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Foreward
As the son of a teacher, I know only too well what the word “Ofsted” means to
teachers – and, by extension – their families. Stress. Pressure. Limited sleep. A
sense of isolation. Despite everybody knowing this, little has changed since I
watched my mum go through her Ofsted inspections and the tragic, inevitable
consequence of this was the suicide of Ruth Perry in January 2023. A needless
death borne from a regime that, for too long, has seemingly prioritised
judgement over improvement.

On 30th June 2025, I convened a roundtable with 12 headteachers from across
my constituency of Rushcliffe. The meeting took place against the backdrop of
the Department for Education’s proposed reforms to the Ofsted inspection
framework, due to take effect in November 2025.

The purpose of the discussion was to hear directly from school leaders about
how these proposed changes are perceived, how they were likely to impact the
inspection process, and whether teachers felt they would address long-standing
concerns about inspections. Sadly, the final framework wasn’t ready in time, but
what emerged was a set of powerful, candid reflections that speak not only to
the state of the current inspection regime but to broader questions of trust,
accountability and the role of government in supporting improvement.

I am lucky – I represent an area with very high performing schools. Parents know
this, irrespective of what Ofsted’s grading system might say, as reflected in sky-
high house prices. But this doesn’t mean that Rushcliffe heads don’t care. Their
commitment to improving the teaching profession was evident throughout the
discussion. The impact of today’s failed inspection regime was clear, with tears
being shed by some as they recalled the treatment of colleagues.

My job as an MP is to promote top-down, systemic improvements wherever
possible in order to strengthen public services, but to always consider local and
expert opinion. There is no group as local or as expert in education as Rushcliffe
headteachers, so I thank them sincerely for these inputs – and implore ministers
and civil servants to take their words seriously.

James Naish MP
Member of Parliament for Rushcliffe
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6.4/10

Current inspection
framework score out

of 10 for clarity

agreed that current
Ofsted inspections
are collaborative
and supportive

27%

expect the new
framework to
“significantly

increase” workload

55%

believe Ofsted
contributes to a

wider recruitment
and retention crisis 

73%

6.5/10

Inspection anxiety
impact score out of

10 at work

55%

Feel “continually”
stressed in the run-

up to an Ofsted
inspection

6.3/10

Inspection anxiety
impact score out of

10 at home

Report statistics

New inspection
framework score out

of 10 for clarity

4.0/10
Ensure adequate time for
implementation of any new
framework, with clarity 
provided well before
operational deadlines.

Compassionately address the
mental health toll of inspection
on leaders and staff, shifting
from high-stakes judgement to
constructive improvement.

Enhance contextual
understanding in inspection,
particularly for schools with
high SEND, falling rolls or 
severe financial challenges.

Adopt more supportive 
models of inspection, learning
from other inspection regimes
that prioritise collaboration
over compliance.

Streamline reporting to better
reflect the character and
achievements of schools, and
consider simplifying the 
grading system further.

Summary of
recommendations



Most participants felt 
initial framework proposals

were incremental rather than
transformative, describing the
framework as a more “graded”

and “mechanical” version of
the previous one, rather 

than a fresh start.

There was also widespread concern about
how inspectors themselves would be
trained, given the complexity of the
proposed model with scores up to 5 across
at least 10 categories , potentially
generating 50 different outcomes. “How are
they going to prepare inspectors?” one
asked. “It’s a whole new ball game.” Some
noted, wryly, that inspectors were already
being trained … undermining the point of the
recent consultation.

+

This lack of clarity contributed to a broader
scepticism about the direction of reform.
Most participants felt the changes were
incremental rather than transformative,
describing the framework as a more
“graded” and “mechanical” version of the
previous one, rather than a fresh start. One
head described the new model as not
offering a “true narrative approach” but 
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operational in November 2025, giving
schools just a few weeks to understand and
embed the changes once published. Many
heads said the new framework would
become a “key planning document” given
heads typically perform self-evaluations
(mini, internal Ofsted inspections) in order
to develop improvement plans in readiness
for a formal inspection. Several stressed the
impracticality of preparing for a new
inspection regime in the 2025/26 school
year while the new framework remains in
draft form. 

