountability arrangements.  Accountability for the effective functioning of the education service is a legitimate requirement of both local communities and Government.  Parents have the right to expect fair and accurate systems of accountability.  The accountability system in England is permeated, however, by a lack of trust.  The Government’s assertion, in its recent document, ‘Making Good Progress’, that, “most schools now regard an externally validated testing regime as an important accountability measure”, is completely without basis in fact.  Teacher initiative and creativity is undermined by uncertainties created by multiple and often conflicting lines of accountability.
5. The Government should therefore review the measures it has in place for school accountability.  Such a review would cover the current inspection arrangements, national targets and school performance tables.  Its focus would be on achieving public accountability of schools whilst removing the warping and distorting effects of current high stakes accountability measures.

THE CURRENT INSPECTION ARRANGEMENTS – A FLAWED SYSTEM
6. External inspection can help identify areas of a school’s work which needs improvement. Such seq level0 \h \r0 

seq level1 \h \r0 

seq level2 \h \r0 

seq level3 \h \r0 

seq level4 \h \r0 

seq level5 \h \r0 

seq level6 \h \r0 

seq level7 \h \r0 evaluation, however, is at its most effective when school communities understand its purpose and relevance.  Overwhelming evidence from research and practice demonstrates that evaluation by schools themselves must also be at the centre of school inspection and support.  To quote the Scottish HMCI, “Unless schools know themselves, they cannot benefit from inspection”.
7. The greatest flaw in the current statutory inspection arrangements is structural in nature. It is a system based entirely on securing accountability accompanied by punitive measures for those schools which have been found to fail.  This system of policing schools has led to the alienation of teachers from the process of quality assurance and evaluation.  The arrangements have failed to channel teachers’ expertise, experience and their commitment to the evaluative process.  OFSTED has contributed to a culture of compliance under which schools and teachers prepare for evaluation out of fear rather than commitment and enthusiasm.

8. Where the outcomes of the inspection are positive there is a sense that the school breathes a collective sigh of relief and continues, much as before.  The drivers for improvement continue, as before the inspection, to be those linked more closely to school development planning and review than to inspection.  It is where the outcomes of the inspection result in failure that the destructive nature of the system is more evident.
9. It is not the OFSTED inspection framework itself which is at fault but the method of its application.  There is a lack of balance between internal and external school evaluation in its use.  This failure to achieve balance has led teachers to view evaluation as a regular event external to the life of the school.  Teachers view section 5 inspections as a process to be planned for and lived through but essentially destabilising to the normal rhythms of life and certainly not to be embraced as integral to the continuing and effective existence of the school as a community. 
10. At the core of the inspection process are ‘high stakes’ judgements and about teaching quality, which are based on snap-shots of evidence.  That those judgements are based on a small number of lesson observations is viewed by teachers as unfair; unfair because they take no account of all the external factors which influence the quality of lessons.  Such factors include the composition and attitude of classes at any one time, the inevitable stress of scrutiny and even the state of each teacher’s health.
11. In addition, lessons observed by OFSTED inspectors are necessarily atypical; the quality of which are influenced by whether teachers can rise to the occasion to give demonstration lessons.  Inspectors, by the nature of their responsibilities, are in no position to evaluate the quality of teaching taking place in normal circumstances.  This is a classic case of observation modifying what is being observed. 

12. In 1999 NUT commissioned research conducted by the NFER into the effects of special measures on teachers and schools.  The NFER research provided evidence of the significant human costs associated with so-called ‘failing’ schools.  NFER found that the public focus on failure present schools under special measures with additional and often intractable problems as parent and pupils lose confidence in their schools.  Schools under special measures lose good staff when they need to retain them.  Recruitment becomes nearly impossible.  
13. The Government may seek to take comfort from the finding that many schools under special measures improve.  The findings make it clear, however, that it is the additional resources and support to these schools which bring about these improvements.  As NFER found the stigma and consequences of being labelled ‘special measures’ creates additional hurdles for schools.  The main message from the research is that the human cost of improvement is unacceptably high leading teachers and head teachers in those schools to conclude, “there must be a better way”.

ROLE OF THE SCHOOL EVALUATION
14. There does not yet exist in England and Wales a system which brings internal and external school evaluation together in a coherent and systematic way, drawing on the strengths of both and integrating evaluation into systems for supporting teaching and learning.  Yet developments in other countries, including Australia, Canada, Finland, Hong Kong, New Zealand and Scotland, have shown that it is possible to move towards such a coherent system.
15. In 1995, the NUT commissioned Professor John MacBeath of University of Strathclyde to investigate whether a practical self-evaluation model could work in England and Wales.  The subsequent report ‘Schools Speak for Themselves’, published in January 1996, concluded that school self-evaluation was vital, both for the systematic gathering of information about life and learning in schools for the purposes of school improvement and for any national evaluation system of schools. 
16. Few could have predicted the impact of ‘Schools Speak for Themselves’.  For teachers, the message that the mechanisms for evaluation were in their own hands has been liberating.  This message was not only liberating for schools but for local authorities.  A follow up study ‘Schools Must Speak for Themselves’ commissioned from John MacBeath and published in 1999, found that local education authorities had used ‘Schools Speak for Themselves’ to provide advice and professional development to schools on self evaluation.  Schools which responded to the survey also commented positively on the way in which they had used the procedures and methods within ‘Schools Speak for Themselves’ to inform their work.

17. Apart from providing practical support at school and local education authority level, both studies’ proposals have direct policy implications for the current inspection arrangements.  They identified four key priorities which should inform inspection, evaluation and support.  They are set out below:

“Self-evaluation should be central in any national approach to school improvement.

Accountability and self-improvement should be seen as two strands of the one inter-related strategy.

Provision of time and resources have to feature as a key issue in school improvement.

School inspection should continue to be a feature of the drive towards school improvement, but as part of a collaborative strategy with schools and local authorities.”

