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Introduction
   The steering committee of the National Middle Schools’ Forum undertook this survey following concerns expressed by a number of member schools. Anecdotal evidence suggested that some inspection teams were less willing than others to consider the full range of achievement data that a middle school has to offer. These comments suggested that while some teams will only consider published KS2 data, others seem more willing to engage with the school in a debate about the full range of evidence the school has available about achievement on entry and during KS3.
 The survey, then, was designed to investigate the extent of these concerns through an exploration two related issuesof how, in practice, inspection teams reach their judgements about pupil progress and the data they consider in making their decisions. It focused on two related issues:
a) Do Ofsted teams adopt a consistent approach to the consideration of achievement data in their inspection of middle schools? 

b) Are some teams over-reliant on KS2 data (and RAISEonline data on progress from KS1)?

National Context
 Accountability for Progress. Quite properly, middle schools expect to be accountable for the progress children make during their years at the middle school – from the time they enter the school to the time the leave. This will commonly be from:
· Year 4 to Year 7 - in the case of middle schools deemed to be primary schools 
· Year 5 to Year 8 - in the case of those deemed secondary schools.

 The national tests, taken in Year 6, fall in the middle of a child’s time at middle school and so cannot, on their own, tell the story of the value added by the school from point of a child joins the school until they leave. Similarly, Contextual Value Added scores, based on progress from Year 2 to Year 6 compared to that expected nationally, are of limited value as an indicator, when up to half of this four year period falls beyond the control of the middle school. 
Indicators of Progress. Middle schools will commonly make use of a range of assessment data to track the progress of their pupils, from teacher assessment and optional SATs to standardised assessments. The national tests for Key Stage 3 are normally taken in Year 9 - at least one year after leaving middle school. The national Two Year Key Stage 3 Project was of particular interest to middle schools and, as will be seen below, a growing number of 9 to 13 middle schools are adopting this scheme.
Executive Summary
The survey responses reveal:

1. An inconsistent approach to the consideration of school level assessment data. For example, some teams seem reluctant to consider optional SATs results, others are happy to do so. Some teams, it appears, will only consider them if they are externally marked.

2. This inconsistency is particularly marked when judging progress at KS2. Some teams are willing to consider progress from the year of entry based on available data, while others seem over-reliant on progress from KS1 scores – when this progress can only be partly attributable to the middle school.

3. Uncertainty about how school level data on progress during Years 7 and 8 will be considered by inspection teams is leading a growing number of middle schools to consider the TwoYear KS3.

Many of the responses and comments in the survey reveal good practice during middle school inspections. However there are also a significant minority of schools who report that school data has not been fully considered – or indeed rejected. These cases leave all middle schools with a degree of uncertainty about the way in which their data will be received by inspectors.

The results of the survey highlight the need for the development of an agreed framework for the consideration of school data on pupil progress in middle school inspections. 
Response to the survey

The survey was sent to the 152 middle schools that had been inspected under the new inspection framework between its introduction in the Autumn Term 2005 and the end of May 2007. Just under half were returned, giving a representative sample of schools for this report.
	Number of middle schools sent the survey
	152

	Number of responses received
	68

	Percentage returned
	45%


Responses were received from both middle deemed secondary and middle deemed primary schools as follows:
	Responses from schools deemed primary
	10

	Responses from schools deemed secondary
	58


The sample also includes schools with a representative range of inspection outcomes:
	Overall Grade
	Number of schools

	1
	7

	2
	33

	3
	24

	4
	4


A copy of the survey sent to schools is included as appendix 1.
Headteachers were invited to make additional comments for each of the survey questions. Not all Heads chose to make comments, but most did.  These comments were often helpful in illustrating the wider range of issues underlying their responses and so a representative sample of these comments are included in the following analysis.