Section 1. Attitudes towards the new
framework

Over the past few months, Ofsted has been
undertaking a review of its inspection
framework following sustained public,
political and professional pressure for
reform. This occurred in the wake of the
tragic death of Ruth Perry in Reading which
prompted national debate over the purpose
of school inspections, their consistency and
the consequences of high-stakes
accountability for school leaders. 

A revised draft framework was expected by
summer 2025. However, as of the end of
June – just four months before
implementation is due – final
documentation had not been made available
to schools. This delay was a recurring
concern among Rushcliffe headteachers
who expressed deep frustration at being
asked to prepare for a significant change
without the necessary information or lead-in
time (a handful expected inspections in the
next 12 months). “It takes time for teachers
and schools to adapt,” one noted. Another
characterised the process as “moving the
goalposts” while still playing a match. 

The new framework is expected to become
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However, there was unanimous concern
about whether the framework would
sufficiently account for the financial and
demographic challenges currently facing
schools. Many heads spoke about the
unsustainable pressures they were under as
a result of falling birth rates and growing
demand for SEND provision, resulting in
exceptionally restricted school budgets. 

“The biggest pressure isn’t Ofsted – it’s who
you lay off,” said one. Another added: “We
can’t support the vulnerable children we
have – will this result in a negative response
from Ofsted, or will these growing
challenges be recognised?” The implication 

rather an “expanded checklist”. Others
questioned whether the reforms had
genuinely responded to professional voices.
One particularly pointed comment was that
the framework appears to have “listened a
lot more to the feedback of parents rather
than professionals”.

This emphasis on parental perception was
seen as problematic. While all participants
supported the principle of parental
involvement, several described being
subjected to vexatious or unrepresentative
parental comments during inspections, with
free-text feedback read aloud during
feedback sessions, often at the very end
when there was no right of reply. “It’s very
upsetting to have the text read at the very
end when you can’t respond,” one head
shared. The group broadly welcomed the
proposal to reduce the weight of parental
commentary in inspections, but some also
argued for a more formalised right to
respond. One head said they were
“constantly refreshing” parental comment
platforms, fearing disproportionate
criticism. This dynamic, it was argued, could 

distort school priorities and reinforce
anxiety among staff.

While the revised framework signals a
greater emphasis on inclusion and school
context, including factors such as
attendance and demographic profile, heads
expressed uncertainty about how this would
be applied in practice. Some felt cautiously
optimistic that schools working in more
deprived areas may be treated more fairly
given effort on attendance, rather than
attendances itself, would likely be
recognised. Others questioned whether the
changes would inadvertently place
additional pressure on high-performing
schools, particularly large academies, which
may find it harder to demonstrate year-on-
year progress under revised criteria.
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like things are OK, you’re not going to change
anything,” suggesting that fear of an
impending judgement may ironically
discourage innovation.

This led naturally into reflections on the
purpose of inspection. Should it be a
mechanism for support or an exercise in
classification? For all heads, the answer was
clear: they wanted a system rooted in
professional dialogue, not fear. There were
positive references to alternative models
including the SIAMS (Statutory Inspection of
Anglican and Methodist Schools) framework
which was seen as offering “a more critical
friend approach”, with “fairer, more open
discussion.” One head said, “With Ofsted,
you have to be very careful with what you
say,” noting that inspectors tend to “pounce
on areas for improvement” rather than
explore them constructively.

The final and perhaps most emotional point
was the psychological toll of a changing
framework. Several heads voiced exhaustion
at the lack of stability in accountability

was clear: a framework that claims to be
contextual must meaningfully account for
the systemic constraints under which
schools are operating. Without this,
inspection risks punishing rather than
supporting schools that are already doing
their best under difficult circumstances.

Several heads also raised concerns about
the fairness and proportionality of the new
system. One pointed out that under the new
rules, a single “amber” rating would result in
an automatic reinspection every 18 months
– a proposal which was viewed as
unmanageable and potentially
counterproductive. “Why would anybody
choose to work at that school?” one asked.
This punitive effect, it was argued, could
lead to staff and leadership attrition,
particularly in schools already facing
contextual disadvantages. Questions were
also raised about the feasibility of Ofsted
staffing such a programme, and about the
potential for such policies to exacerbate
inequalities rather than address them.

