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1. Purpose of paper  

 
1.1 This report sets out the recent interventions taken at Sedgehill School. 

 
2. Recommendations   

 
2.1 To note the report. 
 
3. Department for Education: Schools causing concern: Statutory 

guidance for local authorities 
 
3.1 In May 2014, the Department for Education revised the Schools Causing 

Concern statutory guidance. This sets out the Local Authority’s duty in 
relation to maintained schools that are causing concern. It sets out the 
importance of early intervention and of swift and robust action to tackle 
failure, including the use of Warning Notices and Interim Executive Boards 
(IEB) in maintained schools. It states clearly that local authorities must 
have regard to this guidance.  

3.2 The guidance makes clear that whenever there are serious concerns 
about a school, a local authority should issue a warning notice unless 
there is a particular reason not to do so.   

3.3 The guidance also sets out that the Secretary of State has the power to 
direct a local authority to issue a warning notice if she considers that there 
are reasonable grounds for the local authority to do so and they haven’t 
done so.  

3.4 Local authorities’ statutory responsibilities for educational excellence are 
set out in section 13a of the Education Act 1996. That duty states that a 
local authority must exercise its education functions with a view to 
promoting high standards. Local authorities are discharging this duty 
within the context of increasing autonomy and changing accountability for 
schools, alongside an expectation that improvement should be led by 
schools themselves. 
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3.5 A warning notice should be given by a local authority in one of three 
circumstances:  

 
 1. the standards of performance of pupils at the school are unacceptably 

low and are likely to remain so unless the authority exercise their powers 
under Part 4 of the 2006 Act; or,  

 2. there has been a serious breakdown in the way the school is managed 
or governed which is prejudicing, or likely to prejudice, such standards of 
performance; or,  

 3. the safety of pupils or staff at the school is threatened (whether by a 
breakdown of discipline or otherwise).  

3.6 The definition of what constitutes “low standards of performance” is set 
out in section 60(3) of the 2006 Act. This is where they are low by 
reference to any one or more of the following:  

 I. the standards that the pupils might in all the circumstances reasonably 
be expected to attain; or,  

 II. where relevant, the standards previously attained by them; or,  

 III. the standards attained by pupils at comparable schools.  

4.  The context of the school since 2010 

   
4.1 In October 2010, an Ofsted inspection placed the school in a category of 

inadequate, Notice to Improve. The key areas for improvement were:  
 

• Urgently address inadequate teaching in maths; improve leadership;  

• Raise the quality of teaching and learning so that by July 2011 the majority 
of lessons are good or better. 

 

4.2 The results improved from 36% 5+ A*-C EM in 2010 to 45% 5+ A*-C EM 
in 2011. In November 2011 the school was removed from a category of 
concern and judged as Satisfactory in a Ofsted Section 5 Inspection. The 
key areas for improvement were: 

 

• Raise students’ attainment so that it reaches at least the national average 
by summer 2013 

• Reduce persistent absenteeism to an average level by autumn 2012 
 
4.3 In summer 2012, the school’s results rose to 51% 5+ A*-C EM and the gap 

with national reduced from 14% to 8%. Attainment in maths A*-C was 
59%, 10% below national. English A*-C was 60%, 7% below national. The 
gaps with national for the expected 3 levels progress in maths widened to 
10%, and  English was in-line. 

 

 



 

 
 

 

4.4 In summer 2013 the school’s results increased by 2% to 53% 5+ A*-C EM. 
A 6% gap remained with national. English expected progress dipped 
slightly below national and maths continued to be 10% below national. 
This was very concerning given that maths was the focus in two previous 
Ofsted reports.  

 
4.5 CYP officers and the school were concerned about the results, as they 

were lower than had been expected and not setting the school on a 
trajectory to good. There were particularly poor outcomes in maths and 
science.  
 

4.6 Following these results, the Local Authority shared concerns with the 
Chair, Executive Headteacher and the Headteacher. The main area of 
concern from the Local Authority, which was made clear at that time, was 
that there was not sufficient capacity to move the school forward at pace.   
All involved agreed that significant progress was needed during the 
2013/14 academic year. 
 

