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[bookmark: _Toc534883782][bookmark: _Toc532909863]Foreword 

Dear reader

I am pleased to introduce our consultation on the next iteration of education inspection: the education inspection framework 2019. It is the culmination of well over a year of preparatory work and discussions with many of the people who rely on or take part in inspection, and the bodies that represent them.

Our inspections directly involve leaders and staff in a wide range of education providers, as well as children and students themselves, their parents, governors, and representatives of responsible authorities such as local authorities and multi-academy trusts. Our reports are used in different ways by all these users and also by arms of government, including regional schools commissioners, the Further Education Commissioner and the Education and Skills Funding Agency. Ofsted has to balance the needs of all these users, but above all we have to make sure that inspection acts as a force for improvement, and that the interests of children and students come first.

There are two linked themes that run all the way through the draft framework: the substance of education, and integrity. We are proposing an evolutionary shift that rebalances inspection to look rather more closely at the substance of education: what is taught and how it is taught, with test and exam outcomes looked at in that context, not in isolation. 

Outcomes clearly matter and will of course continue to be considered, in the context of what is being taught. But we all know that too much weight placed on performance measures alone can lead to a degree of distortion, both in what is taught and not taught, and in other aspects of how a provider is managed. We also know that those who come to education with a disadvantage of any kind are more likely to be directly affected when these distortions happen. 

Our proposals reflect what we have heard from you about the things that work well in inspection at the moment, and what works less well; what we have heard about staff workload; what we know about the pressure points in each phase of education today; our own past findings and recent research findings, including on the quality and effectiveness of our own inspection processes; and the wider literature on educational effectiveness through all stages of education.

The proposed ‘quality of education’ judgement therefore brings together the essential ingredients of education: the curriculum; the teaching, and the assessment that provides the feedback loop; and the resulting outcomes. This judgement is intended to restore curriculum – largely ‘missing in action’ from inspection for more than a decade – to its proper place, as an important component of the quality of education.

In restoring the curriculum to its proper place, we have done much work to make sure we pitch our criteria at the right level. Too weak, and a poor curriculum that leads to little learning, and to the most disadvantaged making the least progress, would go unscrutinised. Too strong, and the diversity and innovation that are an important aspect of our education system would be hindered. The criteria draw on the academic evidence that exists around curriculum quality, and do not extend beyond what we have found that evidence justifies. 

We have already tested the curriculum criteria to make sure that we get this ‘just right’ and that we can use them to inspect effectively with our current workforce. My third curriculum commentary and the accompanying report published on 11 December explain more about this. We have also run several instalments of inspector training aimed at the new elements of this framework, and have more lined up ahead of September 2019.

And here I want to reassure people. There is no need for anyone to think they must develop a new curriculum, or design everything themselves from scratch, or put themselves through intellectual gymnastics. The early years foundation stage framework, the national curriculum and the specifications for GCSEs, A levels and other qualifications can carry much of the load. So, for example, a primary school that fulfils the spirit as well as the letter of the national curriculum, across the full range of subjects, is already in the right place with its curriculum.

Similarly, there isn’t and won’t be an Ofsted curriculum, whether for nurseries, schools or post-16 providers. The curriculum research we have already published illustrates some of the very different models that we know are working effectively now in different places. We are as always being entirely open about our framework and handbooks, and have begun to share our inspector training materials too. There is no hidden agenda behind these.

I also have been asked a number of times how this approach will square with the Department for Education’s (DfE) use of reported outcomes in deciding when to intervene in schools and post-16 providers.  The Secretary of State made a strong commitment last May to make changes in this area, starting with the commitment to intervene only in schools that Ofsted judges inadequate. That change has already taken effect.   Data is a useful indictor of school performance but intervention action will only be taken when we at Ofsted have taken the rounded view of a school under the education inspection framework. 

The Department for Education will be consulting shortly on a new approach to identifying schools that need support.  The plan is to put that in place this September, alongside the new inspection framework. 

We have already put the draft framework criteria through their paces in the field, and are continuing through the spring term with a pilot programme of more than 200 inspections. What we learn from this will inform the final version of the framework, alongside your responses to this consultation.

At the end of the day, we aim to do what I said at the start of this letter: to put the interests of children and young people first, by making sure that inspection values and rewards those who educate effectively and act with integrity. We hope that you will agree that this framework can be a real and positive step in that direction.

Yours sincerely

[image: HMCI Signature March 2017]



Amanda Spielman
Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector


[bookmark: _Toc534883783][bookmark: _Toc532909864]About Ofsted
The Office for Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills (Ofsted) regulates and inspects to achieve excellence in the care of children and young people and in education and skills for learners[footnoteRef:2] of all ages.  [2:  The term ‘learners’ is used for expediency throughout this consultation document to encompass in a single word those attending education, skills and registered early years settings. It should be read as including: ‘children’ in early years provision, ‘pupils’ in all schools, ‘students’ in sixth forms and colleges, and ‘apprentices’, ‘trainees’ and ‘adult learners’ in the range of further education and skills (FES) providers. Greater distinction is made in this document when referring to those who attend specific types of provision] 

[bookmark: _Toc388608084][bookmark: _Toc477880366][bookmark: _Toc531790441][bookmark: _Toc534883784][bookmark: _Toc532909865][bookmark: _Toc452041931][bookmark: _Toc452042042]Purpose and background to the consultation 
This consultation seeks your views on our proposals for changes to the education inspection framework from September 2019.[footnoteRef:3] Your feedback will help us refine and improve our proposed approach. We will consider all responses carefully before finalising and publishing the framework in summer 2019. [3:  When we refer to education, we are including training, in particular apprenticeship training.] 

This consultation comes in two parts. First, it sets out our proposed changes to the education inspection framework, which will apply to all education inspections. Second, there are proposals specific to early years, maintained schools and academies, non-association independent schools, and further education and skills providers. There are remit-specific considerations that we would like your views on. Ofsted places equal importance on all education remits and is committed to ensuring that the new education inspection framework works well for all provision that comes within its scope. For these reasons we are seeking your views not only on the overall changes to the framework but, crucially, also on how these changes will work in practice for each individual education remit.[footnoteRef:4]   [4:  Please note: early years provision in schools is covered in the relevant inspection handbook for section 5 inspections of maintained schools and inspections of non-maintained independent schools.] 

In September 2017, we published our corporate strategy for the following five years. At the heart of this strategy is our intention for Ofsted to be a force for improvement, by being intelligent, responsible and focused in everything we do.[footnoteRef:5] We have applied these principles in developing our proposals. In particular, we have worked hard to ensure that this framework is informed both by the experience that Ofsted has gained over the last 26 years and by the evidence that has emerged from research into educational effectiveness. A research commentary published alongside this consultation shows where the proposed inspection arrangements draw on research carried out by Ofsted and where they draw from the existing research literature.[footnoteRef:6]  [5:  ‘Ofsted strategy 2017–22’, Ofsted, 2017; https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ofsted-strategy-2017-to-2022. ]  [6:  ‘Education inspection framework: overview of research’, Ofsted, January 2019, www.gov.uk/government/publications/education-inspection-framework-overview-of-research.] 