Some heads questioned whether Ofsted, in
any of its previous iterations, has ever led to
sustained school improvement. “Has Ofsted
led to any improvements in schools over the
years?” one asked, before noting: “Some
schools stop improving as soon as they get
into an Ofsted year… we make small tweaks
but will not do big radical changes.” Another
added, “If you’re quite confident and feel

“Has Ofsted led to any
improvements in schools 
over the years?” one head

asked, noting: “Some schools
stop improving as soon as they

get into an Ofsted year… we
make small tweaks but will 
not do big radical changes.”
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inspections remain a high‑stakes, largely
unworkable experience. Heads
acknowledged that since the death of
Ruth Perry, inspectors have been “much
softer” and “willing to listen” but this
doesn’t change the reality that the process
“still defines us [as headteachers] for the
next five years”. The system continues to
feel “brutal” for senior leaders working
under a 24‑hour call‑up system.

Logistical constraints and intensity

The current and proposed two‑day model
was variously described as “rammed full”, a
“tick‑box exercise” and “logistically
impossible” for schools to navigate. Smaller
primaries reported an acute mismatch
between the desired breadth of coverage
and limited staff capacity, and one
vice‑principal from a secondary school was
reported being “in six meetings in a row”.
Other heads described drawing teachers
away from classes they ordinarily teach,
disrupting pupils and timetables alike.

The administrative burden compounds the
squeeze on time.  From the moment
inspectors arrive, leaders feel “constantly
asked for certificates, risk assessments,
first‑aid records and other evidence”;

frameworks. “Uncertainty is the biggest
challenge,” one head said. Another noted
that staff need “confidence in what we’re
talking about” in order to make and
demonstrate progress, and that such
confidence is easily undermined when
frameworks change with limited preparation
time. There was general agreement that a
more measured evolution – a softening of
the current system rather than wholesale
change – would have been more effective
and more respectful of the profession’s
current challenges.

One comment summarised the collective
mood: “We really don’t want a new
framework … we want new attitudes.” It is
not resistance to scrutiny that motivates
such views but a desire for accountability to
be proportionate, supportive and grounded
in the reality of modern school leadership.
The roundtable made clear that reform is
welcome – but only if it is co-designed,
transparent and ultimately about
improvement, not simply judgement.

Section 2. Ofsted’s approach to inspections

A recurring theme throughout the
roundtable was that – even after a year of
heightened public scrutiny – Ofsted 



The perception that inspections are “done to
us, not with us” remains strong. As one head
put it: 

Collaborative alternatives

Because of this, heads are actively looking to
alternative accountability models that feel
more like professional dialogue. The SIAMS
framework was cited repeatedly as “really
positive” – for one school, its clear notice
period and developmental ethos had
“healed” colleagues who were “traumatised”
by an earlier Ofsted visit. Nottinghamshire
County Council’s own quality assurance (QA)
reviews were also praised as “excellent” and
“incredibly supportive”, providing specific,
actionable feedback without punitive
overtones. Heads valued the opportunity to
“share ideas with staff” and to “continually
improve the school”, noting that such QA
should not take place only because an
Ofsted window looms.

These examples point towards an inspection
culture described during the roundtable as a
“critical‑friend approach”: rigorous, yes, but
built on openness and genuine partnership
rather than fear. Heads would like Ofsted to
move into this space.

Impact of short notice and preparation time

Opinions were divided on how much notice
schools should receive. A week’s notice, as
offered by SIAMS, was seen as “enough” and 
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expectations are “unbelievably busy” and
“you can’t have a second” to regroup. One
head summed up the physical toll: “I
genuinely didn’t go home for the two days,”
and one said she slept for less than an hour
in total between day one and day two. For
larger academies, the burden can be spread
across teams but maintained primary heads
stressed that “it’s literally me” gathering
every paper, with no trust‑level support.