18. In short self-evaluation must be at the heart of school review, inspection, school development planning and the provision of external support.  Successful external evaluation is contingent on successful self-evaluation.  A positive consequence of self-evaluation is high motivation and, consequently, morale.

19. The introduction of self-evaluation within the OFSTED inspection framework has been a mixed blessing.  The experience of many schools suggests that inspectors have tended to focus on the weaknesses rather than the strengths which have been identified in schools’ own evaluation work. 
20. Self-evaluation, as conceived by OFSTED, has provided schools with the criteria and methodology to apply in their evaluating and reporting on themselves.  By imposing the requirement on schools to complete the OFSTED self-evaluation form at least annually, there is a real danger that self-evaluation has become, in effect, self-inspection.  Thus schools have taken on the role previously held by OFSTED inspectors.
21. Such an approach is a long way from the model which has captured the imaginations of teachers and local authorities.  As a result of its work with John MacBeath, the NUT believes that a school which takes time to think through its own priorities and values and which tests the fulfilment of these in practice will, as a consequence, be a better school. 
22. Whilst appearing to adopt self evaluation, as advocated by the Union, OFSTED are using this in a negative and punitive way.  The reduction in the notification period to inspect schools is breathtakingly naïve in its belief that this will reduce stress and bureaucracy.  Schools have to remain in constant readiness for inspection, and teachers perpetually working in the shadow of OFSTED, never knowing when the inspectors will appear. 
23. The NUT’s model for a future evaluation/inspection framework is based on the principles above. 

THE NUT’S PROPOSALS

Inspection: The Principles

· Internal and external evaluation should be coherent, systematic and integrated.

· External evaluation should evaluate each school’s definitions of its own successes, performance and development plan, and the effectiveness its self-evaluation procedures.

· A common framework for internal and external evaluation, including its criteria, should be developed in full consultation with teachers and their organisations.  This framework can thus be used for the purposes of checking the effectiveness of each school’s self-evaluation arrangements.

· The role of external evaluators or inspectors would be to assess the self-evaluation procedures developed and used by schools themselves.

· In evaluating the work of schools’ external evaluation/inspection should take account of the circumstances of and specific factors affecting each school.

· All those involved in external evaluations/inspections should have appropriate training, qualifications and experience.

· A holistic approach to evaluation should be adopted involving a coherent approach to the evaluation of teachers, schools as institutions, local authorities and the education service nationally.

Accountability and Schools
· There are no school performance tables or national targets linked to test results in Scotland, Wales or Northern Ireland.  The next Government should abolish both tables and targets.
· The data available from summative assessment and examination results should feed into school evaluation reports as they do in current inspection reports.  To meet the country’s need for a summative picture of the effectiveness of the education service it should re-establish the Assessment of Performance Unit.  This Unit would be able to summarise data and ask questions through studies based on sampling.  Such a unit would operate independently with an advisory board involving teacher and support staff unions, the TUC, the CBI, Government and relevant agencies.  It would respond to requests for national evidence on standards within schools and colleges.
· The terms, ‘special measures’ and ‘notice of improvement’ should be replaced by the term ‘schools in need of additional support’.  Such support may involve external support.  If external evaluation identifies problems in a school then the local authority should be required to provide support including advisers and seconded teachers based in the school.  There should be no ‘one size fits all’ deadline for improvement.

· An independent Her Majesty’s Inspectorate (HMI) should be re-established which replaces OFSTED and would be responsible for evaluating schools.  The HMI would be independent of Government, not as a non-ministerial Government department, but as a stand-alone independent, publicly funded body.  The HMI Annual Report would be presented to Parliament, via the Children, Schools and Families Select Committee, on an annual basis.
· External school evaluation should be conducted by HMI possibly accompanied by a small number of trained advisers who would advise HMIs drawn from teachers, advisers, parents and school communities.

· Instead of a School Improvement Partner, each school should be able to appoint a critical friend whose job it would be to provide advice to the head teacher and staff and seek to secure additional support where necessary.  Appointments would be made solely by the school.  Critical friend posts would be funded by local authorities through specific grants allocated by Government.

· HMI would evaluate the procedures put in place by schools to assess their strengths and their plans for improvement.  The HMI would examine the processes and procedures schools have in place for gathering information on levels of pupil achievement, on the personal and social development of pupils and on the views of the school community.  The HMI evaluation schedule would be flexible enough to respond to school evaluation models which have been developed or adapted by schools themselves to reflect their curriculum range and activities.

· HMI evaluations should be flexible enough to cover both individual schools and collaborative arrangements between schools including federations.

· School profiles would be determined by each school’s own evaluation.  A single profile would cover each school’s public description of its offer and achievements.  Unlike the proposals for the School Report Card, the profile would reflect the school’s own evaluation and HMI commentary and not be summarised by a single letter or grade.
· Open and public accountability for schools should be predicated on an evaluation system which results in fair and accurate judgements.  A new system of school evaluation would have integrally an open and separate appeals procedure with respect to an HMI evaluation where schools which disagree both with the procedure or content of that evaluation can appeal.  The results of appeals should lead to judgements which can be maintained, modified or overturned.

· There should be one single form of institutional evaluation; school self-evaluation.  Institutional evaluations should be developmental, not punitive.  Punitive inspection does not strengthen schools; it makes them fragile.  Assessment of the curriculum should be focused on supporting learning, not on carrying out a task for which it is inherently unsuited; that of being a proxy for the evaluation of schools.

· The proposals which the NUT has set out above provide a framework for a new system of accountability for schools and, indeed, colleges.  It is one which supports, not undermines, schools and contributes to the quality of the education service.

ANNEX 1

	
	THE DCSF CONSULTATION AND THE SCHOOL REPORT CARD



1. The consultation document fails to consider schools’ self evaluation work and its place in both the Report Card and in the school accountability system as a whole. Self evaluation has become increasingly important to OFSTED inspections, for example, and is now at the centre of the school inspection process.  The 2007-08 HMCI Annual Report highlighted the fact that schools’ self-evaluation work has improved considerably and is now ‘good’ or ‘outstanding’ in over 70 per cent of schools.  As HMCI notes in her Commentary, “settings that can identify honestly and clearly their strengths and weaknesses are likely to be well placed to identify their most important priorities and from these to bring about improvement”. 