Most importantly, we have sought to ensure that the framework focuses on the things that matter most. We want to remove any aspects that do not genuinely assess the quality of education, so that providers’ and inspectors’ time is focused on the things that have the greatest impact on learners’ education.
Considerable work has already been undertaken to inform and shape our new approach to the education inspection framework from September 2019. This has enabled us to test much of our thinking before arriving at our current proposals. Since June 2017, we have held over 200 engagement events, ranging from small group discussions, to our national programme of curriculum workshops, to speaking engagements by senior Ofsted leaders. These events have been attended by over 16,000 people from the sectors we inspect. We have used the feedback and responses from these events to shape the framework and handbooks, and more stakeholder events are planned during the course of this consultation. During the engagement we have undertaken to date, our intention to place the curriculum back at the heart of inspection and to view performance measures more in the context of the quality of education provided has generally been received very positively.
We have also undertaken a range of pilot inspections to test various aspects of our proposals, such as the inspection criteria, the methodology for gathering evidence against the key judgements and the extent to which those judgements capture the factors that matter most and which are most directly linked to educational effectiveness. During the summer and autumn terms 2018, we conducted nearly 200 such pilots across all education remits. Piloting will continue throughout the spring term 2019 as we continue to refine the new inspection arrangements.
To ensure transparency and provide sufficient detail to enable respondents to reach informed opinions, alongside this consultation we have published the following materials: 
the draft education inspection framework 2019
the draft early years inspection handbook
the draft school inspection handbook
the draft non-association independent school inspection handbook
the draft further education and skills inspection handbook
a commentary setting out the research that has informed the development of the criteria in the framework
the draft equalities, diversity and inclusion statement.
It is important to note that the education inspection framework and the remit-specific handbooks from September 2019 are all published in draft form; they are very much not the finished articles. At this stage, they are intended to give helpful context to practitioners, learners, parents and other interested parties responding to this consultation. We intend to use the results of this consultation and further piloting to shape up the final versions, which we will publish during the summer term 2019. However, we hope that seeing the handbooks in draft form provides a helpful steer for providers as they look towards the commencement of the new framework in nine months’ time.
It is right that any accountability system moves with the times, but the changes we are proposing represent an evolution rather than a revolution. We will continue to make an overall effectiveness judgement about a provider on the current four-point grading scale and retain key judgements that are common across all the areas that form part of the education inspection framework. Users understand and value the clarity that the grading system provides. Similarly, we will continue to allow flexibility in how we apply these criteria in the different remits, and the differences are explained in the relevant handbooks. 
Most of the individual inspection criteria that make up the inspection judgements build directly on the existing inspection framework. Nevertheless, there is room for a change in emphasis. The curriculum occupies a far more central place in all remits, and data a lesser place. There is a greater focus on the workload of teachers, lecturers, practitioners and leaders, and there is a sharper focus on ensuring that all learners have access to education and training, and addressing directly the practices that shut them out.  
[bookmark: _Toc531790442][bookmark: _Toc534883785][bookmark: _Toc532909866]Focusing on the curriculum 
The curriculum is the substance of what is taught. It is the specific plan of what learners need to know and should be able to do. The curriculum shapes and determines what learners of all ages will get out of their educational experience. For this reason, the curriculum is at the heart of the proposed quality of education judgement.
For our extensive curriculum research over the last couple of academic years to support discussions with providers, we have been using a working definition of the curriculum which recognises that it passes through different states: it is conceived, taught and experienced. The working definition was that the curriculum is:  
the framework for setting out the aims of a programme of education, including the knowledge and skills to be gained at each stage (intent) 
the translation of that framework over time into a structure and narrative, within an institutional context (implementation) 
the evaluation of what knowledge and skills learners have gained against expectations (impact/achievement).  
That definition informed the development of the quality of education model now set out in the draft framework and inspection handbooks. The curriculum covers the intent and much of the implementation of the quality of education provided, but it is distinct from the impact, which is a measure of how well the curriculum has been learned. The curriculum is, therefore, integral to but not the whole of a judgement on the quality of education.
The curriculum is also distinct from pedagogy, which is how the curriculum is taught. Furthermore, it is distinct from assessment, which is a means of evaluating whether learners are learning/have learned the intended curriculum, although of course the curriculum and assessment need to work hand in hand. In so doing, the curriculum becomes the progression model.
Learning has been defined in cognitive psychology as an alteration in long-term memory: ‘If nothing has altered in long-term memory nothing has been learned.’[footnoteRef:7] Progress, therefore, means knowing more (including knowing how to do more) and remembering more. When new knowledge and existing knowledge connect in learners’ minds, this gives rise to understanding. As learners develop unconscious competence and fluency, this will allow them to develop skills. Progress should not be defined by hitting the next data point. Rather, if learners attain within a well-sequenced, well-constructed curriculum, they are making progress. [7:  J Sweller, P Ayres and S Kalyuga, ‘Cognitive load theory’, Springer Science & Business Media, 2011.] 

A divisive debate has emerged in some quarters that creates an unnecessary opposition between knowledge and skills, suggesting they are separate alternatives. In reality, knowledge and skills are closely interconnected. Ofsted considers a skill to be the capacity to perform complex operations, whether cognitively or physically, drawing on what is known. The education inspection framework and inspection handbooks ask inspectors to consider what providers are doing to develop both learners’ knowledge and their skills.
Ofsted recognises that providers take different approaches to the curriculum. Different approaches to the curriculum will be judged fairly. We recognise and support the importance of providers’ freedom to choose their own curriculum approaches within the appropriate legal parameters.[footnoteRef:8]  [8:  For example, for maintained schools this is the national curriculum; for non-association independent schools this is the independent school standards; for early years provision this is the early years foundation stage.] 

[bookmark: _Toc531790443][bookmark: _Toc534883786][bookmark: _Toc532909867]Helping to reduce workload
Alongside refocusing on the curriculum, the proposed new framework focuses on reducing the pressures on teachers, lecturers, practitioners and leaders, particularly where those pressures are associated with inspection. 
England’s early years settings, schools, and further education and skills providers have made real improvements over the past two decades. This is a testament to the hard work of teachers, lecturers, practitioners, leaders and many others. The accountability system has also played a part in this improvement. However, an accountability system that is over-dependent on performance data is a barrier to further improvement. There is ample evidence of the extent to which an accountability system that does not look at what learners are learning, and why they are learning it, diverts providers from the real substance of education. Far too much time, work and energy are spent defending and managing outcomes, and this culture has extended into defending against and managing Ofsted inspections and expectations.  
Over the years, there has been much debate about the use of performance data in inspection. Inspection has never been solely or primarily about data: inspectors’ professional judgement has always been the determining factor. However, Ofsted accepts that developments in inspection have contributed to this imbalance in the accountability system. The main thrust of many typical inspection conversations has come to be about recent outcomes, assessment of current ‘learners’ progress’ and expectations of future progress. Our aim is to bring the inspection conversation back to the substance of education and training to treat providers as experts in their field and not as data managers, so that inspection complements rather than intensifies a focus on achievement and progress measures. 
To this end, it is proposed that the new framework will no longer include the standalone ‘outcomes’ judgement. When reaching the quality of education judgement, inspectors will continue to consider the outcomes that learners achieve, using valid, nationally collected, data. However, inspectors will focus on what is taught and how, and will draw the outcomes that learners achieve into that education-focused, rather than data-focused, conversation. 
Too often, internal assessment can be carried out in ways that create unnecessary burdens on staff and learners. When used effectively, assessment helps learners to embed and use knowledge fluently, and assists staff to identify clear next steps for learners; the information can also help shape development of the curriculum. However, it is important that leaders and staff understand the limitations of assessment, and avoid misuse and over-use, because the production, collection and analysis of data can create additional workload for staff and leaders. 
Inspectors will also consider the extent to which leaders engage with staff realistically and constructively, and take account of the main pressures on them. They will consider the extent to which leaders protect staff from bullying and harassment. 
[bookmark: _Toc531790444][bookmark: _Toc534883787][bookmark: _Toc532909868]Ensuring that all learners have access to education 
We want inspection to contribute to an inclusive education system that can accommodate, and cater for, the needs of all learners of all ages. The specific issues vary by education remit, for example it means ensuring that: 
early years provision is inclusive of young children with specific needs 
schools do not remove, or lose, pupils from their roll for reasons other those in the best educational interests of those pupils 
further education providers are supporting learners to complete programmes of study that are appropriate and help them reach meaningful destinations. 
More detail about how we propose to tackle these issues in the different education remits is set out in the individual draft inspection handbooks published alongside this consultation.
[bookmark: _Toc531790445][bookmark: _Toc534883788][bookmark: _Toc532909869]Separating judgements about learners’ personal development from judgements about learners’ behaviour and attitudes
The provision for learners’ wider development extends beyond the academic, vocational or technical curriculum. Our childcare settings, schools, colleges and independent learning providers play a crucial role in ensuring that learners of all ages are equipped with the knowledge and skills that improve their life chances. We consider that learners’ wider development is important to ensure that our young people and adult learners can prosper, lead successful lives and make meaningful contributions to society.
We propose to separate judgements about learners’ behaviour and attitudes from those about learners’ wider personal development. The combined judgement of ‘personal development, behaviour and welfare’ was introduced in September 2015, and the wide range of issues covered within it has sometimes made it challenging for inspectors to report and grade the provision, and especially the impact, meaningfully. In turn, this has made it difficult for users to understand the reporting under this judgement.
In making a judgement about personal development under the proposed new framework, inspectors will seek to evaluate the intent and quality of what a provider offers, but will not attempt to measure the impact of the provider’s work on the lives of individual learners. This will bring greater attention and focus to what education providers do to educate learners in the broadest sense, including the development of character and preparing them for life in modern Britain. Setting high expectations for learners and creating a positive climate characterised by respectful interactions are very important elements of educational effectiveness, as evidenced by research.[footnoteRef:9]  [9:  ‘Education inspection framework: overview of research’, Ofsted, January 2019, www.gov.uk/government/publications/education-inspection-framework-overview-of-research.] 

