Governor Training 

The Role of Governors in School Self Evaluation (SSE)

Some facts about SSE
All schools should have been engaged in SSE since 2003 when OFSTED produced guidance in its framework for inspection
The SEF is not to be confused with SSE, it merely summarises outcomes from the school’s evaluation process

Since 2005 SSE has been pivotal in gaining a successful inspection outcome

The SEF is non statutory. Schools need to be able to demonstrate that they are accountable to their stakeholders. To do this they must be in a position to provide convincing evidence of their success and a clear plan of action which maps out improvements to be made. Local authority advice is to complete a SEF
The SEF should be an on-going record, regularly updated (at least annually) so that it reflects the school’s most recent monitoring evidence, the impact of current initiatives and identifies areas to be developed
The SEF has to be signed off by the Chair of Governors when it is posted on the OFSTED website

…………………………………………………………………………

OFSTED regularly refer to the role of governors in their guidance about effective SSE. This is the role of “critical friend,” which OFSTED believe is about being supportive but questioning actions and decisions taken so that they can build their knowledge about the school’s strengths and weaknesses.
Staff and governors should be able to answer the questions:

How well are we doing? -and - How can we do better?

The second question leads to identifying the priorities for improvement.  These should influence future outcomes for pupils.

· Standards and achievement

· Personal development

Schools should also assess the quality and impact on standards of:
· provision- teaching, curriculum, care and guidance

· leadership and management at all levels including governance

· features/ objectives special to the school

· links between the school and other providers

Governors and staff should evaluate the plans they have implemented and any strategies for improvement, whether resources are being effectively used and the impact of actions taken on learning and the well being of learners.

OFSTED do not prescribe how schools evaluate their success. “The best schools have simple processes which enable leaders to measure progress through their day to day work.”  
School improvement partners (SIP’s) play an important role in challenging the school’s evaluation processes and in reviewing the outcomes which result from these. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------

In order for self evaluation to be effective leaders should bear 6 questions in mind.

· Does the SSE activity identify how well the school serves its learners?

· Is SSE based on a good range of telling evidence?
· How does our school compare with the best comparable schools?

· Is the SSE process integral to key management systems?

· Does evaluation lead to action to achieve our long term goals?

· Does SSE and planning involve key people in the school and seek the views of key groups? eg parents, learners.
Overall Effectiveness of leadership and management –at all levels
How effectively leadership and management set clear direction leading to improvement and provide high quality care and education?

(school mission statement and aims, strategic plan, security, safeguarding processes, child protection,)
How performance is monitored through quality assurance and self evaluation? (performance management systems, SSE processes)
How effectively leaders and managers use challenging targets to raise standards including statutory targets and attendance targets? (target setting, data analysis and reporting RAISEonline, Fischer Family Trust (FFT) data, attendance policy/practice/targets)
How well equality of opportunity (EO) and discrimination are tackled so that all learners achieve their potential and how well leaders monitor the impact of the school’s EO and diversity policies in relation to groups of learners?

(SEN policy, gender, all ethnic groups achieve targets, disability policy and provision / support, booster groups and gifted and talented activities.)
How effectively resources are deployed to achieve value for money, including the impact of continuing professional development CPD on outcomes for learners? 

(Staffing, learning support, ICT).
How effectively links are made with other providers, services, employers, other organisations to provide access to integrated care education and extended services?

(feeder schools and settings, development groups, cluster activities, parents, specialist teaching service, EMASS, traveller support, autism outreach, childcare)
How effectively governors discharge their responsibilities?  Governing body is working towards/has met financial management standard in schools.  (FMSIS).

(All of above and policy implementation, finance, key responsibilities recorded in minutes etc).
Do procedures for safeguarding meet current government requirements? (child protection procedures, vetting systems, risk assessments and disaster plans,
safeguarding training/ child protection up to date, asset management plans). 
How do governors know whether the SEF is good quality? 
Does it:

convey a clear picture of what the school is doing? 

provide proof of how school knows?

show what is done to build on successes and remedy weaknesses?

show how the progress pupils make in learning and personal development are linked to what the school does well/not so well?
analyse the impact rather than merely describe actions? 

Checking the accuracy of judgement

· Formal audit trail- ask professionals to produce evidence to support a particular judgement. (See below) 
· Less formal audit trail – ask professionals to talk through reasons

· Through receipt of information not directly linked to the SEF review –school develo0pment plan may trigger the question “what have we said in the SEF about this? Should this information lead us to change judgement in the SEF?”

· Some bodies divide into groups to review sections of the SEF with staff members present.

· Some governor visits focus on an aspect of the SEF that is an agreed priority for review.
Example of a formal audit trail

SEF statement (staying safe- Section 4b)

 A recent parental questionnaire has revealed some low-level poor behaviour including the bullying of younger pupils by older pupils at break etc.

The school responds: 

Staff are approachable and the school operates an open door policy for parents to share concerns;

A pro-active approach by teaching staff has been implemented to promote good inter-personal relationships;

There is a behaviour policy reviewed annually and shared with parents;

A risk assessment of the premises is carried out annually by governors;

Child protection policy and procedures are in place

School staff trained, caring and all are CRB checked. 

Questions for governors:

Are parental concerns valid? Is this only low level poor behaviour- how do the school know?
How approachable are staff –do they listen to children’s concerns and what action do they take? 

Is everyone aware of the policies and how effectively are these implemented? 

How can questions be resolved? Five steps model:
Analyse questionnaire responses – What % return overall and what % indicate this concern? Are there additional comments and is there a pattern to answers?

Research additional supporting evidence from staff /pupils?  

Has there been an increase in parental complaints? 

Has there been an increase in the school’s use of sanctions?

Check knowledge and consistent use of behaviour policy with staff and pupils? 

Do reports from governor monitoring visits indicate evidence of poor behaviour? 

Could other factors need investigation –eg attendance rates?

What action has already been taken?

Forward planning- is further action needed? Is it included in the school plan? Who is taking responsibility? What are expected outcomes? How will governors be involved in monitoring progress? How will the school report the action taken /outcomes to parents?

