
Consultation on Independent School Inspectorates 
Introduction and Overview 
On 21 January 2008 we launched a consultation on the proposed future arrangements and criteria for appointing inspectorates other than Ofsted to inspect independent schools. The consultation closed on 14 April.

We sought the opinions of key groups including Ofsted, currently approved independent inspectorates, independent school organisations and individual independent schools.  This report has been based on the 29 responses which we received to the consultation document. The small response suggested that individual schools felt that their associations were effective in representing their views.
Throughout the report, percentages are expressed as a measure of those answering each question, not as a measure of all respondents.  
The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:
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*Those which fell into the ‘other’ category included providers of education services, professional associations (trade unions) and those who did not specify a category. 
Respondents were broadly in agreement with the proposed future arrangements and criteria for approval of independent inspectorates. Several respondents thought that inspectorates should have to meet financial viability and other criteria to ensure that the likelihood of failure was minimised, because of the difficulties that Ofsted would experience if they had to take on additional work at short notice. 

Ofsted was concerned that the proposals could lead to fragmentation of the inspectorates market and expressed strong reservations in a number of areas. We asked Ofsted to provide further analysis of their concerns, which were that:

· public confidence in an inspectorate is likely to be linked to a broad perspective and genuine independence from the schools it inspects;

· fragmentation works against a consistent assessment of standards;

· it is inefficient for both Ofsted and DCSF to work with a large number of small inspectorates;

· the inspector body needs to be large enough to prevent over-familiarity with school groups, and to carry out a sufficient number of inspections each year for efficient Ofsted oversight;
· weak schools and those where there are significant safeguarding or educational issues should be inspected by Ofsted;

· that we need to develop further the criteria for assessing the adequacy of the inspectorial workforce, taking account of inspectorates’ own requirements.

The Independent Schools Inspectorate (ISI) was concerned that the document prescribed more closely the way that independent school inspectorates would have to operate in future, reducing their freedom to manage their operations independently. They pointed out that the inspectorate had operated for more than eight years and that there had never been significant concerns about the independence and objectivity of their findings. They believe that mature inspectorates, with a good track record, should be able to manage the inspector pool in a way that best fits their business, within an inspection framework agreed with DCSF.
Key responses

Ofsted
Ofsted made the following points in their initial response:
· the document provided a fair and accurate summary of the benefits of Ofsted’s inspections but the benefits of the alternative inspection arrangements were not persuasively argued;
· it was not adequately established how the alternative inspectorates would match the rigour independence and public credibility of Ofsted. There were no evident public benefits in terms of driving up standards; 

· an enhanced focus on ethos, faith and other such issues might divert attention in the reports from matters of public concern;
· the introduction of new inspectorates could increase the number of schools where publicly-funded places, especially in independent special schools, are only indirectly supervised by public inspectorates; 
· the proliferation of inspectorates using different frameworks and criteria undermines objectivity, public confidence and ease of comparison;
· financial viability could be a separate criterion. It is vital an inspectorate can maintain its planned inspection programme, as its inability to sustain its work would lead to Ofsted resuming responsibility for inspection at short notice. This would have a significant impact on Ofsted’s workload and budget. Financial resources should also be sufficient to allow for legal challenges by schools against inspectorates;
· professional development of inspectors should include a high standard of knowledge of issues of equality, diversity and vulnerability, and community cohesion;
· DCSF should also declare the criteria, both professional and personal, by which the Secretary of State would approve the appointment of Chief Inspector to other inspectorates and the circumstances in which such an approval might be revoked;
· the importance of ensuring no connectivity between inspectors and schools is of crucial importance and may not be an easy one for some inspectorates to fulfil rigorously enough given the small number of schools involved with each inspectorate;
· ISI only inspects the lowest risk schools. It is in the public interest to be aware that a number of high-risk schools may seek to opt out of Ofsted inspection;
· 100 schools is probably the minimum point at which it becomes financially viable for Ofsted to monitor the inspectorate’s work rather than to inspect the schools itself. A figure considerably in excess of 100 would reduce the number of additional inspectorates and so reduce the risk of fragmentation and loss of coherence in the system;
· the range and diversity of schools is less important than the requirement for all inspectors to demonstrate that they are working in a wider range of schools than just those in the inspectorate’s remit, and that their knowledge and skills are updated regularly;
· the 90% baseline, including the vast majority of important regulations for the quality of education and safeguarding, is a good threshold. It encourages schools to strive for excellence through constant improvement, rewarding those which perform well with the type of inspection they clearly desire;
· it is appropriate to include an independent adjudication facility in the event of a complaint against Ofsted’s evaluation;
· it might be useful for Ofsted to provide a link from the school on Ofsted’s website to the published report on the individual inspectorates’ websites;
· the other inspectorates should be required to publish their inspection fees.