Question 1 - The range of achievement evidence the team considered:

	
	Number
	%

	a) The inspector considered all the evidence of achievement the school presented – including the results of optional SATs and evidence of achievement on entry and results of pupil tracking.
	38
	56%

	b) The inspector gave some consideration to a range of school data – but the judgement was largely based on the KS2 SAT results.
	24
	35%

	c) The inspector would only consider the results of QCA optional SATs and other data when they had been externally marked.
	2
	3%

	d) The inspector would only consider the school’s published KS2 results and gave no consideration to other achievement data.
	5
	7%
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Sample of the additional comments made by Headteachers:
· The inspectors did not give enough consideration to internally marked tests
· The data was VERY thoroughly examined and given full consideration.

· The inspector was not interested in Teacher Assessments, or optional SATs. Even though Yr4 Optional SATs were externally marked he insisted on ignoring our entry level data.

· They were prepared to accept school level data as well as county/national tests.

· I was given the impression that at my next inspection I would need more 'officially validated' data than TA levels combined with optional SATs.
· The SLT were allowed to present a PowerPoint presentation and a document showing all of our school data. Without this data the school would have been judged as good. Being allowed to present the data meant that the school could be judged outstanding.

· We had tracked all our data on entry to KS2 results and from KS2 to the end of Yr8 results on the SEF - so that OUR value added was very clear. After seeing the SEF our inspection team made it clear on the pre-inspection comments that they would look more closely at this data during the inspection.
· I was told that inspectors could see that we had clearly added more value based on QCA Yr4 tests than on KS1 results, but that "with Ofsted hats on" they could only make judgements on progress from KS1 to KS2 tests. More recent inspections of schools seem to reveal more negotiation.

· Picked the low achievement of primary feeder schools and mentioned it in the report.

Commentary

A majority of schools report that their inspection team appear to have considered the full range of achievement data presented by the schools.  However the experience of a small number of schools (7%) appears to have been quite different. These differences are apparent in the comments made by some of the Heads above.  
Approximately a third of schools feel that undue emphasis was given to the Key Stage 2 results

Two schools report that inspectors were only willing to consider the results of QCA optional SATs if they were externally marked – though in others it is clear that teams were happy to consider these results when internally marked.

Question 2 - Use of Fisher Family Trust and other predictions of achievement from KS1.

	
	Number
	%

	a) The team based their judgements about pupil progress on data about the ability of the pupils on entry to the school at Year 4 or 5.
	29
	43%

	b) The team took some account of school evidence about the ability of pupils on entry to the school, but based their judgement mainly on predictions based on KS1 data.
	28
	41%

	c) The team based their judgements on pupil progress solely on predictions from KS1 data.
	10
	15%
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Sample of the additional comments made by Headteachers
· The fact that progress was deemed 'satisfactory' between KS1 and KS2 (RAISEonline evidence) prevented the school being graded 1 in Achievement and Standards. This section then drives all the other outcomes.

· Yr4 optional tests were baseline
· Little consideration was given to school generated data that could not be bench marked nationally.

· The issue of KS1 levels and end of Yr4 was heard but not wholly considered.

· HMI accepted robust tracking which clearly showed 'dip' in performance Yr2 to Yr3 and Yr3 to Yr4.
Commentary

In a majority of schools (56%) Heads report that judgements about progress were based mainly or solely on predictions of progress from KS1 results to KS2. While this may be an important indicator it must clearly be treated with caution when the first year or two years are the responsibility of first schools.
A significant minority (15%) report that progress from KS1 was the sole basis for a judgement of progress – rather than a consideration of progress from the point of entry to the middle school.

Question 3 - Sources of achievement data, other than Year 6 SATs, available in the school for the team to consider:
	
	Available in school
	Considered by team

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	a) QCA Optional SATs – internally marked
	57
	84%
	39
	57%

	b) QCA Optional SATs – externally marked
	22
	32%
	16
	24%

	c) CAT tests
	31
	46%
	14
	21%

	d) PIPs
	6
	9%
	4
	6%

	e) Standardised Maths results
	29
	43%
	19
	28%

	f) Standardised Reading results
	46
	68%
	28
	41%

	g) Teacher assessment
	63
	93%
	40
	59%
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Other sources of data considered by the team and sample Headteacher comments: 
· Looked at optional SATs but would not use in making judgements.

