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1.1 Background  

An audit of Underperforming Departments was undertaken as part of the approved internal audit periodic plan for 

2015/16.  

Underperformance or poor performance is a failure to perform the duties of a role or to perform them to the standard 

required by the Academy or Trust, or the non-achievement of departmental targets. This audit was undertaken to 

evaluate the adequacy of the Academy and Trust in identifying underperforming departments and putting in place 

actions to help improve performance. 

The review included the following risk area: 

Risk: A decline in quality of provision that would have an adverse impact on the Academies, and Trust’s 

student recruitment targets. 

 How Academies identified underperformance through outcomes and learning observations. 

 The actions implemented to drive performance for underperforming departments. 

 The Monitoring of each Academy and departmental performance throughout various performance points and how 

good practice was advocated across the Trust. 

1.2 Conclusion 

Our overall opinion was formed by undertaking interviews with key staff including Principals and conducting analysis 

and sample testing on the data collated throughout the curriculum year which was used to identify poor performing 

departments.  

We confirmed that the Trust, through the Director of School Improvement, had a weekly oversight of Academy 

operations and received sufficient data to provide scrutiny and challenge over the performance of Academy 

departments. This oversight was heightened through the Monthly School Improvement Taskforce Group whereby key 

themes affecting departmental performance are discussed and good practice to help resolve these issues is discussed 

between Academy Principals.  

However, although some processes such as the annual Departmental Improvement Plans had been standardised, key 

documentation and practices varied based on each Academy which lead to certain processes being informal and 

made it difficult for the Trust to directly compare performance and data. 

Internal Audit Opinion: 

Taking account of the issues identified, the Trust can take reasonable 

assurance that the controls in place to manage this risk are suitably 

designed and consistently applied. 

However, we have identified issues that need to be addressed in order to 

ensure that the control framework is effective in managing the identified 

risk(s).  

1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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1.3 Key findings 

The above conclusions feeding into the overall assurance level are based on the evidence obtained during the audit.  

Review of the systems and procedures in place identified a number of well-designed controls, in particular: 

 Each Academy has defined the scoring criteria for underperforming departments and the identification and support 

levels required. This is based on the Ofsted scale of 1-4 for scoring performance. 

 Following completion of the academic year, each department within an Academy submits a performance report 

which sets out performance against agreed targets at the start of the academic year which is captured in a Self-

Evaluation Form (SEF). 

 Each Academy meets with the associated Department Head or Faculty Lead to discuss the performance report and 

to score performance based upon the criteria in place. This is used as an independent analysis of the SEF and 

documents the issues and reasons for underperformance.   

 Each department is required to complete a Development Improvement Plan to ensure that performance throughout 

the year is attained. Those departments classified as underperforming use this Action Plan to capture additional 

actions which will be used to improve performance. 

 Progress against targets is monitored throughout the academic year via lesson observations and the actions have 

specific deadlines which are monitored and assessed for effectiveness through various meetings and reviews 

throughout the curriculum year. 

 If an issue is highlighted around the teaching standard during the identification of underperforming departments 

support plans are put in place to drive improvements in teaching quality. 

 Governors receive oversight of departments who are deemed underperforming and also receive updates 

throughout the year on how departments are performing.  The Trust receive performance data and Governing Body 

meeting minutes to track performance which allows them to oversee underperforming departments on a Trust wide 

level. 

However we identified four areas where the compliance with the control framework had not been adhered to, and have 

therefore agreed two ‘medium’ priority and two ‘low’ priority actions with management.: 

 Samuel Lister had not independently judged departmental performance for the 2014/15 academic year, the only 

scoring in place was the self-assessment completed by the Department. This was being rectified as part of 2015/16 

academic changes but had not been fully implemented at the time of the audit. 

 Review of the Departmental Improvement Plans completed on an annual basis found that there was no specific 

section solely for underperforming departments to complete in line with good practice in the sector.  

 For both Appleton and Samuel Lister, although there were specific academic progress points which informally 

chased up actions in the Departmental Improvement Plan, there was no formal monitoring of these actions, 

meaning some actions rolled over to the next curriculum year with no challenge over non implementation. 

 It was found that there were no minutes in place for the recent School Improvement Taskforce Group (STIG), which 

is attended by both Governors and Principals on a monthly basis. Although there are actions generated from this 

meeting, without having minutes in place there is no formal record that issues with underperforming departments 

have been discussed and that key themes causing these issues have been identified.  
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1.4 Additional information to support our conclusion 

Risk Control 

design* 

Non-compliance 

with controls* 

Agreed actions 

   Low Medium High 

A decline in quality of 

provision that would have 

an adverse impact on the 

Academies, and Trust’s 

student recruitment targets. 