This approach will ensure that behaviour and learners’ attitudes, while at the provision being inspected, are given the importance that they are due. Creating a sufficiently disciplined environment is a prerequisite to any learning taking place. If behaviour is not managed effectively and learners are not instilled with positive attitudes to learning, nothing much will be learned. In early years, for example, the behaviour of children is underpinned by the curriculum for their personal, social and emotional development. For those in further education or skills training of any age, the right attitudes to working and learning are also essential. In contrast to learners’ wider personal development, behaviour and attitudes can be assessed in terms of the impact the provider’s work has on learners at the point of inspection. We believe, therefore, that in order for inspectors to make valid judgements that are helpful to providers and the communities they serve, behaviour and attitudes on the one hand, and personal development on the other, deserve to be evaluated in their own right.
[bookmark: _Toc531790446]

[bookmark: _Toc534883789][bookmark: _Toc532909870]Proposals 
[bookmark: _Toc534883790][bookmark: _Toc532909871]Framework proposals
These proposals represent an important evolution of current inspection arrangements. The new framework aims to focus inspection judgements and the criteria that underpin them on the quality of education that providers offer. The sections that follow illustrate how we propose to do this.
[bookmark: _Toc531790447]Proposal 1
We propose the introduction of a new ‘quality of education’ judgement built around our working definition of the curriculum. It will focus on a provider’s educational intent, implementation and impact. Inspectors look at teaching, assessment, attainment and progress under the current inspection framework, and they will continue to do so, but these considerations will contribute, viewed in the context of the provider’s curriculum, to a single quality of education judgement. In short, we propose to take a holistic approach to considering the quality of education rather than artificially separating the leadership of the curriculum from teaching, and separating teaching and the use of assessment from the impact this has on the outcomes that learners achieve. This will de-intensify the inspection focus on performance data and place more emphasis on the substance of education and what matters most to learners and practitioners.
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to introduce a ‘quality of education’ judgement?
	Strongly agree

	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree

	Strongly disagree

	Don’t know


	[bookmark: Check53]|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|


[bookmark: _Toc531790448]
	Comments:
The Historical Association [HA], the subject association for history in schools, welcomes the proposed ‘Quality of Education’ judgement. The re-focus of the inspection upon viewing teaching, learning and progress in the context of the curriculum as well as outcomes provides a welcome emphasis on the importance of both a broad and balanced curriculum and the place of subject discipline within that. A focus on curriculum will enable teachers to engage critically with the purpose of education in their subject and to examine what to teach as well as how.
The HA believes that secure teacher subject knowledge and rigorous, careful planning of the taught curriculum lie at the heart of effective teaching and learning of history. Subject leaders and all those teaching history must understand the careful balance and interplay of both substantive and disciplinary knowledge and how these fit into the whole curriculum in order for students to make progress. They must also understand students’ needs and how these might best be balanced within curriculum design, structure and implementation. This requires deep knowledge of the way that subjects and the teaching of them have developed in recent times. Membership of subject associations and/or active participation of teachers with their subject communities will provide an excellent indicator of those actively engaging with and developing this knowledge. 
We believe that the proposed new ‘Quality of Education’ judgement will go a long way to ensuring that those designing and delivering the taught history curriculum will reflect, rationalise and review what they teach regularly and effectively from the context of secure subject knowledge. 
While the overall recruitment of new history teachers is not currently under threat, regional pockets of shortage are in evidence. Given that the landscape of Initial Teacher Education has also changed dramatically, schools tell us that they can no longer rely on the quality of the subject and pedagogical knowledge of NQTs. 
In the primary sector, this issue of subject and pedagogical knowledge is amplified further. The results of our 2017 primary survey[endnoteRef:2] revealed that only 36% of primary history subject co-ordinators had received any training for their role, and subject specialisms are rapidly disappearing from primary BAEd courses, meaning that many newly qualified primary teachers enter the profession expected to teach history, but with little or no preparation to do so.   [2:  Historical Association Survey of History in English Primary Schools, 2017 https://www.history.org.uk/primary/categories/709/news/3452/history-in-schools-2017
] 

While the Early Career Framework is attempting to address issues relating to support in school for new teachers, the quality of support offered by schools to trainees, NQTs and RQTs is variable. It will therefore be important to address this in any judgement made about the quality of education, and a commitment from Ofsted that the quality of education begins with ITE and support for early career teachers will be welcome and may go some way to addressing the current imbalance.  
With some caveats, which are outlined later in this section, we also support the assessment of leaders’ ability to adopt or construct a curriculum that is ambitious and designed to give all learners, particularly the most disadvantaged, the knowledge and cultural capital they need to succeed in life, with the provider’s curriculum being coherently planned and sequenced towards cumulatively sufficient knowledge and skills for future learning and employment. This is, after all, the core purpose of education and what lies at the heart of all those who enter the teaching profession. 
We also fully support the proposal to assess how far schools are teaching a full range of subjects for as long as possible. HMCI has commented on the fact that foundation subjects, including history, have been side-lined in upper Key Stage 2 in favour of a narrow curriculum in preparation for SATS examinations. There is also evidence from our primary surveys[endnoteRef:3] that a significant minority of schools do not necessarily follow the National Curriculum in full (24%). The evidence of our annual secondary survey also indicates that an increasing number of schools (44%)[endnoteRef:4] are operating a two-year Key Stage 3. This is of great regret to the HA and limits the entitlement for all children to study history to at least the age of 14. In addition to this, our secondary survey shows how the demands of GCSE are dominating the Key Stage 3 curriculum, with an increasing number of schools (79%)[endnoteRef:5] saying that they are adapting the Key Stage 3 curriculum to take account of content and assessment at GCSE – effectively turning history education for some students into a five-year-long GCSE course. The HA does not advocate this. We believe that the Key Stage 3 curriculum must provide the necessary building blocks for students to cope with the demands of GCSE, but that it should provide a holistic and adequate history education for those that do not continue to study history beyond the age of 14.  [3:  Historical Association Survey of History in English Primary Schools, 2017 https://www.history.org.uk/primary/categories/709/news/3452/history-in-schools-2017
]  [4:  Historical Association Survey of History in English Secondary Schools, 2018 https://www.history.org.uk/secondary/categories/409/news/3698/annual-survey-into-history-in-english-secondary-sc
]  [5:  Historical Association Survey of History in English Secondary Schools, 2018 https://www.history.org.uk/secondary/categories/409/news/3698/annual-survey-into-history-in-english-secondary-sc
] 