· We carry out half yearly tests in Eng, MA and Sci and plot the progress. All this was considered.
· Main source of data was RAISEonline and SEF - no other data was requested by the team.
· KS3 data from High School by middle school - V.A. calculated from KS2-KS3 - inspector did not consider this other than very cursory glance.

· PIPs was considered by the inspection team to identify that our attainment on entry was lower than average - but they did not have a good understanding of PIPs scores and so could not accurately comment on how low the attainment of pupils was.

Commentary
A majority of schools report that their team considered the results of internally marked QCA optional SATS.
About a third of schools make arrangements for some of these optional SATs to be externally marked. Some are using local markers who are experienced teachers or Key Stage 2 markers. A small number of schools have an arrangement with their LA for the tests to be marked or use a commercial service such as that of NFER.
Question 4 - Willingness of team to consider data from school pupil progress tracking  

	
	Number
	%

	a) The team took account of data on pupil progress from the school’s pupil tracking system.
	38
	56%

	b) The team considered pupil tracking data – but based their judgement mainly on the school RAISEonline data.
	28
	41%

	c) The team took no account of the school’s pupil tracking data.
	2
	3%
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Tracking software used by schools - where reported:
	Excel Spreadsheet
	14

	Sims Assessment Manager
	21

	PAT
	4

	Essex Target Tracker
	1

	West Sussex ISP tracker
	1

	Aspire (Beds C. C.)
	1


Sample of the additional comments made by Headteachers
· Although the team considered our tracking system they were dismissive of it.
· Inspection team agreed that RAISEonline tells us nothing about the school and so had to consider our 'in house' data.
· The team were totally reluctant to comment on the large differences in progression made from KS1 to KS2 by pupils coming from different feeder first schools
Commentary
In most cases the schools indicate that the team considered data from the schools’ pupil progress tracking systems. These responses correspond with those for question 2 above in showing that in many cases decisions about progress were mainly based on published Ks1 to KS2 data.

Question 5 - What data did the team consider in reaching their judgement about progress at KS3?

	
	Number
	%

	a) The team based their judgements about progress at KS3 on the results of your pupils in the KS3 SAT results taken in Year 9.
	22
	34%

	b) The team based their judgements about progress at KS3 on the published KS3 SAT results from Year 8 taken as part of the two year KS3.
	7
	10%

	c) The team based their judgements about progress at KS3 on the results of the QCA optional SAT tests.
	25
	37%

	d) The team based their judgements about progress at KS3 on teacher assessment results.
	15
	22%
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Sample of the additional comments made by Headteachers
· Would not accept that the outstanding progress at KS3 was the result of the middle school teaching. The progress could have occurred entirely in Year 9 (2 terms)!

· The fact that pupils routinely exceed CATs predictions was also ignored.

· Gave little comment on progress in Yr7 & Yr8 at all!

· Inspection team again not interested in school based data or MIDYIS - had not been marked nationally.

· Useful data from Year 8 - well worth the trouble of Two Year KS3.

· Inspection team were very fair. They considered us as a middle school and looked at progress from Yr5 to Yr8. Attainment on entry in Yr5 was a crucial factor; they appreciated that CVA in our school was undermined by poor progress in Yrs 3/4.

· We only have Yr7 - they focussed on what they saw as underachievement in Yr7- even though we had evidence to show why this had not happened - they largely ignored it.
Commentary

The responses to this question suggest a variety of practice when reaching judgements about progress made in KS3. This may reflect a variety of data used by schools, however it is clear that some teams used Year 9 data, while others used teacher assessment or optional SAT data from Year 7 or Year 8.

This variety of practice in reaching judgements over progress at KS3 leaves schools with a degree of uncertainty as they present their judgements. 
A minority of schools were able to present the results of KS3 tests taken at the end of Year 8 as part of the Two Year Key Stage 3 Project.  The number of schools considering this option is explored below.