- (9) 4 (9) 2 2 - 

Total 2 2 - 

* Shows the number of controls not adequately designed or not complied with. The number in brackets represents the total number of controls 

reviewed in this area. 

1.5 Additional feedback  

We have identified innovation or good practice at similar organisations that Bradford College Education Trust may 

wish to consider: 

Good practice for further consideration 

It was noted that the Trust are not sponsored by a specific Academy or School meaning that the Trust do not have 

access to a range of core processes based on good practice that are fit for purpose. As a result, each Academy in the 

Trust operates standalone legacy processes which they had in place prior to joining the Trust.  

The Trust should generate a list of standard documents and core processes, based on good practice, which are 

adopted by every Academy within the Trust and for any new sponsored Academy joining the Trust. This will help with 

oversight and governance of Academies and aid the process of scrutinising data and information. This review should 

be the starting point for generating these standard Trust wide core procedures. 
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2 ACTION PLAN 

Categorisation of internal audit findings 

Priority Definition 

Low  There is scope for enhancing control or improving efficiency and quality. 

Medium Timely management attention is necessary.  This is an internal control risk management issue that could 

lead to: Financial losses which could affect the effective function of a department, loss of controls or 

process being audited or possible reputational damage, negative publicity in local or regional media. 

High Immediate management attention is necessary.  This is a serious internal control or risk management 

issue that may, with a high degree of certainty, lead to: Substantial losses, violation of corporate 

strategies, policies or values, reputational damage, negative publicity in national or international media 

or adverse regulatory impact, such as loss of operating licences or material fines. 

 

The table below sets out the actions agreed by management to address the findings: 

Ref Findings summary Priority Actions for management Implementation 

date 

Responsible 

owner 

Risk: A decline in quality of provision that would have an adverse impact on the Academies, and Trusts 

student recruitment targets. 

1 Samuel Lister had not 

independently assessed 

departmental 

performance for the 

academic year 2014/15.  

Medium Samuel Lister will ensure that the 

Department Summary Sheet is 

completed going forward and that 

an independent score, provided 

by SLT is captured at the end of 

the year based on departmental 

performance. 

    

The Subject Categorisation Mark 

Book which captures the formal 

scores and independent 

commentary including strengths 

and weaknesses for the 

department will be rolled out 

across the Trust and built into the 

core processes that will be 

standard at Academy level.   

  

2 Review of the 

Departmental 

Improvement Plan found 

there was no specific field 

to be completed by 

departments classified as 

underperforming as 

expected in line with 

good practice in the 

sector. 

Low For Academy Development 

Improvement Plan or PIBS where 

goals and targets are set, the 

documentation will be amended 

to include a specific field that 

relates to underperforming 

departments from the previous 

year, in line with good practice in 

the sector.   
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Ref Findings summary Priority Actions for management Implementation 

date 

Responsible 

owner 

This will enable key actions to be 

monitored, tracked and assessed 

based on effectiveness. 

3 There was no evidence 

on file for either Appleton 

or Samuel Lister 

Academy that actions 

highlighted in the Self 

Evaluation Forms or 

Departmental 

Improvement Plans had 

been monitored to 

confirm it had been 

implemented, or 

assessed for how 

effective the action had 

been in improving 

performance.  

Medium The Academies will generate a 

tracking spread sheet for 

underperforming departments, 

with key actions taken from the 

SEF and action plan/PIB.  This 

will allow completed actions to be 

monitored and for an assessment 

on effectiveness to be undertaken 

which can then be built into 

whether a different action needs 

to be adopted to address any 

potential underperformance 

issues, that need to be addressed 

the following year. 

 

If slippages in performance are 

identified this will be reported to 

the SLT and/or Principal.   

Although it is noted the majority 

of the action points relate to 

academic performance, we have 

identified at similar institutions 

that on-going monitoring is 

prudent to allow additional 

measures to be put in place when 

required. 

  

4 It was found that the 

School Improvement 

Taskforce Group meeting 

was not minuted. 

Low Management will ensure that 

meeting minutes are taken for the 

SITG. 
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3 DETAILED FINDINGS 

This report has been prepared by exception. Therefore, we have included in this section, only those risks of weakness in control or examples of lapses in control identified 

from our testing and not the outcome of all internal audit testing undertaken. 

Ref Control Adequate 

control 

design 

(yes/no) 

Controls 

complied 

with 

(yes/no) 

Audit findings and implications Priority Actions for management 

Risk:  A decline in quality of provision that would have an adverse impact on the Academies, and Trusts student recruitment targets. 

1 Each Principal or Vice 

Principal meets with the 

associated Department 

Head or Faulty Lead to 

discuss the performance 

report and to score 

performance based upon 

the criteria in place.  