The HA has continued to highlight the importance of the subject in recent years and we also welcome the intention of Ofsted to gauge whether subject teaching staff have a good enough knowledge of the subjects and courses that they teach, and whether non-specialists teaching the subject are adequately supported to do so. This is vital at all phases, not only to teach the courses effectively and ensure progress, but also to address common or preconceived misconceptions that pupils may have. For example, one common misconception in the secondary history classroom, highlighted by Dr Jason Todd of Oxford University’s research on pupil perceptions of the Middle Ages,[endnoteRef:6] is that medieval people were ‘stupid’. This idea of medieval people is of course borne out of the distance of the period from today for students, as well as some of the out-dated and ill-informed ideas and practices of the time by today’s standards.  [6:  Students’ Perceptions of the Middle Ages research project, 2010 http://www.thinkinghistory.co.uk/Medieval/ResearchMAPerceptions.html
] 

HA survey data over the last ten years has pointed to the numbers of non-specialist teachers at Key Stage 3 being a continued concern.[endnoteRef:7] In 2018, 60% of non-selective state-funded schools reported that at least some of Year 7 history was taught by non-specialists. It is vital that if non-specialists are teaching history, they are adequately trained and supported to do so. The same can be said of the primary sector where, as we have already reported, the vast majority are not subject specialists and teachers continue to receive little subject training support, both in ITE and beyond.  [7:  Historical Association Survey of History in English Secondary Schools, 2018 https://www.history.org.uk/secondary/categories/409/news/3698/annual-survey-into-history-in-english-secondary-sc
] 

The HA supports the intention of Ofsted to assess leaders’ understanding of the limitations of assessment and ensure that they do not use it in a way that creates unnecessary burdens for staff or learners. Effective assessment practices for each subject should naturally flow from a coherently planned curriculum, sequenced towards cumulatively sufficient knowledge and skills for future learning and employment, and should not be constrained by limiting generic whole-school processes or implemented more frequently than is necessary simply to satisfy a demand for internal data. 
While the HA finds much to support in the new Quality of Education judgement, there are some serious concerns, caveats and possible obstacles to the success of such a judgement that must be addressed if the proposed framework is to be successful.  
· If judgements about the quality of curriculum design in history are to be made, it is vital that inspectors are sufficiently well trained to reach an informed judgement about the quality of the history curriculum, particularly if they are not subject specialists. The HA recognises that this is a huge challenge, but one that must be met with adequate time and budgetary allowance for all inspectors to feel confident in making judgements about curriculum quality in subjects outside of their own specialism and, more crucially, for schools and parents to have confidence in the judgements made. The HA is of course willing to work with Ofsted and provide support to meet this necessary challenge. 
· Additionally, it is also of the utmost importance that inspectors are clear about the purpose of a judgement about the quality of the curriculum. Its structure and content must do far more than facilitate success in tests and examinations, important though this is for life chances, further study and employment. In any judgement about quality, the curriculum must enable children and young people to think independently and systematically, to discern the reliability of knowledge and argument and to learn how to make their own choices about how to live. 
· While the HA has expressed support for a judgement to be made about the subject knowledge of teaching staff, we do express serious concern that if judgements specifically about the quality and level of subject knowledge of history teaching staff at any phase are to be made, these can only really be made with any confidence by subject specialists. Therefore, Ofsted must strongly consider returning to a level of subject inspection and the further recruitment of subject-specialist inspectors. While it is possible at length to train non-subject-specialist inspectors in terms of curriculum content, construct and quality for a subject, asking inspectors to pass judgement on the level of an individual’s subject knowledge that is outside the specialism of the inspector is a mountain to climb. Following a path of recruiting more subject-specialist inspectors may also serve to alleviate some of the concerns regarding curriculum quality judgements above.
Additionally, if Ofsted are to have confidence in the level of subject and pedagogical knowledge of those entering the profession, concerns raised about the quality of subject training in ITE and support for new teachers in schools must be addressed within both this inspection framework and inspection of ITE providers. It is with some concern that we note this lack of reference in the current draft framework.
· Once again, as in our concerns outlined above, training for the inspectorate and very clear guidance systems must be established to ensure that normative statements contained within the draft inspection framework (such as ‘achieve well’) are interpreted consistently and in the context of subject, the school and the nature of learners within it. 
· The draft inspection framework also contains other language that is subjective and open to interpretation. It must be re-examined so that ambiguous and abstract language that does not lend itself to consistent judgements is amended. One example that we mentioned earlier in this response is the judgement about the extent to which the intended curriculum is designed to provide the cultural capital needed to ‘succeed in life’. This is a very challenging statement to make a consistent judgement about when phrases such as ‘cultural capital’ and ‘success’ are both open to such differing perspectives and interpretations. 
· While the HA clearly supports the focus of the framework upon curriculum quality, inspection judgements around quality of education – while distinguishing curriculum content from pedagogy – must take account of the fact that children and young people do not develop knowledge, understanding and skills directly from curriculum plans or intent, but through the way in which teachers implement the curriculum. This process rests both on the curriculum and on the pedagogical knowledge and thinking of the teacher, which must be taken into account. 
The HA is willing and well positioned to work with Ofsted to address the concerns we have outlined. 






Proposal 2
We propose to judge ‘personal development’ separately from ‘behaviour and attitudes’ to enhance the inspection focus on each and enable clearer reporting on both. This approach recognises the very different elements in focus. We believe that the behaviour and the attitudes learners of all ages bring to learning is best evaluated and judged separately from the provision made to promote learners’ wider personal development, character and resilience.
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed separation of inspection judgements about learners’ personal development and learners’ behaviour and attitudes?
	Strongly agree

	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree

	Strongly disagree

	Don’t know


	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|


[bookmark: _Toc531790449]
	Comments:
Unless this is carried out carefully, this separation risks ignoring the very real links between behaviour/attitude and personal development. However, if done well, we believe that it can provide a helpful separation for teachers who find it difficult to reach conclusions.
As a curriculum subject, history offers a unique opportunity for personal development – to understand the world we live in today and how we have reached this point; to learn about and understand cultural diversity and to learn from the mistakes of the past;  to critically analyse ‘truths’ and to understand differing perspectives.
The HA also gathers a wide variety of evidence in response to personal development as part of the HA Quality Mark, including reward policies, student voice surveys, information about extra-curricular activities and fieldwork and, to a lesser extent, lesson observations to exemplify behaviour and attitudes. This evidence base simply reinforces our belief that history education provides rich opportunities for personal development.
Attempting to achieve good behaviour without paying attention to personal development is very difficult.