4.7 The school was re-inspected by Ofsted in October 2013 and judged to 
“Require Improvement”  with the following areas for improvement:  

 

• Improve the quality of teaching so that a greater proportion is good or 
better 

• Raise attainment in mathematics 
 

4.8 This was the third time that maths was raised as an issue.  
 

4.9 Concerns about progress were again evident by the spring of 2014.   In 
the summer term 2014, officers from the Local Authority met formally with 
the Chair of Governors,   Executive Headteacher and the Headteacher to 
say that there were renewed concerns about the pace of improvement and 
the local authority would be considering its position after the summer 
results. Officers were clear with the school that a warning notice was 
under consideration and referred to the revised DfE guidance as set out 
above. 

 
4.10 From August 2014, local authority officers, the leadership of the school 

and the governors of the school were all in agreement that the pace of 
progress was inadequate and needed to increase rapidly.  

 
4.11 Discussions continued through the autumn term and officers met with the 

Chair and Vice-chairs and options were set out and then a plan in place to 
explore them. Both the local authority and the governing body set out to 
explore all options. 

 
4.12 The local authority then presented a preferred option to the governing 

body which, in officers’ view would secure sustained improvement and 
significantly increase leadership capacity. 

 
4.13 On 23rd October, at their full governing body meeting, the governing body 

voted against the officers’ recommendation.  
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5. The Process of Intervention 
 
5.1 Officers were concerned that this process had taken half of the autumn 

term. On 24th October officers issued a Warning Notice to the Governing 
Body, setting out the intention to establish the governing body as an 
Interim Executive Board in order to accelerate progress at the school.  

 
5.2 The Warning Notice was sent to the Chair of Governors. It set out clearly 

the local authority’s concerns and the fact that the governing body may 
make representations in writing to Ofsted under section 60(7) of the 
Education and Inspections Act 2006.  

 
5.3 It further explained that Ofsted must consider any representations and 

may confirm the warning notice or not, usually within a period of 10 days. 
Ofsted could also ask either party to submit further evidence prior to 
deciding on the representations.  

 
5.4 The governing body did submit representations and these were 

considered by Ofsted. Ofsted ruled in the Local Authority’s favour on 1st 
December 2014.  

 
5.5 This meant that the school was now eligible for local authority  

intervention.  
 
5,6 Where a school is eligible for intervention, there are a number of powers 

that a local authority may use to drive school improvement. In this case, 
the local authority proceeded with its intention to seek permission to 
establish an Interim Executive Board at the school. 

 
5.7 The process for this involved a period of consultation with the governing 

body, for the local authority to consider the consultation responses and to 
submit the responses with the application form to the Secretary of State. 
The Chair of Governors signed the form to confirm that the governing body 
had been consulted.  

 
5.8 The application was submitted on 18th December 2014 together with all 

responses received, The request to establish the IEB was considered by 
ministers alongside the consultation responses form the governing body  
and granted the local authority permission to establish an IEB on 9th 
January 2015.  A transition period was agreed with the current chair of 
governors and due notice given to the current governing body, so the IEB 
took up post on 23rd January  2015. 

 
6. The future of the school  
 
6.1 The IEB has just started its work and its priority will be to support and 

challenge the leadership of the school to secure rapid improvement.     
 
6.2 The IEB also has a responsibility to consider options for the future of the 

school and will be doing so in due course.  
 



 

 
 

 

7. Legal implications 
 
7.1 Under the Mayoral Scheme of Delegation, the decision relating to service 

of a Warning Notice is delegated to the Executive Director for Children and 
Young People. 

 
7.2 The statutory framework pertaining to the establishment of an IEB is set 

out in the body of the report.  Once established, the IEB takes on the 
responsibilities of a normally constituted governing body.  Its duties are to 
secure a sound basis for future improvement in the school including the 
promotion of high standards of academic achievement.   The Council 
retains a role in challenging and supporting the IEB and the school.  

 
 
8. Financial implications 
 
8.1 There are no financial implications arising from this report. 
 
 