   

This is used as an 

independent analysis of 

the Self-Evaluation Form 

(SEF) and documents the 

issues and reasons for 

underperformance.   

Yes No Appleton Academy 

The Vice Principal had met with Heads of 

Faculty to discuss performance and their 

SEF, and to agree a departmental 

performance score which was captured on a 

Subject Categorisation Mark book.   

 

This documented performance across a 

number of themes such as: 

 Achievement;  

 Quality of Teaching/Leadership; 

  Behaviour and Safety; and  

 Overall Effectiveness. 

It also documented areas of strength and 

weakness of both the department and staff.  

 

Samuel Lister Academy 

It was noted that there was no formal 

independent scrutiny by the Senior 

Leadership Team for the sample of three 

SEF's selected. 

 

Discussions with the Principal established 

that Science had underperformed but review 

of the SEF found that they had given 

themselves a 3a which is not formally 

classed as an underperforming department.  

 

 

Medium Samuel Lister will ensure that the Department 

Summary Sheet is completed going forward 

and that an independent score, provided by 

SLT is captured at the end of the year based 

on departmental performance.    

 

The Subject Categorisation Mark Book which 

captures the formal scores and independent 

commentary including, strengths and 

weaknesses for the department, will be rolled 

out across the Trust and built into the core 

processes that will be standard at Academy 

level.   
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Ref Control Adequate 

control 

design 

(yes/no) 

Controls 

complied 

with 

(yes/no) 

Audit findings and implications Priority Actions for management 

It was noted that the process for 2015/16 is 

changing and a Department Summary 

Document will be used to capture the SEF 

department grade and SLT will 

independently grade performance. This had 

not been implemented at the time of the 

audit and there was no evidence of 

independent strengths and weaknesses of 

department being identified. 

 

Without independently formally assessing 

the performance of departments against set 

targets there is a risk underperforming 

departments are not highlighted and the 

appropriate resource to rectify the 

weaknesses of the department are not 

assigned. 

2 Each Department is 

required to complete a 

Development Action Plan 

to ensure that 

performance throughout 

the year is attained.    

 

Those departments 

classified as 

underperforming use this 

Action Plan to capture 

additional actions which 

will be used to improve 

performance. 

Yes No Appleton Academy:  

For a sample of three underperforming 

departments, in all cases there was 

evidence that an action plan had been 

formulated with key high level trends being 

taken from the SEF.  

 

However, there was no visible emphasis in 

action plans for category 3 departments and 

no additional section to be completed solely 

for those departments.   

 

Samuel Lister Academy:   

Evidence confirmed that Pre Inspection 

Briefings (PIBS) were completed by the 

departments and reviewed by SLT.  

 

These contained detailed plans for the year 

ahead and discussions confirmed that these 

Low For Academy Development Improvement Plan 

or PIBS where goals and targets are set, the 

documentation will be amended to include a 

specific field that relates to underperforming 

departments from the previous year, in line 

with good practice in the sector.   

 

This will enable key actions to be monitored, 

tracked and assessed based on effectiveness. 
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Ref Control Adequate 

control 

design 

(yes/no) 

Controls 

complied 

with 

(yes/no) 

Audit findings and implications Priority Actions for management 

would be more robust for departments that 

were felt to be underperforming.    

 

However, there were no actions specifically 

prioritised or separate to address this, 

although it is noted most of the actions may 

impact the underperformance.    

 

Without having a separate field within 

forward looking action plans, for 

underperforming departments or common 

areas required for improvement, there is a 

risk that key actions, to specifically address 

underperformance themes highlighted in the 

previous year’s review and performance 

score are not detailed and therefore cannot 

be formally traced and confirmed whether 

they have been implemented.    

 

In addition, by not documenting key actions 

specifically to address underperformance 

they cannot be assessed for effectiveness.  

3 Progress against targets 

is monitored throughout 

the academic year via 

lesson observations and 

student feedback and 

assessment points.  

 

The actions have specific 

deadlines which are 

monitored and assessed 

for effectiveness through 

various meetings and 

reviews throughout the 

curriculum year.   

Yes No Appleton Academy:   

The Heads of Faculty meet with the Vice 

Principal to discuss progress with the 

departmental action plan on at least a 

quarterly basis. Discussions with the 

Principal and Vice Principal determined that 

actions are informally chased in these 

meetings.    

 

However, there was no evidence to confirm 

completed actions from the improvement 

plans were assessed for effectiveness. The 

only gauge of effectiveness was from 

student outcomes. 