2. It is unclear how schools could make use of the Report Card in a meaningful way as part of self-evaluation, although it is reasonable to suppose that many schools will focus on the indicators and categories specified by the DCSF and OFSTED rather than on other evidence, involving pupils and parents, which would ultimately provide more practical support for overall school improvement. 

3. Given the improvement reported by HMCI in school self evaluation, the NUT believes that the time is now right to start to look at how the accountability system could move from one of externally formulated indicators and criteria to one which is more concerned with the external validation of those identified by schools themselves, through their own self evaluation work.  Such an approach would also be far more effective in terms of engaging parents and enabling them to understand fully information about schools’ performance, as true self evaluation should involve the whole school community and enable it to have some say in the identification of priorities for development and measurements of achievement. 

4. For these reasons, it is disingenuous for the consultation document to say that the Report Card will be the means “to make the school accountability systems more coherent, better co-ordinated, more streamlined and better able to recognise the full range of each school’s achievements” – only a comprehensive critical overview of current school accountability arrangements could achieve that.  The consultation proposes merely to add to, rather than reduce or refine these arrangements. 

5. The NUT disputes strongly the assertion in the consultation document that the Report Card will “provide a single, clear and planned set of outcomes against which schools will be judged by all parts of the system”, unless it is aligned completely with the OFSTED evaluation criteria, which in turn would need to reproduce Government policy on “standards” and school intervention, thereby negating the supposed independence of OFSTED from Government.  

6. Both inspection, and the school accountability system more generally, have failed to bring about sustained improvement because of their separation from developmental support and from schools’ own improvement work. Instead, they are used as a means of policing the education system.  Despite the inclusion of elements of self-evaluation, school communities do not own the process of evaluation of their schools.  Accountability is done to, rather than done with, school communities.  What is needed is a fundamental review of the whole system of internal and external evaluation.
7. It believes that the accountability system needs to be changed to one which:

· ensures ownership by school communities; 

· allows for co-operation rather than conflict;

· is sensitive to local context;

· earns and maintains credibility with teachers;

· is capacity building and constructive;

· is evidence-based and two-way (bottom-up as well as top-down); and

· complements schools’ own system of self-evaluation.

20. The consultation document provides little detail about the impact that the introduction of the Report Card would have on schools in terms of workload.  Even if some of the sections to be included contained pre-populated data, it could not help but be an “increase in burdens on schools” (paragraph 10) as this would be a new document, rather than replacing something else. 

21. Much of the publicity surrounding the launch of the current consultation has focused on the success of the New York Report Card, on which the English version is based.  It would appear, however, that the two systems differ in a number of significant respects and that the New York Report Card has not been without its problems.  A number of districts, such as Auburn, Syracuse and Niagara Falls have challenged the practice of ‘playing the numbers game’ by guaranteeing students minimum grades, a result of the high stakes consequences for schools and local district boards which score poorly overall. 

22. The tightly prescribed format proposed for English Report Cards is an invention of the DCSF and OFSTED, as in New York state, grading is a local policy matter and its 900 school districts are free to decide whether to use number of letter grades.  It is not felt that this makes comparisons for parents difficult.  Some districts, including New York City, do not set minimum comparable standards for student performance. 

23. New York does feel it is important, however, to include information about staff turnover and the qualifications held by teachers as a discrete section in the Report Card, including whether they hold a qualification in the subject(s) they are employed to teach.  This sort of information, together with whether unqualified teachers or support staff are being used to ‘teach’, would be much valued by parents in England. 

24. More fundamentally, the key purpose of the New York Report Card is to provide evidence for the state of where need is most acute, in terms of disadvantaged groups of students, and to target resources accordingly.  This makes the Report Card a valuable tool for policy makers and educators, as it can provide constructive analysis of where financial improvements should be focused.  There is, however, no suggestion that financial and other forms of support, such as professional development, would be allocated as a result of English Report Card outcomes. 

25. New York State Education Department appears fully aware of the limitations of its Report Card, which the consultation document does not acknowledge at all.  In its publication ‘Understanding Your School/District Report Card’ it states:

“When reviewing school/district performance, consider that student academic readiness, motivation and family and community support vary among schools/districts and significantly affect performance.  Though the report card can indicate how well students performed against national measures (e.g. State tests) it does not provide information about student performance on other measures valued by the community.  As such, decisions about schools/districts are better made by combining information about performance with information gained by visiting the school.”

26. 
Notwithstanding the NUT’s opposition to the introduction of School Report Cards without a fundamental review of current accountability measures, set out below are the NUT’s comments on the questions posed in the consultation document.

12.
Do you agree that the following categories be included on the School Report Card? 

27. The NUT does not agree that the proposals made in the consultation document for either common categories or indicators should be included in the Report Card, as these would be centrally mandated rather than determined collaboratively at local level.  In addition, by seeking to be comprehensive and provide a full list of all possible categories and indicators, the more likely it is that aspects which are important to particular schools will be excluded.  No list of externally imposed criteria can ever be complete and it is unwise for the DCSF and OFSTED to attempt to draw up such a “definitive” list. 

28. The NUT remains unconvinced that the proposed categories of performance could give an accurate and meaningful picture of individual school performance  as currently formulated, particularly for schools with more disadvantaged intakes.  Absolute levels of pupil performance, against the national targets, would remain the headline figure, as in the school performance tables currently. 

29. In addition, the proposed ‘pupil progress’ category would not necessarily capture improvements in performance from a very low starting point, unless pupils managed to achieve the expected level by the end of a key stage.  A far more sophisticated measure of progress would be required, which included reference to the P Scales, if the information provided by the Report Card was to be genuinely precise and equitable to all schools, including special schools and PRUs. 