[bookmark: _Toc534883791][bookmark: _Toc532909872]Early years (registered provision)
We know that, to make a real difference to a child’s life, high-quality education and care between birth and the age of five are crucial. These early years should provide the foundation of a happy, successful future. The ‘Statutory framework for the early years foundation stage’ (EYFS) sets out the education and care standards that all early years providers must meet to ensure that children, from birth to five, learn and develop well and are kept healthy and safe. Once a provider is registered on the Early Years Register, Ofsted carries out regular inspections to evaluate the overall quality and standards of the early years provision in line with the principles and requirements of the EYFS. This will not change, but we propose to put a greater emphasis on the curriculum. It should be noted that early years in schools and maintained nursery schools are inspected under the schools handbook. 


	The quality of education (educational programmes)
1. The educational programmes (EYFS) provide the curriculum framework that leaders build on to decide what they intend children to learn and develop.
2. Leaders and practitioners decide how to implement the curriculum so children make progress in the seven areas of learning.
3. Leaders and practitioners evaluate the impact of the curriculum by checking what children know and can do.



We have seen an industry develop around assessment and tracking of young children. What children learn is too often coming second to the delivery of assessment information. The education inspection framework will put more emphasis on the quality of education and care. It will ensure that we consider children’s experiences and how they are being developed, alongside assessments.
We want to make sure that the curriculum for children with particular needs, such as those with high levels of special educational needs and/or disabilities (SEND), is ambitious and meets their needs from birth to the age of five. We want to find out how leaders make sure that these children have full access to their entitlement for early education.
[bookmark: _Toc531790451]Proposal 3
We want to ensure that the education inspection framework 2019 judgements (see section above and para 131 in the EY handbook]) are appropriate for the range of early years settings.
To what extent do you agree or disagree that the judgements will work well for:
	
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neither agree or disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don’t know

	Childminders 
	|_|
	|_|
	[bookmark: Check54]|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	Childcare on non-domestic premises  
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	Childcare on domestic premises 
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	Childcare settings that offer care exclusively before and after school 
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|



	Comments:
The HA does not wish to make a formal response to this proposal, but generally  agrees that these proposals are suitable for a range of EYFS settings but that it will be important that inspectors pay attention to the value of learning through play.
Inspectors at this phase should also recognise the value that subjects like history can play in child development at this stage. This continues into Key Stage 1, where subjects like history must play an important curriculum role and become more defined. Therefore, it was with some dismay that the HA noted a strong focus on the core subjects here when curriculum breadth is as important at Key Stage 1 as it is in other key stages. 



	[bookmark: _Toc531790452]Please use this box to record any additional comments in relation to the detail set out in the early years draft inspection handbook.




[bookmark: _Toc534883792][bookmark: _Toc532909873]Maintained schools and academies
[bookmark: _Toc531790453]Proposal 4 
Since their introduction in 2015, section 8 inspections of good and non-exempt outstanding schools have been valued by the sector. The changes made to the operation of these inspections from January 2018 have been welcomed by most schools inspected since then. The purpose of a section 8 inspection of a good school is to confirm that a school remains good. This will not change. However, as we have stated previously, the new education inspection framework represents an evolution in what it means to be a ‘good’ school. 
We have set out within the schools handbook (paragraphs 270-282) the fact that a section 8 inspection of a good school will focus on particular aspects of the school’s provision, as a subset of the full education inspection framework criteria. These are drawn principally from the quality of education judgement, but also include specific elements of pupils’ behaviour, personal development and safeguarding. 
Currently, section 8 inspections of good schools (or ‘short inspections’) last for one day. We want to ensure that there is opportunity to gather sufficient evidence while on inspection to confirm that a school remains good under the new criteria. Therefore, we are proposing to increase the time for which the lead inspector is on site to two days.
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed focus of section 8 inspections of good schools and non-exempt outstanding schools and the proposal to increase the length of these inspections from the current one day to two days?
	Strongly agree

	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree

	Strongly disagree

	Don’t know


	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|


[bookmark: _Toc531790454]
	Comments:
We agree with the proposed focus of section 8 inspections of good schools and non-exempt outstanding schools and the proposal to increase the length of these inspections from the current one day to two days. This gives subjects such as history more chance to play a role and avoids a narrow focus.
Too often, foundation and facilitating subjects, such as history, receive too little attention in school inspections, despite the subject’s status within the English Baccalaureate and the fact that it is one of the most popular option subjects in schools.
A move towards two-day section 8 inspections may therefore deepen the inspectors’ understanding of history’s vital place in the school’s curriculum and permit evidence from subjects such as history to play an appropriate role in forming a judgement about the school. As a monitoring visit, it will also help Ofsted to collect valuable evidence relating to ongoing development and improvement, from a subject as well as a whole-school perspective. This proposal, taken together with the others in this consultation, may help to combat the damaging ‘narrowing’ of the curriculum commented on by HMCI.



Proposal 5 
In addition to the wider education inspection framework proposals we are introducing, we also propose a new approach to how our inspectors prepare for and begin inspections. This is in response to feedback that initial contact can be data-driven and not allow schools to communicate fully with inspectors.
We propose the introduction of on-site inspector preparation for all inspections carried out under section 5 and section 8 of the Education Act 2005. Currently, inspectors carry out pre-inspection preparation remotely on the day prior to on-site inspection. We propose that, from September 2019, this preparation takes place at the school on the afternoon before the inspection, enabling inspectors and leaders to carry out preparation collaboratively wherever possible. 
On-site preparation will allow for better communication between the lead inspector and the school, allowing the school a clear role in preparation work. It will help to reduce the burden on schools of making logistical arrangements on the morning of the inspection and providing documentation. It will provide more time to establish good, professional relationships between school leaders and the lead inspector.
We propose that Ofsted will provide formal notification of the inspection no later than 10am on the day before the inspection. We then propose that the lead inspector will arrive on site no earlier than 12.30pm on that day. The lead inspector will use this time to talk with senior leaders in order to gain an overview of the school’s recent performance and any changes since the last inspection. 
Conversations will focus particularly on how the school has built on its strengths, what weaknesses leaders have identified and what action they have planned or have in train to address those weaknesses. It will also be an opportunity to make practical arrangements, including about the documentation or other evidence that inspectors will need to see in the course of the inspection. Inspectors will complete their on-site inspection preparation and leave the school premises by no later than 5pm on the day before the inspection starts. Paragraphs 51 - 56 of the school inspection handbook set out in more detail what we expect on-site preparation to cover. 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed introduction of on-site preparation for all section 5 inspections, and for section 8 inspections of good schools, on the afternoon prior to the inspection?
	Strongly agree

	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree

	Strongly disagree

	Don’t know


	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|


[bookmark: _Toc531790455]
	Comments:
We agree with the proposed introduction of on-site preparation for all section 5 inspections, and for section 8 inspections of good schools, on the afternoon prior to the inspection.
This not only allows schools and inspectors to become acquainted before inspection, but it also allows them to collaborate over preparations. However, care needs to be taken that this does not have the unintended consequence of becoming seen by schools as just another part of the formal inspection. Given that inspectors may arrive in school within two hours of formal notification being received, it is important that, as an unintended consequence, schools are not placing staff on continual ‘high alert’ and asking subject staff to provide overly-frequent analysis and data for senior leaders to present when inspectors arrive to prepare. While we applaud the collaborative intent of this measure, care must be taken not to place any additional workload burden upon teachers and school leaders. It must therefore be part of an ongoing conversation, where schools are very clear about what they will and won’t be expected to produce as part of this additional preparation time for inspectors in school. 