Number of responding schools (deemed secondary) that have introduced, or plan to introduce, the Two Year KS3
Some have been using the Two Year KS3 materials for some time as part of the national project – for others it is a recent introduction and results will not be available for another two years. However as can be seen a significant proportion of the sample have decided to introduce the shortened key stage:
	Year of first tests in Year 8
	Number of schools

	2005
	4

	2006
	2

	2007
	7

	2008
	3

	2009
	8


Headteacher comments:
· Inspector VERY anti the accelerated KS3 and determined to dissuade us from adopting it. He seemed to want to depress our achievement data to support this opinion.

· Demonstrating progress at KS3 was the sticking point and this was one of the many reasons why we have entered the 2 year KS3 project.

Commentary
Interest in the Two Year KS3 has been growing in the middle school community. As the second headteacher comment above suggests this is often for reasons of accountability.  
Headteacher Summary comments – A sample of comments:
· The HMI said that he didn't understand middle schools and suggested that they should be replaced! Nevertheless he was prepared to consider the achievement fairly from Yr5 to Yr8. The KS1 prior attainment data was largely discredited because it was clear that a cohort of 45 pupils had inflated grades. He agreed to meet with the upper school to discuss Yr9 and Yr11 outcomes.

· We were pleased that the lead inspector accepted that we were directly responsible only for progress in Yrs 5 & 6 and NOT for progress in Yrs 3 & 4, as some other middle school heads have reported.

· A secondary team who had limited experience of middle schools. All judgements apart from section 4 driven by the school's published KS1 to KS2 CVA.

· The inspector clearly stated that we could not get 'outstanding' for standards as we have no "externally verified" results for the end of Yr8. (Very frustrating as by anyone else's standards they clearly ARE outstanding). He was also determined not to consider V.A. from Y4-Yr6 because the optional Yr4 tests, though externally marked, were not done so by a national body but a local marker. We were told the "rules" meant neither Teaching & Learning or Leadership could not be given outstanding either - despite the narrative reading like an outstanding school (commented on by our LEA Advisor).

· Whilst the team acknowledged the problem of the possibility of overly generous assessment at KS1, their judgement (satisfactory) was based solely on progress from KS1 to KS2.

· I found the team approachable and willing to enter into a dialogue during the inspection. However, I am not convinced the team of the lead inspector fully grasped the 'middle' school concept and the school responsibility for KS2. Over reliance on KS1 data is not tailored to a middle school system. The team would not accept they should judge a middle school by where pupils are at the end of Year 8 - which is the best indicator of a schools' impact on learning.

· Our inspector had experience of middle schools from a parental view point so was 75% sympathetic. He gave me the impression that another time another inspector would expect more 'validated' data. This was alongside being told he wasn't wholly keen on Two Year KS3 so couldn't/wouldn't say what he therefore considered 'validated'.

· Fair approach, listened, acknowledged unique position of middle school like this, struggled initially to find appropriate benchmarks to use not having external SATS on which to base judgements.

· The team were absolutely fixed on using Panda and Yr6 SATs data for 90% of their judgements. They would not accept QCA Yr4 data to show the standards on intake.

· The team were keen to look at any data the school had that indicated progress from Yr5 to Yr8. They looked at Yr4 optional SATs data and used as a baseline and then at other assessment information we had through the school. I felt the inspection team realised middle schools were different and were bold enough to ask for information and use it to make judgements. This was helped by the team being led by a senior HMI. Everyone felt the judgements were fair and the process reasonable.

· Tried unsuccessfully to get team to consider our data from Yr4 to Yr7, explaining that in our experience KS1 data is not a reliable measure on which to judge us. Did not like to accept this discussion. We did not fit the KS1 - KS2 model - I felt they did not understand or accept the points we were trying to make. We could not convince them of our starting point in Year4 - Level 3 in our experience from KS1 often does not appear when we test them in Year 4. This dispute over our baseline must affect our CVA!

· The team understood the special circumstances of middle schools and were very sympathetic to the problems but were constrained by the focus being solely on KS2 SAT results. As a school we could show very good progress from QCA Yr4 to KS3 - but this did not carry the weight we felt it should have; KS2 was clearly the deciding factor in the final judgement. Mr Blake did agree to raise concerns with relevant bodies.