30. The proposed composition of the ‘narrowing gaps’ category appears to be so broad that it would not necessarily be useful or fair for schools which served large numbers of the suggested different groups.  Equally, it is difficult to see how this category could be applied equitably for schools with very few pupils in such groups.  There is also no mention of how pupil mobility would be factored in to this and other ‘academic outcomes’ categories, although its effects on school performance are well documented. 

31. The DCSF and OFSTED should consider the potential for adapting the New York state ‘accountability groups’ model, which groups all students by race/ethnicity, disability status, English language proficiency status and income level and also takes account of gender and migrant status.  This would appear to be a far more comprehensive approach than what has currently been proposed. 

32. It is questionable whether the lack of value given currently to other aspects of schools’ work would be redressed by the introduction of the Report Card, because many of these, such as pastoral contributions, would be very hard to measure and capture using the approach outlined in the consultation document.  Equally important would be considerations such as the physical condition of school buildings and the availability of resources such as science labs, ICT and up-to-date school libraries. 

33. Much more detail is needed in the consultation document about how the ‘wider outcomes’ category grade would be arrived at, for example, would it be an aggregation of the five Every Child Matters indicators and/or the new OFSTED well-being indicators?  In addition, it is unclear how “extended services provided by a school and their impact on pupils’ achievements and well being” could also be incorporated in this single grade.  This category provides strong evidence that a more narrative approach to reporting via the Report Card is needed, particularly if it is to be helpful to parents. 

34. The NUT has particular concerns about the proposed use of the OFSTED well-being indicators which are currently out for separate consultation, because the extent to which schools can be held accountable for some outcomes is debatable.  This was acknowledged by OFSTED in its recent consultation document on well being: “the extent to which schools can influence outcomes for their pupils is variable” (paragraph 11). 

35. More emphasis on schools’ actions to address various aspects of the well-being agenda should therefore be given when assessing their contribution to it.  As has been reported consistently by HMCIs in Annual Reports over the past five years, some parents for example, can be actively hostile to schools and resist or undermine schools’ efforts to engage with pupils.  In this year’s Annual Report, for instance, it was reported that “one of the key reasons for lack of re-engagement was that some parents or carers were unwilling to work with the school, sometimes colluding with their children about their absence” (paragraph 340).  The consultation document should address explicitly this issue and emphasise that schools’ promotion of well-being and the five ECM indicators, rather than actual quantifiable outcomes, will be given due weighting.
36. The same concerns apply equally to the two proposed categories relating to parents and pupils’ views, as there are so many relevant aspects of the school about which views might be expressed.  As it has also recently been proposed that pupil and parental perceptions would form the basis for some of the OFSTED well-being indicators, there is some potential for duplication, which may therefore distort the ‘wider outcomes’ category in particular.  The consultation document needs to be explicit about the extent of overlap between the collection and use of parent and pupil views for OFSTED inspections and for the Report Card, including whether the collection of such views would be a single exercise or required separately for both. 

37. The format and types of questions used to gather views will also need careful consideration.  It is widely acknowledged, for example, that parents’ responses to the school which their own child attends are more likely to be positive than responses about the quality of education in general.  Any survey used should therefore stress that responses should be based on parents’ actual experiences of schools, rather than on general perceptions and concerns about the education system, which may be influenced by a wide range of political and social factors. 
38. The consultation document should also address important associated issues such as sample size and how views should be sought, which would have a significant impact on the validity of parents’ and pupils’ views reported.  Consideration should also be given to the fact that this approach may also penalise schools serving disadvantaged communities, where parents or more likely to be disengaged or actively hostile to the school.  The calculations made to reach the final scores for these categories would therefore need to take into account contextual factors such as these. 

13.
Do you agree that each category should have a numerical score or an assigned rating?

39. The NUT rejects the proposed scoring system for the Report Card.  Whether a numerical score or letter rating were used, the fact that it would be a single item based on much aggregated data means that it would not be sophisticated enough to provide accurate and useful information.  The problems which have already been identified with the four broad grades used in the OFSTED rating system would be further compounded. 

40. In addition, if all schools were compared by letter grade in this way, it is likely to generate further polarised intakes, as parents who simply looked at ‘headline figures’ would naturally gravitate towards those schools with the highest overall ranking or grade.  The use of prose to describe both the context and the achievements of schools, as in the current School Profile, would be a far more sensible approach, which would offer a more rounded and balanced picture of schools’ work to parents and the wider public. 

41. In addition, as the consultation document points out, it would not be possible for all of the scores used within the Report Card to be comparable with each other because “if the national standard is higher in one area than another then both might be equally good scores”.  This would appear to undermine completely the rationale given in the introductory section of the consultation document for introducing the Report Card, as something which presented information about schools in a more coherent and more easily understandable way. 

14.
Do you agree that the School Report Card should include an overall score and/or an overall rating?

42.
The NUT does not agree with the proposed use of an overall score or rating for each school because this approach would be subject to the same problems identified under question 13 and in fact would be further compounded by “the relative weightings given to different categories”.  It is unlikely that these weightings and the method used to calculate the final overall score could be easily explained to parents or the wider public but it is likely, given current Government policy, that they would continue the emphasis given to Key Stage test and GCSE examination measures. It is unclear, therefore, what extra benefit would be provided by reducing wide-ranging data down into a single number or letter grade. 

15.
Do you agree with the principles for choosing indicators?

43. The proposed principles for choosing indicators highlight the bias towards that which is easily measurable.  The definition of ‘robust’ for example is “drawn from data that is objectively and externally verifiable” which would exclude, for example, valuable stakeholder perception work undertaken as part of schools’ self evaluation. 

44. The rationale for the ‘outcome/output based’ principle is unclear.  Whilst initially focusing only on measuring outcomes delivered by the school, the consultation document then goes on to suggest that this might also refer to the provision a school makes, such as the extended services on offer.  It would be more useful, and fairer to schools, to focus on the actions schools take to improve outcomes, rather than the outcomes themselves, because of the influence of the school’s circumstances on them in most cases.  