Medium The academies will generate a tracking spread 

sheet, for underperforming departments only, 

with key actions taken from the SEF and 

action plan/PIB.  This will allow completed 

actions to be monitored and for an 

assessment on effectiveness to be undertaken 

which can then build into whether a different 

action needs to be adopted to address any 

potential underperformance issues that need 

to be addressed the following year. 

 

If slippages in performance are identified this 

will be reported to the SLT and/or Principal.   
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Ref Control Adequate 

control 

design 

(yes/no) 

Controls 

complied 

with 

(yes/no) 

Audit findings and implications Priority Actions for management 

 

Samuel Lister Academy:   

There were various assessment points for 

2014/15 which were being extended to six 

for 2015/16. The purpose of this was to 

assess progress against targets set.  

 

Evidence confirmed lesson observations 

were also undertaken to track department 

performance.   Assessment performance 

was also discussed at the weekly Raising 

Attainment and Progress meeting which 

highlighted any underperforming pupils.   

 

However, through discussions with the 

Principal it was established that there was 

no formal monitoring of completed actions to 

understand which areas had been effective. 

Discussions noted that this was partially as 

actions are dynamic and change throughout 

the year. 

 

Without formally recording progress against 

key actions to address underperformance 

and assessing them for effectiveness there 

is a risk that actions are rolled over to the 

following curriculum plan that have not been 

effective in addressing underperformance 

issues leading to a waste of time and 

resource.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Although it is noted the majority of the action 

points relate to academic performance we 

have identified at similar institutions that on-

going monitoring is prudent to allow to 

additional measures to be put into place when 

required. 
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Ref Control Adequate 

control 

design 

(yes/no) 

Controls 

complied 

with 

(yes/no) 

Audit findings and implications Priority Actions for management 

4 On a monthly basis a 

School Improvement 

Taskforce Group meet 

which is made up of 

various Governors and 

Principals.   

 

This is used to discuss 

trends across the Trust in 

relation to performance 

and identify key actions to 

address any 

underperformance. 

Yes No Evidence and discussions confirmed that 

during the School Improvement Taskforce 

Group performance was discussed and clear 

actions with responsible owners and 

deadlines set.   

 

This meeting had received oversight of the 

Trust report which compiled performance 

data together for key learning areas.    

 

However, it was noted there were no 

meeting minutes in place to formally 

document all discussions and any formal 

issues that were raised during the meeting.  

 

In line with good practice, minutes should be 

taken so that they can be used as a 

reference point if any issues are not resolved 

by undertaking actions on the plan.  

Low Management will ensure that meeting minutes 

are taken for the SITG. 
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APPENDIX A: SCOPE 

Scope of the review 

The scope was planned to provide assurance on the controls and mitigations in place relating to the following risks: 

Objective of the risk under review Risks relevant to the scope of the review Risk source 

Adequate processes in place for the 

identification, monitoring and 

implementation of remedial action for under-

performing departments  

A decline in quality of provision that would have 

an adverse impact on the Academies, and 

Trust’s student recruitment targets. 

Trust Risk 

Register 

 

When planning the audit, the following areas for consideration and limitations were agreed: 

Areas for consideration: 

We reviewed the processes in place for the identification, monitoring and implementation of remedial action for under-

performing departments at the Samuel Lister Academy and the Appleton Academy.  This included:  

• How each Academy identified under-performing departments;  

• How each Academy identified the issues and reasons affecting achievement;  

• What action were put in place to address the issues;  

• How the actions were monitored and effectiveness was assessed; and  

• Reporting arrangements both within the Academy and up to the Trust. 

Limitations to the scope of the audit assignment:  

• The scope of the work was limited to those areas examined and reported upon in the areas for consideration in the 

context of the objectives set out in for this review.     

• Audit testing has been undertaken on a sample basis only. 

• We did not comment on whether any departments were or were not under-performing, only whether these 

departments had been identified and appropriately dealt with by each Academy.  

• We did not comment on the effectiveness of any measures taken by each Academy to address under-performing; 

only whether each Academy has done or can measure their effectiveness.  

• Our work does not provide absolute assurance that material errors, loss or fraud do not exist. 
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APPENDIX B: FURTHER INFORMATION 

Persons interviewed during the audit:. 

• Head of Finance, Sarah Murray 

• Director of School Improvement, Dwayne Saxton 

• Vice Principal, Rachel Garlick 

• Principal, Helen Jones 

• Principal, Rebecca Osborne 

Documentation reviewed during the audit:  

• A list of departments at each Academy, identifying those which are classed as ‘under-performing’.  

• Self-Evaluation Forms. 

• Departmental Improvement Plans 

• Lesson Observations and Staff Improvement Plans 

• School Improvement Taskforce Group minutes and agenda.  

. 
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