Variation in inspectors’ approaches

Even where the timetable can be managed,
outcomes hinge on the disposition of
individual inspectors. Heads spoke of
“consistency problems” and said an
inspection “feels like a lottery” because “the
more criteria you have, the more room there
is for interpretation” by inspectors. Several
leaders contrasted inspectors who
approached visits as a dialogue with those
who issued instant pronouncements,
sometimes retracting them a day later. One
anecdote captured the frustration, recalling
an anecdote when an inspector said “I will
take off my HMI [His Majesty's Inspector] hat
now and share some advice” … which, in the
head’s view, was what they should have
been doing in the first place.
 

“We want people to come in
and support us and help us

improve… not come in for what
is essentially a day and a half,

to make a judgement, and then
to just leave us to it.”
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“nice” by some because it avoids protracted
anxiety but still prevents major changes by
the school. Some preferred a shorter
warning period (due to the stress of a longer
one). 

However, everyone conceded that the
existing model is “practically impossible”
logistically given safeguarding, curriculum
deep‑dives, lesson observations and
pupil‑voice interviews must all be crammed
into two days. There was a sense that this
would get even trickier under the emerging
framework given the number of categories.

Historically, longer windows have also been
problematic.  Heads recalled the six‑week
notice period of the past, during which
teachers endlessly replanned lessons to the
detriment of normal learning. What united
all participants was the desire for
predictability: clarity about when inspectors
will arrive and what evidence will be
required, so that children’s routines remain
stable and staff preparation is purposeful
rather than frantic.

Disruption to pupils and staff wellbeing

Beyond paperwork, leaders emphasised the
collateral impact on pupils. Sudden

timetable changes mean teachers
“disappear for hours on end at exactly the
time you want the best from the children”,
leaving classes unsettled. One maintained
primary school cited the emotional strain on
its tiny staff: “We just haven’t got enough
people anymore, meaning [the inspection] is
gruelling.” For secondary colleagues, the
concern was breadth: inspectors might
spend most of their limited time on one
department, leaving others entirely unseen.

The human cost is, therefore, twofold –
leaders working unsustainable hours and
children experiencing disruption – and it is
this dual pressure that drives calls for a
more proportionate, context‑sensitive
model.

Taken together, these testimonies reveal a
process that, despite some recent softening
in tone, still demands too much in too little
time; rests heavily on the individual
inspector’s style; and undervalues
collaborative, improvement‑focused
alternatives. Heads in Rushcliffe do not
reject external scrutiny – they ask only for
an inspection regime that is fair, predictable
and genuinely developmental; one that
judges the quality of education without
exhausting the people who deliver it.

Section 3. Inspection reports

The final product of inspection – the
published report – attracted significant 

Heads in Rushcliffe do not
reject external scrutiny – they

ask only for an inspection
regime that is fair,

predictable and genuinely
developmental.



critique from Rushcliffe headteachers. While
the process of inspection itself can be
intense and emotionally charged, the
written outcome was seen as bland, overly
generic and disconnected from the reality of
the visit. Several heads noted that reports
often failed to reflect the character and
strengths of their school and were limited in
their ability to support real development.

Inaccuracy and disconnect

One of the most common frustrations raised
was the discrepancy between the verbal
feedback given by inspectors and the
content of the final report. Heads recounted
spending over two hours in feedback
conversations that were rich in detail, only
to find that the written report was vague,
impersonal or ignored key strengths that
had been celebrated on the day.

“They were glowing about our quality of
education,” one head recalled, “which didn’t
really feature in the report.” Rather,
inspectors had highlighted the school’s
therapy dog in the final write-up – a curious
editorial choice, given that it did not reflect
the school’s core educational achievements.

This disconnect led some to describe
reports as being “so broad” or largely
“generated from a comment bank” with little
scope for individuality or nuance. The
implication was that reports were written
more to satisfy format constraints than to
meaningfully represent the school’s
performance. Heads said they could “read
the same statements in different Ofsted
reports” regardless of context.

Others pointed to the limitations of
narrative scope. One head commented that
the prose “matters less if Ofsted is really
about judgement.” If, instead, it is about
improvement, then inspectors should be
able to “show what they have seen and
done, and share and celebrate that with your
community” – an approach used to good
effect in other frameworks such as SIAMS.
Its removal of formal judgements was
initially unpopular but now allows for more
personalised and constructive reporting.