Proposal 6 
The recent Teacher Workload Advisory Group report[footnoteRef:10] noted that ‘time associated with data collection and analysis… is most frequently cited as the most wasteful due to a lack of clarity amongst teachers as to its purpose’.  [10:  ‘Making data work: report of the Teacher Workload Advisory Group’, Teacher Workload Advisory Group, 2018; www.gov.uk/government/publications/teacher-workload-advisory-group-report-and-government-response.] 

Ofsted is committed to ensuring that our inspection work does not create unnecessary work for teachers, and as such we propose that inspectors will not use schools’ internal performance data for current pupils as evidence during an inspection. This is because: 
internal data for current pupils has its limitations, and inspectors will not be able to assess whether the data is an accurate and valid representation of pupils’ learning of the curriculum 
inspectors will gather direct evidence of the quality of education in schools
inspectors will have meaningful discussions with leaders about how they know that the curriculum is having an impact. 
Inspectors will, however, ask schools to explain why they have decided to collect whatever assessment information they collect, what they are drawing from this information and how that informs their curriculum and teaching. We believe that this will help to reduce unnecessary workload for teachers; we do not believe that it will have a negative effect on our ability to judge effectively the quality of education in a school. 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with our proposal not to look at non-statutory internal progress and attainment data and our reasons why?
	Strongly agree

	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree

	Strongly disagree

	Don’t know


	|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|



	Comments: If you disagree, please be specific about the types of data that you think inspectors should consider.
We strongly agree with the proposal not to look at non-statutory internal progress and attainment data, which often has little bearing beyond the school or MAT in question and provides unnecessary workload for teachers. A large-scale government survey reported that teachers in England work an average of 54.4 hours a week.[endnoteRef:8] It is a commitment of government to address teacher workload and it is our belief that an instruction not to refer to internal data from Ofsted, as is proposed here, will be far more welcomed by teachers and will have far more impact on reducing teacher workload than other strategies currently underway, such as the Curriculum Fund, for example. Excessive and pointless workload is one of the most important factors for teachers leaving the profession.[endnoteRef:9] Fewer working-age teachers are being retained and the aforementioned DfE 2018 analysis of teacher supply, retention and mobility points to a growth in wastage for history.  [8:  Foster, 2018, ‘Teacher recruitment and retention in England’, House of Commons Library Briefing Paper 7222
]  [9:  Teacher Workload Advisory Group, 2018
] 

It is also clear that the purposes of data collection and analysis lack clarity from school to school, and that the time associated with these activities is seen as most wasteful by teachers. 
Internal progress and attainment data has occupied an even more challenged position since the introduction of the National Curriculum in 2014, at which point it can be argued that national expectations 5–14 in subjects like history were effectively removed and standards became a localised matter. This remains a problematic situation for teachers of history attempting to make comparable judgements of standards and outcomes. This is a situation that the HA has addressed through its guidance on assessment and progression from EYFS to Key Stage 3.[endnoteRef:10] However, the localised and diverse landscape renders much internal assessment of little comparable use on a national footing. The HA has also published guidance for history teachers concerning the assessment, analysis and reporting of progress beyond the old NC levels.[endnoteRef:11] Teachers of history at all levels should approach assessment with clear notions of standards and progression in their minds, and apply these to assessment for learning practices on a day-to-day basis in their classrooms, but they should not be required to report this granular information more widely or feel obliged to record it in a way that is standardised across the school. They should be called on periodically to provide a rounded, professional judgment of pupil attainment, from which specific development actions can be taken by the pupil, the teacher, school leaders and parents, although we acknowledge that this model of practice may well look different in the Early Years in particular, where ongoing assessment plays a more pivotal role in early child development. [10:  Progression in History from EYFS to Key Stage 3, 2014 
https://www.history.org.uk/primary/resource/7879/progression-from-eyfs-to-key-stage-3
]  [11:  Teaching History 157: Assessment, 2014 https://www.history.org.uk/publications/categories/300/resource/8130/teaching-history-157-assessment
] 





	[bookmark: _Toc531790456]Please use this box to record any additional comments in relation to the detail set out in the draft school inspection handbook



[bookmark: _Toc534883793][bookmark: _Toc532909874]Non-association independent schools 
All independent schools are inspected at the direction of the DfE, which is the registration authority for independent schools. In standard inspections of non-association independent schools, Ofsted assesses compliance with the independent school standards (ISS) and makes graded judgements under the inspection framework. This model will continue when the new education inspection framework is introduced in September 2019. 
Proposal 7 
Some non-association independent schools offer a specialist curriculum and Ofsted recognises their autonomy to do so. For example, some schools offer a specialist faith-based curriculum, while others offer a specialist education in the performing arts. Inspectors will assess a school’s entire provision, including any specialist provision offered, when assessing compliance with the ISS and when reaching judgements under the education inspection framework in the following judgement areas: overall effectiveness; behaviour and attitudes; personal development; and leadership and management. 
When reaching a judgement under the new quality of education judgement area, the non-specialist curriculum will normally be inspectors’ primary source of evidence. It is important that, where schools offer a specialist education, pupils also study a broad, rich curriculum alongside it. This is supported by Ofsted’s research, and is a requirement of the ISS. 
However, where a school chooses to deliver a substantial number of the required subject areas[footnoteRef:11] through the specialist curriculum (for example through faith-based content or other forms of immersive study), or where there is insufficient evidence from the non-specialist curriculum that the quality of education criteria are met, inspectors will consider evidence from the specialist curriculum in arriving at their judgement. [11:  The Education (Independent School Standards) Regulations 2014, paragraph 2(2)(a) http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2014/3283/schedule/made ] 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal that inspectors should normally use the non-specialist curriculum as their primary source of evidence in assessing the extent to which the school meets the quality of education criteria? 
	Strongly agree

	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree

	Strongly disagree

	Don’t know


	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|


[bookmark: _Toc531790458]
	Comments:
Through our publications, aims and visions, the HA carefully sets out our belief in the entitlement of a good history education for all and what good history looks like. All learners in all contexts have the right to a good history education, which, under usual circumstances, should be judged from the non-specialist curriculum. However, where more provision in a curriculum or subject is delivered via a specialism, or where there is insufficient information provided by the non-specialist curriculum, the two should be viewed side by side in order to make an effective judgement about the quality of education, and this will also help to determine how far the school is adhering to a broad and balanced curriculum, including history. It will also help to identify schools that are in danger of offering a narrow curriculum, based too closely around a particular specialism. 



Proposal 8  
Currently, where the DfE commissions Ofsted to conduct additional inspections of independent schools, such as progress monitoring or emergency inspections, Ofsted checks whether the ISS are being met but does not make new graded judgements about the school. As a result, a school retains the judgements from its most recent full standard inspection, even where it has improved and is now meeting the standards, or has declined and is no longer meeting them. A new graded judgement is not provided until the school’s next standard inspection. 
We are aware that some schools may wish new inspection judgements to be made more quickly than they currently are, to reflect their improvement. We are also aware that when a good or outstanding school is no longer meeting the standards but retains its most recent standard inspection judgements, this can be misleading for parents and others.
To provide parents, school leaders and the DfE with better information, we are proposing to recognise and acknowledge sooner where schools have improved or declined, for example by bringing forward a standard inspection. 
To what extent do you agree or disagree that where non-association independent schools have been found to improve or decline at an additional inspection, Ofsted should provide up-to-date judgements about the school’s current performance? 
	Strongly agree

	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree

	Strongly disagree

	Don’t know


	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|



	Comments:
The HA agrees that all schools should be accountable and that up-to-date information about a school’s performance, whatever the context, will enable parents to make the right decisions regarding their choice of school for their children. 