45. The evidence from OFSTED referred to above shows that these are extremely problematic matters for schools, where actions which would be considered effective good practice may have little or no effect because of the nature of the community which an individual school served. A credible school accountability mechanism should be able to make such fine distinctions.  
46. There is no explanation of why ‘differentiating’ is included as a principle for choosing indicators or why measures “on which most schools score similarly” are viewed negatively by the DCSF and OFSTED.  Surely, the point of school accountability is to gain a picture of performance across the sector as a whole, including those aspects where most schools perform similarly, rather than highlighting only extremes of performance? 

16.
Do you think that information about the school’s context should be provided as a separate item on the Report Card?  Do you think that the indicators that underpin the scores for attainment, progress and wider outcomes should be ‘contextualised’? 

47. Contextualised information must be contained within the Report Card if it is to provide accurate information on the full range of schools for accountability purposes.  It is disappointing, however, that the consultation document appears implicitly resistant to such information being used.  It reiterates the view, for example, that there is “no place for excuses or low expectations” in terms of the performance of schools serving disadvantages communities, a view which so many in the profession find offensive and unrecognisable as a concept in schools.  It is also untrue that contextualised data provides ‘excuses’ – it merely attempts to provide a more level playing field when comparing different schools. 

48. The Government has only recently emphasised the importance of judging schools on the progress pupils make, as measured by the contextualised value-added (CVA) score, rather than on raw results.  It is inconceivable that the DCSF and OFSTED could now contemplate detaching the context of a school when assessing its effectiveness in terms of pupil achievement given the substantial evidence, including from OFSTED itself, on the link between pupil outcomes and socio-economic background.  As OFSTED has reported many times, it is the difference that schools make to the progress and achievement of similar pupils that is important when assessing quality, not absolute attainment levels. 
49. CVA data is not perfect.  The bands used for comparison of poverty, for example, are based on free school meals (FSM).  The bands get wider as the percentage of FSM eligibility increases.  All schools with more than 36 per cent FSM pupils are included in one category.  Thus, schools which may have significantly different levels of poverty are evaluated as if they have the same background circumstances.  These arrangements already place schools in disadvantaged areas in the invidious position of being judged alongside schools with young people from relatively more advantaged backgrounds.  These new proposals would make this inequity a hundred times worse. 

50. Value-added mechanisms for the statistical data currently available about schools can lead to greater accuracy in reflecting school achievement.  There are still problems with using CVA data for accountability purposes, however.  The absence of value-added progress, for instance, does not necessarily mean a school is failing.  All schools experience fluctuations in achievement.  These fluctuations will have everything to do with changes in pupil intake, including high mobility, and nothing to do with a drop in the quality of teaching.   In fact, value-added can mask the achievements of schools by providing a spurious authenticity to results related solely to prior attainment. 

51. The absurdity of these proposals is illustrated by the fact that of the supposedly ‘failing’ 638 National Challenge schools, 250 have high contextual value-added (CVA) scores.  A significant number of these schools have been judged by OFSTED as good or better and have recorded some of the highest levels of improvement and progress in the country, when CVA has been taken into account. 

52. It would be essential therefore, if the Report Card was to have any semblance of fairness and accuracy, for every score used to be contextualised fully.  The assertion that this might “seriously prejudice the clarity and accessibility of the School Report Card”, with the implication that clarity and accessibility are more important than accuracy and fairness is outrageous and reinforces the NUT’s view that the Report Card is conceptualised as a very simplistic, crude rating system for schools which is more concerned with politically expedient ‘headline ratings’ than a genuine attempt to create a more effective accountability system. 

17.
Should the School Report show separate information about the school’s previous in the previous year or the previous three years? 

53.
One year is too short a period to indentify any relevant trends.  This information would still need to be contextualised, for example, account would need to be taken of significant changes to pupil intake, levels of SEN pupils etc, if this information was to be meaningful as a diagnostic aid.  

18.
Do you agree that the School Report Card should include information about the school’s contribution to its local partnerships? 

54. The potential grading of schools’ partnerships with other schools and services is extremely problematic, as not only would a means of quantifying contributions need to be devised but it would also need to take into account the limited influence schools may have, particularly over larger partners such as Children’s Trusts and Learning and Skills Councils.  In addition, inhibiting factors on such partnerships would need to be factored into any grading system, for example, the capacity of smaller schools to be fully involved in the full range of potential partnerships when compared with larger neighbouring schools.  

55. From the information provided by the consultation document, it would appear likely that the proposed parents’ views section would be duplicated if this was also included within the ‘partnerships’ section of the Report Card.  Unless very clear guidance on the demarcation between these two sections was provided, it would be inevitable that schools would waste much time and effort trying to fulfil the associated requirements for both.

19.
Do you agree that the School Report Card should cover all maintained schools, including special schools, pupil referral units and alternative provision, in due course? 

56. The principle of equality, by including all maintained schools, including Academies as well as special schools and PRUs, within the School Report Card initiative is welcome.  The means of being able to achieve this will, however, require careful consideration if special education provision is not to be disadvantaged when compared to mainstream provision.  This proposal in fact provides a further argument for the inclusion of contextualised data throughout the Report Card.  

57. The NUT agrees that information about the Early Years Foundation Stage (EYFS) and sixth form provision should be covered in separate sections in the Report Card for primary and secondary schools.  This would not only provide a focus on the compulsory phases of education but would also reflect the different approaches taken to national data collection for the EYFS Profile and A Levels compared to the end of the Key Stage 2 tests and GCSE examinations.  

58. In terms of information about the EYFS to be included in the Report Card, the NUT believes that this should give equal coverage to all six areas of learning and should not be overly biased towards performance against the Early Learning Goals.  Schools’ performance against the EYFS welfare requirements, for example, would be equally important information for parents. 

20a.
Do you agree that the latest OFSTED judgement should be shown on the School Report Card?

20b.
Do you agree that a common set of indicators should be used for the School Report Card and OFSTED’s risk assessment? 