Judgement vs. improvement

This distinction between formative and
summative assessment – between helping a
school grow and merely labelling it – was at
the heart of the discussion. Many heads felt
that Ofsted inspections are still overly
weighted towards judgement rather than
improvement. Meetings with inspectors
were often described as “done to us” rather
than as collaborative engagements. Several
said that they felt they had to “put their 
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If Ofsted were reformed tomorrow, which of the

following changes would you prioritise?  
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governors, prospective staff –about whether
a school is succeeding or struggling.

Despite this, the overall view was that
inspection reports are now more symbolic
than functional. Their primary audience, it
was suggested, is not educators seeking
insight but rather parents or stakeholders
looking for assurance. The current format,
tone and focus of these reports rarely
support the kind of professional reflection
or improvement that school leaders are
actively seeking.

Section 4. Teachers’ mental health and
wellbeing

hand up” to be heard during feedback
sessions and questioned whether their
contributions were genuinely valued.

The phrase that inspired the title of this
report – “For improvement or judgement?” –
arose directly from this part of the
discussion. For many, Ofsted still feels firmly
skewed toward the latter. While some heads
acknowledged that grades serve a purpose
in communicating standards to parents and
governors, there was broad support for
simplifying the system – potentially to a
binary “effective vs. requires support”
model.

Even among those who did not call for the
abolition of grades, there was agreement
that the current granularity of ratings does
not always reflect the complexity or
progress of a school’s journey.

Recruitment and parental perception

Another critical point raised by Rushcliffe
heads was the impact of Ofsted outcomes
on staff morale and recruitment. One head
said plainly: “If we’d got R.I. [requires
improvement], I’d have struggled to recruit
staff for the next five years.” The
reputational consequences of a single report
were seen as disproportionately high –
particularly in a climate where schools are
starting to compete for pupils due to the
falling birth rate.

Conversely, a positive rating could help to
shift long-standing community perceptions.
Our recent grading “changed community
perception,” one head noted. “It was a
marker that something has been achieved 
together.” In this sense, Ofsted grades are
not just measures of educational quality but
signals to external audiences – parents, The roundtable’s most intense exchanges



When inspectors finally arrive, the
psychological stakes escalate. “You’re only
ever as good as your last Ofsted,” one head
observed. Another likened the experience to
elite sport: “Two days could change your
next two or three years… no other job has 
that kind of pressure.” Leaders spoke of
feeling like football managers, acutely aware
that a single verdict might trigger parental
unrest, reduced footfall or even
redundancy. “The whole weight of school
improvement sat on me,” one said,
confessing that in the small hours she
imagined “all sorts of horrendous things”–
staff departures, community backlash,
pupils leaving for other schools. The “what
if” is ever‑present: what if people lose faith
in me? what if I can’t find the right
paperwork? what if a momentary slip
becomes the headline judgement that
defines my career?

These high stakes are known to deter
promising deputies from stepping up. “My
 deputy has said to me, on multiple
occasions, that he’d never want to do my
job,” one leader reported. “He’s brilliant, but 
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moment she was called to look after the
family “and even mowed the school lawn” to
help where he could. Another head said that
as a new teacher, she recalled senior
colleagues warning her to keep “an overnight
bag in the car” throughout inspection
season, normalising a level of anticipatory
stress few other professions would tolerate.

came when heads spoke about how
inspection intrudes, sometimes brutally, on
their health and the wellbeing of those
around them. 

One leader described having to do an Ofsted
inspection from home because she’d
contracted COVID‑19. Inspectors insisted
she attend meetings via video, meaning
colleagues “carried [me] round the school on
a laptop”. She called the two‑day ordeal
“harrowing” and noted that Ofsted
“wouldn’t defer” despite 12 staff being
absent. Several heads said they couldn’t
sleep during an inspection. And one head 
said she plans her career based on a simple
premise: “How many more [inspections] can
I go through?”