	[bookmark: _Toc531790459]Please use this box to record any additional comments in relation to the detail set out in the non-association independent schools draft inspection handbook.




[bookmark: _Toc534883794][bookmark: _Toc532909875]Further education and skills 
The further education and skills sector is broad and diverse, with providers that deliver a wide range of education and training provision in different settings. We have drafted the proposed education inspection framework and handbook to be adaptable for all the types of provider that we inspect. 
Under the common inspection framework, we currently inspect all publicly funded provision. We grade, and report specifically on, six different types of education and training provision:
16−19 study programmes
adult learning programmes
apprenticeships
traineeships
provision for learners with high needs
full-time provision for 14−16 year olds.
[bookmark: _Toc531790460]

Proposal 9
We believe that it would make our inspections and reports more coherent and inclusive if we were to reduce the types of provision that we grade and specifically report on as follows:
	Proposed education inspection framework types of provision
	Current types of provision

	Education programmes for young people
	16−19 study programmes, including:
academic, technical and vocational study programmes
study programmes for those with education, health and care plans, aged 16 to 24 (and those with high needs)
16−19 traineeships
full-time provision for 14−16 year olds.

	Apprenticeships
	Apprenticeships at levels 2 to 5, whether frameworks and standards, levy or non-levy funded.

	Adult learning programmes
	Adult learning programmes
19−24 traineeships.



We will cover education and training for people with SEND and/or high needs thoroughly and appropriately within the relevant type of provision rather than separately. We consider that this will ensure that they are fully and properly represented and not marginalised or isolated within the inspection and report.
T-levels, a major reform of technical education at level 3, will be introduced from September 2020. That will take place after the beginning of this new framework. We intend to review how we should best integrate the coverage of T-levels into this framework closer to the time of their introduction and will consult further on this in due course. 
To what extent do you agree or disagree that the proposal to reduce the types of provision we grade and specifically report on will make our inspection reports more coherent and inclusive?
	Strongly agree

	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree

	Strongly disagree

	Don’t know


	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|


	Comments: If you disagree, are there any specific areas you are concerned about?
The HA does not wish to provide a specific view upon this proposal; however, we agree that streamlining reporting will make for a more coherent system provided that all groups and settings are adequately represented. 



[bookmark: _Toc531790461][bookmark: _Toc374377215][bookmark: _Toc379744551][bookmark: _Toc388608103]Proposal 10
Under the current common inspection framework, Ofsted carries out short inspections of most good further education and skills providers. This happens within five years of the previous inspection. Some good providers instead receive a full inspection for reasons of risk. We intend to continue with short inspections for most good providers on the same basis. However, given greater focus on the quality of education in the education inspection framework 2019, we believe we need to change the way we carry out the short inspection of good providers in some respects.
Under our current methodology, we undertake to confirm that a provider remains good by exploring a number of lines of enquiry that differ for each provider. As we are introducing a new inspection framework with a focus on the quality of education and the curriculum, we propose introducing an approach that focuses on the quality of education and training, safeguarding and effective management, and that this should be the same for all providers. We are continuing to pilot our proposed approach. The proposed areas we are piloting are:
Is the quality of education/training good?
Has the provider addressed the areas for improvement/next steps identified in the last inspection report well?
Are the provider’s safeguarding arrangements effective?
Are careers education and guidance of a good quality?
Has the provider managed and implemented changes to provision effectively since the last inspection?
We will refine the above areas based on our pilot activity and from feedback following this consultation. In order to ensure that short inspections are planned effectively with providers, and to ensure coverage, we are proposing to increase the time the lead inspector, or in the case of larger providers, the lead inspector and another member of the inspection team, spend on site. We propose that the lead inspector, or in larger providers, two inspectors, arrive at the provider on the day following notification and complete the planning for the inspection on site with the provider (see paragraphs 126-133 of the draft further education and skills inspection handbook). They would then start inspection activity prior to the full inspection team arriving the following day.
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed model for short inspections?
	Strongly agree

	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree

	Strongly disagree

	Don’t know


	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|



	Comments:
The HA does not wish to provide specific comments regarding the short inspection of FE and skills providers; however, we note that some large FE colleges offer a wide range of both academic and vocational programmes, and so the judgement of the quality of education must be wide-ranging enough to take account of this. History GCSE and A-level is offered by many FE colleges, and the HA would expect the same kinds of discussion about the quality of the history education on offer that might take place in other section 5 and 8 inspections of other history learning contexts. 



[bookmark: _Toc531790462]Proposal 11
We are proposing to extend the timescale within which we should inspect providers judged to require improvement from ‘normally 12 to 24 months’ after the last inspection to ‘normally 12 to 30 months’ after the last inspection. This will provide greater flexibility to give providers more of an opportunity to improve to good while still allowing some providers to be re-inspected earlier if they are ready for it. A provider that has been judged as requires improvement would continue to receive a monitoring visit between inspections.
To what extent do you agree or disagree that the timescale within which providers that are judged to require improvement receive their next full inspection should be extended from ‘12 to 24 months’ to ‘12 to 30’ months’?
	Strongly agree

	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree

	Strongly disagree

	Don’t know


	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|



	Comments: 
The HA agrees that this will take unnecessary pressure away from schools and allow them greater room to develop and improve. 



[bookmark: _Toc531790463]Inspection of colleges at campus level
Ofsted has, for some time, intended to introduce grading and reporting on individual colleges within college groups as part of the overall inspection of the college group, subject to receiving the funding to be able to do this. 
Since the disaggregated data that will make it possible to determine what provision is delivered by which college will not be fully available until 2021, it will not be possible to introduce that for the beginning of this framework. We will therefore consult further on this in due course. We will, in the meantime, look at ways in which we can better differentiate the relative performance of individual colleges within inspection reports of college groups.
	Please use this box to record any additional comments in relation to the detail set out in the further education and skills draft inspection handbook.






[bookmark: _Toc477880368][bookmark: _Toc478652409][bookmark: _Toc534883795][bookmark: _Toc532909876]The consultation process
1. [bookmark: _Toc265842995]We welcome your responses to this consultation paper. The consultation opens on 16 January 2019 and closes on 5 April 2019.
2. The information you provide us with will inform our consideration of changes to the education inspection framework from September 2019.
3. We will publish a response to the consultation in May 2019.
Sending back your response
4. There are three ways of completing and submitting your response:
Online questionnaire
Complete and submit the response form online: https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/EIFConsultation/ 
Complete and email
[bookmark: _Toc264384484][bookmark: _Toc264641539][bookmark: _Toc264643438][bookmark: _Toc265842997]Complete the questions in this Word document and email it to inspection.consultation@ofsted.gov.uk with the consultation name in the subject line.
Print and post
Print this Word document and fill it in by hand. Please post it to:
EIF Programme Team
Ofsted
Clive House
70 Petty France
London
SW1H 9EX
[bookmark: _Toc534883796][bookmark: _Toc532909877]
About you 
Confidentiality
The information you provide will be held by us. It will only be used for the purposes of consultation and research to help us to become more effective, influence policies and inform inspection and regulatory practice.
We will treat your identity in confidence, if you disclose it to us. 
Are you responding on behalf of an organisation?
[bookmark: Check48]Yes	|X|	please complete Section 1 and the following questions
[bookmark: Check49]No	|_|	please complete Section 2 and the following questions

Section 1
If you would like us to consider publishing the views of your organisation, please indicate this below.
[bookmark: Text87]Organisation:       Historical Association 	
Section 2
Please tell us in which capacity you are completing this survey (please choose one option):
	Teacher
	|_|
	Local government representative 
	|_|