20c.
Do you agree that the School Report Card should take the place of OFSTED’s proposed health check report? 

59. Whilst it is true that the information provided by Report Cards, as described in the consultation document, would generally be more up to date than that from OFSTED inspection reports, it would appear unlikely that the justification provided for this proposal, that “it may reflect different aspects of a school’s performance and effectiveness reported in the School Report Card and the inspection report” because the two documents would share so many indicators, such as the well-being indicators as well as those relating to pupil performance.  This suggests that there would be a high degree of overlap between the documents, which again raises the question of why the Report Card is needed. 

60. The proposal to use the Report Card indicators as ‘the core’ of OFSTED’s risk assessment for school inspection needs further clarification, as this is not well explained in the consultation document.  It is suggested, on the one hand, that the performance data contained in the Report Card would be the key information to be used by OFSTED, yet on the other hand the consultation document says that “further, qualitative information that it would not be appropriate or relevant to include in the School Report Card” would also be used.  What this information would be, and why qualitative information is seen as relevant information for OFSTED inspection scheduling but not for parents or schools, needs to be made explicit.  

61. This concern is also relevant to the proposal to use the Report Card in place of the proposed OFSTED ‘health checks’ for high performing schools.  If the information contained within the Report Card is considered insufficient evidence, by itself, for scheduling inspections, it is difficult to see how it could be considered sufficient for replacing the heath check, which itself would replace an inspection visit to a school.

62. The ‘health check’, or its replacement by the Report Card, also raises fundamental questions about what OFSTED’s inspection activities are actually intended to achieve.  It appears that they are more concerned with securing accountability, albeit using a limited data set, than assisting school improvement.  In addition, as both the ‘health check’ and the Report Card would be confined to existing sources of information, it is hard to discern the added value this would contribute. 
21a. 
Do you agree that the School Report Card should be published annually?

21b.
Should the results of OFSTED inspections be incorporated into School Report Cards as soon as they are available? 

63. Any proposal to up-date the Report Card as soon as new information became available to schools would be opposed vigorously by the NUT.  Such a requirement or expectation would place unacceptable burdens on schools and may also lead to confusion for parents, if the Report Card was re-issued at several points during the school year.  

64. The NUT would recommend that it should be for schools to determine the precise time when they up-date the Report Card, following internal school development cycles and the release of finalised test and examination data, to promote ownership of the document.  In addition, there should be no pressure on schools to up-date it as soon as a new OFSTED report is issued, as schools already have a legal obligation is to make the inspection report available to parents. 

22.
Do you agree that the requirement on schools to complete the School Profile should be ended? 

65. The consultation document does not make a sound case for why the School Report Card is needed, let alone why the School Profile should be replaced by it.  Despite what the consultation document says, completion of the Profile has been a statutory requirement for all maintained schools since 2005, so it is hard to believe that “many schools do not complete their School Profile”.  There is also no evidence basis for the assertion that “too few parents are aware of the existence” of the Profile, given its inclusion on the Directgov website, as well as individual schools’ websites.  

66. The range of information and the extent to which schools may shape the content of individual Profiles appears to be far superior to the proposals set out here for the new Report Card, because of the mixture of text and statistics used in the Profile.  When compared with School Profile, the Report Card seems very simplistic, particularly as it would be based on absolute levels of attainment rather than CVA information.  It would give little ‘feel’ or ‘flavour’ of the individual school and there would not appear, from the information provided, to be any opportunity for the school to ‘own’ the document by showcasing particular achievements or highlighting current focuses for improvement. 

67. When constructing the Profile, schools are able to use their links with parents and the wider community to ‘personalise’ the information provided to meet the interests and needs of those they serve.  The Report Card, however, would appear to take more of a reductionist approach, driven by central prescription, appears to be designed to produce such a standardised document that it would be difficult for parents to distinguish between different schools except by using the grades.  

68. In addition, the Profile has had very little time to become established or refined.  The NUT believes that it would be more useful if the DCSF and OFSTED withdrew their proposals for the Report Card and concentrated instead on means of refining and reducing, rather than adding to, school accountability mechanisms. 

Conclusion

69. The NUT has argued consistently that current school accountability mechanisms are unduly focused on pupils’ academic performance data and should be more concerned with what schools do to support the development of the ‘whole child’, especially since the introduction of Every Child Matters. 

70. Although the proposals contained in the consultation document go some way to address this, they are still set within the context of a high-stakes, punitive inspection regime which is data driven.  Rather than effect real change, by encouraging schools to focus on their wider responsibilities for pupils, there is a real danger that the introduction of the Report Card will simply reduce schools’ work to a checklist of indicators, which does not capture or simply ignores the real work, often innovative, that schools have been doing for some time now to improve the life chances of their pupils. 

71. The NUT is therefore unimpressed with the proposals set out within this consultation document.  Accurately reflecting information about the performance of schools across a wide range of activities is a very complex matter.  Simplifying this complexity into a single score will inevitably only provide a very crude measure of performance.  By publishing such data alongside the national benchmarks, OFSTED and DCSF would be encouraging simplistic comparisons to be made, with the public unaware of the ‘value added’ of schools in challenging circumstances.

72. Had the School Report Card been proposed as a replacement for school performance tables, and as a trigger for an independent review of the current overlapping and contradictory school accountability system, then it would have been in contention for serious consideration.  As it is, it appears to be both another burden and also a variant of the current school performance tables.

73. Constantly changing methods of measuring and reporting attainment does not automatically lead to improvement.  Rather than introduce the School Report Card, the time is now right for a review of the effectiveness and validity of the full range of existing accountability measures for schools.  

ANNEX 2
	
	A SUMMARY OF THE NUT’S MOST RECENT SURVEY OF THE VIEWS OF NUT MEMBERS ABOUT SECTION 5 OFSTED INSPECTIONS



1. Although aspects of the current inspection arrangements are supported by teachers, such as the reduced amount of notice of inspection and the reduction in the amount of time spent in schools by inspectors, the negative impact which they perceive inspection to have on themselves, their colleagues and their school outweighs any benefits inspection might bring. 