Even before the phone rings, the pressure is
relentless. “I plan my whole life around it,”
one participant admitted. “You don’t realise
the impact it’s having until it’s over.” Heads
spoke of nights spent checking their phones
every few hours, weekends left deliberately
blank “in case the call comes”, and family
events postponed indefinitely as an Ofsted
inspection neared. One mother missed her
daughter’s SATs week after the call came.
And in an incredible gesture of support, one
head’s husband took annual leave the

“You’re only ever as 
good as your last Ofsted,” 

one head observed. Another
likened the experience to elite
sport: “Two days could change
your next two or three years…

no other job has that kind 
of pressure.”
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inspector found that, the next day, no
lessons were observed by that individual
and the temperature of the visit dropped
noticeably. “There’s a real tension,” she
reflected, “between what inspectors are
trying to do – to recognise mental‑health
pressures – and the methods they still
employ.” Others echoed this, saying that
“through its approach, Ofsted could change
how we feel a lot of the time.” What leaders
pleaded for was support, not spectacle. “I
need to make sure this school is the best it
can possibly be,” one concluded, “but I want
to work with someone to help me do that … I
don’t need someone to batter me with a
stick.”

The collective testimony painted inspection
as both a badge of honour and a source of
chronic anxiety. Two days of observation,
they argued, can dictate four or five years of
perception, funding and personal
reputation. Families rearrange schedules,
leaders neglect their health and gifted

the level of accountability … he couldn’t
justify that in his life.” Several other
participants said they, too, had talented
staff who refused to consider headship. The
profession, they warned, has a leadership
pipeline crisis fuelled not by workload alone
but by the public exposure and lasting
reputational damage that a negative Ofsted
report can bring.

The emotional impact is compounded by the
inspection’s choreography. One leader
described the second afternoon, when
inspectors begin probing weaker areas, as
 “really tough” given time is running out to
address any concerns. Another recalled an
inspector making alarming pronouncements
on day one, only to dismiss them as “just a
niggle” on day two, leaving staff “sent home
[on day one] with a lot of stress for no
reason.” Several spoke of the experience as
“very lonely, very public” with every
decision scrutinised, yet ultimately taken
alone.

Yet amid the frustration, there was also a
glimpse of how things could be
different. Over the past year, inspection
teams have been “much softer” and “willing
to listen.” One head who challenged an
inspector’s combative manner to the lead 
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deputies avert their gaze from headship. If
inspection remains essential – a view few
contested – then its human cost, laid bare in
stories about time spent on hospital trolleys
and sleepless nights, must be recognised
and addressed. Only then can accountability
serve improvement without exacting a toll
that diminishes the very people charged
with delivering it.



The aim of this report is to capture
the lived reality of inspection from
the perspective of those leading our
schools – individuals who bear direct
responsibility for education quality,
staff wellbeing and pupil outcomes.

The views expressed by Rushcliffe’s
headteachers suggested five
priorities for reform, as reflected on
the right of this page.

As the Department for Education
refines the Ofsted framework, I hope
the voices of Rushcliffe’s school
leaders will be heard. They are not
resistant to scrutiny. They seek
accountability that is fair, consistent
and genuinely focused on helping
schools become the best that they
can be. 

Above all, they want a regime that is
focused on improvement rather than
judgement.

As their MP, I think this is essential in
advance of a decade of significant
turbulence in education caused by
the very real and disturbing
challenges of increased SEND –
which I’ll be doing a roundtable on
later in the year.
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Ensure adequate time for
implementation of any new
framework, with clarity provided
well before operational
deadlines.

Compassionately address the
mental health toll of inspection
on leaders and staff, shifting
from high-stakes judgement to
constructive improvement.

Enhance contextual
understanding in inspection,
particularly for schools with
high SEND, falling rolls or severe
financial challenges.

Adopt more supportive models
of inspection, learning from
other inspection regimes that
prioritise collaboration over
compliance.

Streamline reporting to better
reflect the character and
achievements of schools, and
consider simplifying the grading
system further.

Conclusions and
recommendations
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Appendix: 100 words from each head for
the Secretary of State for Education
As part of a pre-roundtable survey, all heads were asked: 

“In no more than 100 words, what would you say to Bridget Phillipson about how Ofsted
could be improved?”

Their responses are captured here for reference. It should be noted that these are individual
views as opposed to reflecting the general tone of the roundtable which has been captured
in the main report. However, they provide an interesting insight into some of the most
prominent unprompted issues identified by headteachers when considering how to improve
Ofsted.