· First rate team. Very sharp and really interested in the school.

· I was very happy with their interpretation of our data alongside Fisher Family Trust. I laboured the point that FFT judges our pupils from KS1 to KS2 when we don't have them from KS1 therefore we could be judged on the lack of effort made in SOME first schools in Yr3 to Yr4. I had plenty of data on underachievement from Yr2 to Yr4 and value added from our own baseline assessment in Yr5 - they took this.

· As we receive children in Yr4 it would be reasonable to expect the team to consider Yr3 data from the first schools as well as KS1 BUT they were not in the least bit interested in the progress or lack of it children had made in Yr3 all of which takes place before the children join us.

· I was extremely disappointed and concerned that it was commented on in my report that our performance did not compare with good PRIMARY SCHOOLS. There was not enough emphasis on the rich, diverse curriculum, specialist teaching, rich extra-curricular provision that enriches learning SO MUCH. Far too much emphasis on core subjects.
Summary
The responses to the survey show that many schools report positively on their experience of inspection. In these cases inspection teams have engaged in a dialogue with the schools and considered a full range of available assessment data to judge progress made by pupils. However there are a significant minority of responses that do not fit this picture. 
1. Do Ofsted teams adopt a consistent approach to the consideration of achievement data in their inspection of middle schools? 

It is clear from the responses, and particularly from some of the Headteacher comments, that teams have taken different approaches to the data on progress presented by schools. 
A small number of schools (7%) report, in response to Question 1, an unwillingness to consider results from anything other than Key Stage 2 tests. Others report an inconsistent approach to the consideration of optional SAT results – whether internally or externally marked. Some schools (3%) report that their teams would only consider the results of optional SATs if externally marked – other teams have been happy to accept the results of internally marked assessments.
The progress made by pupils during KS3 to the end of Year 7 or Year 8 cannot easily be judged by end of Key Stage results in Year 9. It is clear from the analysis of responses to Question 5 that there is a variety of practice:
· 34% schools report that inspectors judged progress from end of Year 9 KS3 results

· 37% of schools report that progress was judged from Optional SAT results (although as we have already seen some teams seem unwilling to consider these if internally marked)

These differences in approach by teams leave schools uncertain as to how the data available to them will be received. This has contributed to the growing number of middle schools who have adopted the Two Year KS3 (41%) – largely for reasons of accountability. (See page 14)

2. Are some teams over-reliant on KS2 data (and RAISEonline data on progress from KS1)?

It is encouraging that 56% of schools, in response to Question 1, report that their team considered a full range of assessment data. However this leaves 44% of schools where the school felt the team were unduly reliant on KS2 and RAISEonline data.
Only 43% of schools, responding to Question 2, felt that their Inspector judged progress properly from the point of entry to the middle school, rather than judging them wholly, or in part, on progress from KS1 results in Year 2 – when up to half of the progress made during Key Stage 2 is the responsibility of the first school. Most concerning are the 15% of schools reporting that progress during KS2 was judged solely on progress from KS1 scores. 

A similar proportion of schools (44%) felt, in Question 4, that their inspectors only gave limited, or indeed no, recognition to the results of the schools’ own pupil tracking data.
Conclusions

The survey responses reveal:

4. An inconsistent approach to the consideration of school level assessment data. For example, some teams seem reluctant to consider optional SATs results, others are happy to do so. Some teams, it appears, will only consider them if they are externally marked.
5. This inconsistency is particularly marked when judging progress at KS2. Some teams are willing to consider progress from the year of entry based on available data, while others seem over-reliant on progress from KS1 scores – when this progress can only be partly attributable to the middle school.
6. Uncertainty about how school level data on progress during Years 7 and 8 will be considered by inspection teams is leading a growing number of middle schools to consider the TwoYear KS3.