2. A constant theme throughout respondents’ written comments was the stress, pressure and additional workload which were associated with inspection.  This was in contrast to the findings of the NUT’s survey in 2006 and in many areas reflected the findings of its 2004 survey, before major changes to the inspection framework, which were supposed to address these issues, had been introduced. 

3. Respondents’ written comments rarely gave just one example of additional workload – many were in fact a catalogue of tasks which they had undertaken, which they often explained as necessary because they wanted their school to do well in the inspection.  The high stakes consequences of not doing so well were clearly upper most in the minds of many respondents, particularly those who reported working all weekend or late into the night at school prior to the inspection commencing. 

4. This is also likely to be the reason why so many respondents reported working on classroom displays which they felt would meet inspectors’ approval or, indeed, undertaking cleaning activities in their school.  The ‘fresh paint’ syndrome, which has been used to jokingly describe the lengths to which schools go to make a good first impression on inspectors, would certainly appear to have some substance behind it.  This finding also raises the issue that teachers are choosing or being directed to ignore the provisions of the National Agreement on Workload.  Whilst inspection is so critical for the future of schools and their staff, however, it is unlikely that any guidance from OFSTED alone would tackle this problem - the issue appears more rooted in the punitive outcomes associated with inspection. 

5. The two most frequently mentioned drivers of workload, lesson planning and paperwork, are well known to OFSTED and have featured regularly in previous NUT surveys on inspection.  What has emerged from this survey, however, is that this problem is no longer confined to primary schools but has spread to all phases of education.  It is clear that OFSTED’s existing guidance, that particular formats for lesson plans or certain forms of documentation are not required by inspectors, has not had an effect or has been forgotten.  The NUT would recommend that OFSTED consider up-dating and re-launching its guidance on this issue in an attempt to tackle rising levels of pre-inspection workload. 

6. Increased workload, together with the pressure of knowing that the school could be deemed to be failing, with all of the monitoring and uncertainty that this now entails, are almost certainly the key factors in the heightened levels of stress reported by respondents.  A particularly disturbing finding was that comparatively younger or newer members of the profession were more likely to say they had been highly stressed by the inspection than in previous surveys. 

7. This has serious implications for their future retention and the NUT believes that, together with the on-going evidence of the impact of inspection on head teachers’ and other members of the Leadership Group’s recruitment and retention, this by itself provides a strong rationale for reform of school inspection arrangements. 

8. An additional rationale is the evidence provides by this survey that inspection is increasingly seen as disruptive to the life and work of schools, particularly as it does not fit with the natural yearly cycles of school development and planning work and is perceived by many respondents to actually detract from their school’s ‘real’ work.  There was also increased evidence in this year’s survey that teachers’ professional development and other activities had been disrupted by the inspection, partly because teachers felt they must concentrate all their efforts on the inspection for the good of the school as a corporate body, rather than undertake work which could be more directly beneficial to teaching and learning. 

9. As has been the case with previous NUT surveys, the quality of the inspection team was key to respondents’ perceptions about the inspection process in general and the inspection outcome in particular, with respondents still believing that the outcome of the inspection could be determined very much by the composition of individual inspection teams.  The relevance of inspectors’ experience and knowledge for undertaking inspections of the Foundation Stage, SEN provision and special schools were again highlighted as particular causes of concern. 

10. Concern was also expressed about the practice of assigning only one inspector to some inspections, which respondents felt could exacerbate the issue referred to above of lack of appropriate experience about particular types of provision but could also impact detrimentally on standard inspection processes.  

11. There was a much greater level of polarisation than in the previous surveys, however, with far fewer respondents expressing neutral views on teams.  Approval rating of HMI inspectors, however, continued to be relatively high judging by written comments.  This indicates that little progress has been made in improving quality assurance to ensure consistency of inspectors’ approaches o behaviour during an inspection itself. 

12. A number of respondents described positive experiences of inspection teams or individual inspectors as ‘surprising’ or revealing a ‘human’ side to OFSTED, particularly where they felt the school’s or their own circumstances had been taken into account.  It is disappointing that this should be still seen as an aberration for the usual standard of inspection teams, rather than the norm and that opportunities for inspectors to show some compassion or understanding for school staff were missed. 

13. Overall ratings concerned with the level of professional dialogue and the supportiveness of the inspection visit did, however, decline slightly compared to 2006, which again may be attributed to dissatisfaction with the inspection arrangements as a whole rather than a sudden decline in the quality of individual inspection teams, however inconsistent this might be.

14. Respondents’ views on the current inspection arrangements were complex.  On one hand, there was an increased level of support for the view that inspection reports were generally accurate and fair, but the perception that inspection failed to assess or capture accurately the value added by schools also increased.
15. This appeared to be linked to the very strong feeling that test and examination results were used far too much as indicators of school quality, with approaching two thirds of all the written comments made alluding to this in one way or another. 
16. The main arguments used were that pupil performance data was being used exclusively by inspectors because of the reduced amount of time in school; that this was deeply unfair and inaccurate for small schools, special schools and those serving the most disadvantaged communities; that inspectors arrived in school with pre-conceived ideas because of the focus on data and were often unwilling to consider any alternative evidence the school might have to offer; and that crude links between these data and the inspection grades meant that provision, particularly quality of teaching, would be marked down in order to match the overall grade dictated by the data. 

17. This does not bode well for one of the proposals made by OFSTED for revisions to the inspection framework from September 2009.  In addition, respondents expressed mixed views about several of OFSTED’s other proposals, in particular the continuing focus on the core subjects only during full inspections, which saw a considerable increase in the number of respondents who now oppose this, and the introduction of no notice inspections, which appeared to be deeply unpopular. 

18. There was much stronger support, however, for the proposal to increase the period inspectors spent observing teaching, with respondents suggesting between 20 minutes as a full lesson as the optimal observation period which would enable inspectors to gain an accurate picture of the quality of teaching. 