I believe Safeguarding should be taken out of the inspection process. There should be yearly
safeguarding reviews carried out by trained individuals from the LA or LLEs. Ofsted should be about
finding out what the school does well and what can make it better. It should be undertaken by current
practitioners who know and understand the role and have the expertise to support the individual
school. Not sending a secondary head to a primary school for example.

Remove Ofsted and move to an ongoing dialogue of school improvement with HMIs
assigned to a group of schools to work collaboratively. Remove the focus on high
stakes gradings.

Ofsted could improve in 2025 by replacing headline grades with detailed
narrative reports that reflect each school's unique context. Inspections should
prioritise collaboration, support, and professional dialogue over judgment.
Safeguarding concerns should be addressed separately from overall
effectiveness. Increased notice periods and follow-up support would reduce
stress and promote improvement. There should be a clear picture of what
meeting SEND needs looks like and attention given to how this affects all
children. Greater focus on wellbeing—for staff, leaders, and pupils—is 
essential. OFSTED should look to see context-specific curricula and 
teachers with autonomy to deliver memorable learning experiences.

All the school leaders I know work incredibly hard and want to do the very
best for the children in their care. We want a system which supports us to
do this. Ofsted shouldn't just be about 'checking up' on schools. Currently,
Ofsted sweep in for two days, make a judgement and then leave schools 
to get on with it. I believe that Ofsted should be reformed so that schools
who are struggling can be identified, and then given the resources and
support to improve. This should be a collaborative process over time -
instead of training up so many Ofsted inspectors, train up colleagues 
who can come in to schools and work alongside leaders to actually 
make a difference and improve schools.
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An inspector’s findings are subjective and often outcomes are personal depending on
their interests. Every headteacher has their own unique story about their inspector!
Making a more complex grading system opens an inspection up to more opinion and
contention and (potentially) public humiliation. Make a report that simply highlights
strengths and finds areas for improvement. Parents can choose a school that matches
their educational priorities. Even outstanding ‘academies’ have room to improve. A
school should be good or requiring improvement. That’s the only summary decision
Ofsted needs to put on the table. Together with a written report, it says enough.

Please ensure that we have an inspectorate which works with the system
and understands the pressure faced by the education sector. Please ensure
that high stakes inspections are ended and create a collaborative system for
continuous improvement.

Greater consistency is needed, as outcomes/experiences still too often
depend on who leads an inspection. Inspectors must understand the
challenges schools are currently facing – such as SEND demands and
severe budget pressures – and how these are affecting provision.
Greater recognition of context and inclusive practice is needed.

Ofsted should be a collaborative partner in school improvement, not
just a mechanism for judgement. A more developmental approach
would allow schools to engage in honest dialogue, share best practice
and access tailored support where required. Inspection should still
produce a report with context and narrative to clearly present
findings for parents and stakeholders, but the focus must shift toward
building capacity, not fear. This change would foster trust, reduce
pressure and drive sustained improvement.

Please consider reducing the number of areas and categories. There is no way in 2 days inspectors
will be able to use the current wording to be equitably applied across all schools. Schools currently
continue to share their worded judgements and therefore proving the need to move away from this.
Inspection reports should be designed to improve schools more than give parents easily one word
judgements 10 or 1. I am very concerned that schools in deprived areas will be stuck in a negative
cycle of constant reinspection as a result - not all schools and children can be above national by
very definition of the term.

Ofsted needs to be a useful process that leads to improvement. It needs to take into account context:
for example, in small schools teachers lead multiple subjects, do more playground duties, plan for
mixed ages and run clubs. Smaller schools will not be able to monitor, evaluate and improve every
subject at the same rate as a large 3 form entry school. Inspections need to be manageable for the
school and inspectors. Already it is incredibly hard to fit everything in, if too many areas are to be
inspected the quality and accuracy of the judgements will diminish. This would cause greater
problems. I think safeguarding needs to be monitored by the local authority more regularly in a
supportive, non-judgemental way. No school intends to get it wrong. We need advice to improve, not
a grading.
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