	Governor 
	|_|
	Mayoral or combined authority representative
	|_|

	Headteacher/Principal 
	|_|
	A registered early years group provider
	|_|

	Other school staff  
	|_|
	A registered early years group provider (before and after school care only)
	|_|

	Pupil/student
	|_|
	A registered early years childminder
	|_|

	Multi-Academy Trust representative
	|_|
	An early years provider run directly by a school
	|_|

	Parent/carer
	|_|
	Leader/manager of a further education and skills provider or college
	|_|

	Teacher/trainer of a further education and skills provider or college
	|_|
	Other employee of a further education and skills provider or college
	|_|

	An adult learner/student
	|_|
	An employer with an ESFA or apprenticeship levy training contract
	|_|

	A member of the public
	|_|
	An employer without an ESFA or apprenticeship levy training contract
	|_|

	Representative group or union representative 
	[bookmark: Check62]|X|
	Proprietor of an independent school
	
|_|

	Prefer not to say 
	|_|
	Other, please tell us:      




If you are responding in a professional capacity, please specify where you work: 
	A maintained primary school
	|_|
	A primary academy 
	|_|

	A maintained secondary school
	|_|
	A secondary academy 
	|_|

	A maintained nursery school
	|_|
	A non-association independent school
	

	A maintained special school 
	|_|
	An early years provider
	|_|

	A general FE/tertiary college
	|_|
	A not-for-profit organisation
	|X|

	A sixth form college
	|_|
	An independent specialist college
	|_|

	A local authority
	|_|
	A higher education institution
	|_|

	An independent learning provider
	|_|
	A free school
	|_|

	A non-maintained special school
	|_|
	Other, please tell us      



	Prefer not to say
	|_|
	


[bookmark: _Toc477880370][bookmark: _Toc478652411][bookmark: _Toc534883797][bookmark: _Toc532909878]
What did you think of this consultation?
One of the commitments in our strategic plan is to monitor whether our consultations are accessible to those wishing to take part.
How did you hear about this consultation?
· |X| Ofsted website
· |_| Ofsted News, Ofsted’s monthly newsletter
· |_| Ofsted conference
· |_| Twitter (@ofstednews)
· |_| Another organisation (please specify, if known)
· |_| Other (please specify)

Please tell us what you thought of this consultation by answering the questions below.
	
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree 
	Don’t know

	I found the consultation information clear and easy to understand.
	[bookmark: Check76]|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	I found the consultation easy to find on the Ofsted website.
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|

	I had enough information about the consultation topic.
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|

	I would take part in a future Ofsted consultation.
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|




Is there anything you would like us to improve or do differently for future consultations? If so, please tell us below. 
	[bookmark: Text79]     



[bookmark: _Toc380606971][bookmark: _Toc477880371][bookmark: _Toc478652412][bookmark: _Toc534883798][bookmark: _Toc532909879]
Additional questions about you
Your answers to the following questions will help us to evaluate how successfully we are communicating messages from inspection to all sections of society. We would like to assure you that completion of this section is optional; you do not have to answer any of the questions. All responses are confidential.
Please tick the appropriate box.
[bookmark: _Toc210444071][bookmark: _Toc264384492][bookmark: _Toc264641542][bookmark: _Toc264643447][bookmark: _Toc265843006]1. Gender
	Female |_|
	Male     |_|
	[bookmark: check6]Prefer not to say   |X|
	Prefer to self-describe    
     



[bookmark: _Toc210444072][bookmark: _Toc264384493][bookmark: _Toc264641543][bookmark: _Toc264643448][bookmark: _Toc265843007]2. Age
	[bookmark: Check46]Under 14
|_|
	14–18
|_|
	19–24
|_|
	25–34
|_|
	35–44
|_|
	45–54
|_|
	55–64
|_|
	65+
|_|
	Prefer not to say
|X|



[bookmark: _Toc210444073][bookmark: _Toc264384494][bookmark: _Toc264641544][bookmark: _Toc264643449][bookmark: _Toc265843008]3. Ethnic origin
(a) How would you describe your national group?
|X|	British or mixed British
|_|	English
|_|	Irish
|_|	Northern Irish
|_|	Scottish
|_|	Welsh
|_|	Other (specify if you wish) 
|_|	Prefer not to say

(b) How would you describe your ethnic group?
	Asian
	
	Mixed ethnic origin
	

	Bangladeshi
	|_|
	Asian and White
	|_|

	Indian
	|_|
	Black African and White
	|_|

	Pakistani
	|_|
	Black Caribbean and White
	|_|

	Any other Asian background 
(specify if you wish)
[bookmark: Text85]     
	|_|
	Any other mixed ethnic background 
(specify if you wish) 
[bookmark: Text84]     
	|_|

	Black
	
	White
	

	African
	|_|
	Any White background (specify if you wish)
[bookmark: Text86]     
	|_|

	Caribbean
	|_|
	Any other ethnic background
	

	Any other Black background (specify if you wish)
[bookmark: Text81]     
	|_|
	Any other background (specify if you wish)
[bookmark: Text80]     
	|_|

	Chinese
	
	Prefer not to say
	X|_|

	Any Chinese background
(specify if you wish)
[bookmark: Text82]     
	|_|


[bookmark: _Toc210444074][bookmark: _Toc264384495][bookmark: _Toc264641545][bookmark: _Toc264643450][bookmark: _Toc265843009]
4. Sexual orientation
	[bookmark: Check47]Heterosexual
|_|
	Lesbian
|_|
	Gay
|_|
	Bisexual
|_|
	Prefer not to say
|X|



[bookmark: _Toc210444075][bookmark: _Toc264384496][bookmark: _Toc264641546][bookmark: _Toc264643451][bookmark: _Toc265843010]5. Religion/belief
	Buddhist 
	|_|
	Muslim
	|_|

	Christian
	|_|
	Sikh
	|_|

	Hindu 
	|_|
	Any other, please state:
     
	|_|

	Jewish
	|_|
	None
	|_|

	Prefer not to say
	|X|




[bookmark: _Toc210444076][bookmark: _Toc264384497][bookmark: _Toc264641547][bookmark: _Toc264643452][bookmark: _Toc265843011]6. Disability
	Do you consider yourself to have a disability?
	Yes   |_|
	No   |_|
	[bookmark: Check45]Prefer not to say  |X|



 
[image: Ofsted_Logo_Black_RGB]
The Office for Standards in Education, Children's Services and Skills (Ofsted) regulates and inspects to achieve excellence in the care of children and young people, and in education and skills for learners of all ages. It regulates and inspects childcare and children's social care, and inspects the Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service (Cafcass), schools, colleges, initial teacher training, further education and skills, adult and community learning, and education and training in prisons and other secure establishments. It assesses council children’s services, and inspects services for children looked after, safeguarding and child protection.
If you would like a copy of this document in a different format, such as large print or Braille, please telephone 0300 123 1231, or email enquiries@ofsted.gov.uk.
You may reuse this information (not including logos) free of charge in any format or medium, under the terms of the Open Government Licence. To view this licence, visit www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence, write to the Information Policy Team, The National Archives, Kew, London TW9 4DU, or email: psi@nationalarchives.gsi.gov.uk.
This publication is available at www.gov.uk/government/organisations/ofsted.
Interested in our work? You can subscribe to our monthly newsletter for more information and updates: http://eepurl.com/iTrDn. 

Piccadilly Gate
Store Street
Manchester
M1 2WD

T: 0300 123 1231
Textphone: 0161 618 8524
E: enquiries@ofsted.gov.uk
W: www.gov.uk/ofsted 
No. 180044
© Crown copyright 2019
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