19. Respondents typically favoured the retention of the current arrangements in this respect, with between two and five days being seen as the optimal notice period, although many did not that this did not actually reduce stress and preparation as the inspection ‘window’ for a particular school could be deduced up to two years in advance.  Respondents also preferred the current three year inspection cycle and there was some support for a six year cycle, but for all schools, not just for high performing schools as OFSTED had proposed.  The idea of yearly inspections for some ‘satisfactory’ schools failed to gain a single supporter amongst respondents to this survey.

20. There was also a fair level of concern about the trend towards shortening inspection visits to just one day, the so-called ‘light touch’ inspections.  Although many respondents welcomed the reduction in the length of the visit they were also concerned that it did not give sufficient time for inspectors to genuinely get a feel for their school or to investigate the story behind the data.  A number pointed out that it had enabled the school to ‘hide’ various aspects of provision or conceal weaknesses, which were not in the long run in the best interests of the school.  This might indicate a need for the survey of staff which was suggested by OFSTED in its proposals for the 2009 inspection framework. 

21. Respondents remained unsatisfied, however, with the OFSTED inspection regime as currently formulated, as they continued to believe that this was separate from support for school improvement.  The majority of respondents still believe that inspections do not stimulate support or help from external sources or help their individual school improve.  A number questioned why, given that inspection appeared now to simply validate their school’s own self evaluating as set out in the SEF, both processes should continue.  Others proposed alternative accountability systems which they thought would have a more direct impact on school improvement. 

22. Respondents to this survey, as in previous NUT research, clearly supported the view that it is the structural nature of the inspection system which his now in urgent need of reform and the “tinkering round the edges”, or proposed revisions to the inspection framework in 2009, will do nothing to address existing problems. Until inspections are de-coupled form their potentially punitive consequences and given a more developmental and supportive function, they will continue to drive up pressure and stress in schools.  

ANNEX 3

	
	A SUMMARY OF THE NUT’S PROPOSALS



Inspection: The Principles

· Internal and external evaluation should be coherent, systematic and integrated.

· External evaluation should evaluate each school’s definitions of its own successes, performance and development plan, and the effectiveness its self-evaluation procedures.

· A common framework for internal and external evaluation, including its criteria, should be developed in full consultation with teachers and their organisations.  This framework can thus be used for the purposes of checking the effectiveness of each school’s self-evaluation arrangements.

· The role of external evaluators or inspectors would be to assess the self-evaluation procedures developed and used by schools themselves.

· In evaluating the work of schools’ external evaluation/inspection should take account of the circumstances of and specific factors affecting each school.

· All those involved in external evaluations/inspections should have appropriate training, qualifications and experience.

· A holistic approach to evaluation should be adopted involving a coherent approach to the evaluation of teachers, schools as institutions, local authorities and the education service nationally.

Accountability and Schools
· There are no school performance tables or national targets linked to test results in Scotland, Wales or Northern Ireland.  The next Government should abolish both tables and targets.

· The data available from summative assessment and examination results should feed into school evaluation reports as they do in current inspection reports.  To meet the country’s need for a summative picture of the effectiveness of the education service it should re-establish the Assessment of Performance Unit.  This Unit would be able to summarise data and ask questions through studies based on sampling.  Such a unit would operate independently with an advisory board involving teacher and support staff unions, the TUC, the CBI, Government and relevant agencies.  It would respond to requests for national evidence on standards within schools and colleges.

· The terms, ‘special measures’ and ‘notice of improvement’ should be replaced by the term ‘schools in need of additional support’.  Such support may involve external support.  If external evaluation identifies problems in a school then the local authority should be required to provide support including advisers and seconded teachers based in the school.  There should be no ‘one size fits all’ deadline for improvement.

· An independent Her Majesty’s Inspectorate (HMI) should be re-established which replaces OFSTED and would be responsible for evaluating schools.  The HMI would be independent of Government, not as a non-ministerial Government department, but as a stand-alone independent, publicly funded body.  The HMI Annual Report would be presented to Parliament, via the Children, Schools and Families Select Committee, on an annual basis.

· External school evaluation should be conducted by HMI possibly accompanied by a small number of trained advisers who would advise HMIs drawn from teachers, advisers, parents and school communities.

· Instead of a School Improvement Partner, each school should be able to appoint a critical friend whose job it would be to provide advice to the head teacher and staff and seek to secure additional support where necessary.  Appointments would be made solely by the school.  Critical friend posts would be funded by local authorities through specific grants allocated by Government.

· HMI would evaluate the procedures put in place by schools to assess their strengths and their plans for improvement.  The HMI would examine the processes and procedures schools have in place for gathering information on levels of pupil achievement, on the personal and social development of pupils and on the views of the school community.  The HMI evaluation schedule would be flexible enough to respond to school evaluation models which have been developed or adapted by schools themselves to reflect their curriculum range and activities.

· HMI evaluations should be flexible enough to cover both individual schools and collaborative arrangements between schools including federations.

· School profiles would be determined by each school’s own evaluation.  A single profile would cover each school’s public description of its offer and achievements.  Unlike the proposals for the School Report Card, the profile would reflect the school’s own evaluation and HMI commentary and not be summarised by a single letter or grade.

· Open and public accountability for schools should be predicated on an evaluation system which results in fair and accurate judgements.  A new system of school evaluation would have integrally an open and separate appeals procedure with respect to an HMI evaluation where schools which disagree both with the procedure or content of that evaluation can appeal.  The results of appeals should lead to judgements which can be maintained, modified or overturned.

· There should be one single form of institutional evaluation; school self-evaluation.  Institutional evaluations should be developmental, not punitive.  Punitive inspection does not strengthen schools; it makes them fragile.  Assessment of the curriculum should be focused on supporting learning, not on carrying out a task for which it is inherently unsuited; that of being a proxy for the evaluation of schools.

· The proposals which the NUT has set out above provide a framework for a new system of accountability for schools and, indeed, colleges.  It is one which supports, not undermines, schools and contributes to the quality of the education service.
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