Many of the responses and comments in the survey reveal good practice during middle school inspections. Schools in these cases report a healthy dialogue with their inspection team when considering the range of achievement and progress data available in a middle school.
However there are also a significant minority of schools who report that school data has not been fully considered – or indeed rejected. These cases leave all middle schools with a degree of uncertainty about the way in which their data will be received by inspectors.
The results of the survey highlight the need for the development of an agreed framework for the consideration of school data on pupil progress in middle school inspections. The development of such a framework, or guidance, would lead to greater consistency on the part of inspection teams and enable middle schools to develop their systems for self evaluation with greater confidence. The National Middle Schools’ Forum would welcome the opportunity to work together with Ofsted to develop such a framework.
Appendix 1 – Survey sent to schools

The New Inspection Framework - The Experience of Middle Schools



1) The range of achievement evidence the team considered:

	Please tick the statement that best describes the approach of your team


	(

	The inspector considered all the evidence of achievement  the school presented – including the results of optional SATs and evidence of achievement on entry and results of pupil tracking.


	

	The inspector gave some consideration of a range of school data – but the judgement was largely based on the KS2 SAT results.


	

	The inspector would only consider the results of QCA optional SATs and other data when they had been externally marked.


	

	The inspector would only consider the school’s published KS2 results and gave no consideration to other achievement data.


	


Additional comments:

2) Use of Fisher Family Trust and other predictions of achievement from KS1.

	Please tick the statement that best describes the approach of your team


	(

	The team based their judgements about pupil progress on data about the ability of the pupils on entry to the school at Year 4 or 5.


	

	The team took some account of school evidence about the ability of pupils on entry to the school, but based their judgement mainly on predictions based on KS1 data.


	

	The team based their judgements on pupil progress solely on predictions from KS1 data.


	


Additional comments:

3) Sources of achievement data, other than Year 6 SATs, available in the school for the team to consider:
	Please tick 


	(
Available in school
	(
Considered by inspector

	QCA Optional SATs – internally marked
	
	

	QCA Optional SATs – externally marked
	
	

	CAT tests
	
	

	PIPs
	
	

	Standardised Maths results
	
	

	Standardised Reading results
	
	

	Teacher assessment
	
	

	
	
	


Other: (please list)

4) Willingness of team to consider data from school pupil progress tracking  

	Please tick the statement that best describes the approach of your team


	(

	The team took account of data on pupil progress from the school’s pupil tracking system.


	

	The team considered pupil tracking data – but based their judgement mainly on the school Raise Online data.


	

	The team took no account of the school’s pupil tracking data.


	


 If you use a software package for pupil tracking and target setting - which program do you use?

…………………………………………………………………………………………………..

Additional comments:

5) What data did the team consider in reaching their judgement about progress at KS3?

	Please tick the statement that best describes the approach of your team


	(

	The team based their judgements about progress at KS3 on the results of your pupils in the KS3 SAT results taken in Year 9.


	

	The team based their judgements about progress at KS3 on the published KS3 SAT results from Year 8 taken as part of the two year KS3.


	

	The team based their judgements about progress at KS3 on the results of the QCA optional SAT tests.


	

	The team based their judgements about progress at KS3 on teacher assessment results.


	


Additional comments:

6) Please add any other comments about the approach of your inspection team and their understanding of the workings of a middle school:

Thank you for completing this questionnaire;

Please return to Nigel Wyatt in the envelope provided.
�
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National Middle Schools’ Forum


Nigel Wyatt, Tanglin, Firs Road, Alderbury, Salisbury, Wiltshire, SP5 3BD


Telephone: 01722 710511 


Email: nigel.wyatt@dial.pipex.com




















School name   …………………………………………………………………………………. 





Headteacher  ………………………………………………………………………………….





Email address  ………………………………………………………………………………….





Local Authority  ………………………………………………………………………………….





Name of lead inspector   …………………………………………………………………..





Inspection contractor   ……………………………………………………………………..











Have you introduced the two year KS3?     Yes / No


                                    (please circle)





If so please give the year in which pupils first took (or will take) the KS3 tests in Year 8    


                                                   ……………………….








A survey of middle schools inspected under the new inspection framework - between its introduction in the Autumn Term 2005 and the end of May 2007
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