Independent Schools Inspectorate (ISI)
ISI raised the following points: 
· strongly agreed that the inspection burden on schools should be reduced by removing multiple scrutiny by different agencies, but that should not dictate that the approaches to inspection across all sectors should be uniform. It is the different approach of the independent inspectorates that make their inspections of value to schools and it is what they pay for;
· strongly request that the nature of the reference in inspection reports to Ofsted monitoring arrangements and the latest Ofsted report on monitoring be subject to discussion between the independent inspectorates, DCSF and Ofsted; 
· strongly endorse that there are “significant advantages to an assessment of a school’s activities being set out holistically in one report”. ISI propose single inspection events for ISC schools through offering to undertake boarding welfare inspections alongside main school and early years visits. They expressed disappointment that they have not received ministerial approval for this, despite  a ‘single event’ being strongly endorsed for inspections by Ofsted;
· confidence in Ofsted within the independent sector is not at a high level.  Particular examples include the handling of the transfer of boarding inspection from CSCI and regular misdirection of enquiries relating to non-ISC schools and special schools. Discussions have not diminished these concerns;
· ISI inspection teams are based on a ‘peer review’ system – led by a professional reporting inspector with serving senior staff from independent schools as team members. The inclusion of serving practioners is a distinctive feature of ISI inspection which means that, at any given time, some of the team inspector body will be new to inspection and will be associated with ISC Association schools.  The criteria, if not carefully drafted, could prevent any form of peer review system from operating;
· welcomed the suggestion that clear quality assurance procedures should be in place;  

· in the monitoring and reporting of ISI inspections over eight or nine years there have never been any significant concerns raised by Ofsted or the DCSF as to the independence and objectivity of inspection findings. ISI’s current automatic bar of 4 years in relation to working at an inspected school has been sufficient to protect against connectivity issues, but they reserve the right to refuse deployment of an inspector to any school where they feel their inclusion on a team may cause concern;   
· the criterion that all lead or reporting inspectors have experience of inspecting a wide range of schools, including schools outside the individual inspectorate would prevent ISI recruiting from sources other than Ofsted and other national inspectorates;
· would hope that the criterion that independent board members have no connections with inspected schools would not restrict ISI from having independent board members who are school governors or have children in an ISC school;  

· the current agreement between ISI and the Secretary of State does not give the right of approval of Chief Inspector appointments. In relation to the composition of the inspector pool, it should be for the Secretary of State to approve the criteria and methods by which this pool is populated - inspectorates should not be required to submit lists of individuals for approval by the Department or Ofsted.  As independent businesses, inspectorates should retain the right to select employees at their discretion, but within strict quality assurance arrangements;

· schools catering wholly or mainly for pupils with SEN require careful thought. ISI agree that Ofsted has significant expertise in this area. It should be possible for independent inspectorates to carry out these inspections. There is a suggestion that Ofsted should approve alternative inspection arrangements, but surely, it is the DCSF as regulator who are the final arbiter of these decisions;

· agree with the general principle that Ofsted continue to inspect schools that have failed to pass 90% of the statutory standards at the last inspection. However, it is possible that a school wishing to enter membership of an association may have put right any failings but not been reinspected. ISI suggest that this requirement as drafted is unduly restrictive on the right of schools to join membership bodies; 

· the consultation does not state how the proposals will be developed. Will the criteria be published and updated? What will the outcome be if an inspectorate fails to meet the standards expected? There is no provision for reviewing compliance with these criteria, and no responsibility allocated for this. ISI would strongly oppose Ofsted having responsibility for these arrangements, as they form part of the appointment process which is the responsibility of the Secretary of State. Ultimate charge for judging whether criteria are met should be with DCSF;

· there is no provision outlined for an assessment of the financial security of a new inspectorate, or requirements for certain types of insurance (e.g. professional indemnity) to be in place.  It would be appropriate for DCSF to set out minimum operational standards as well as professional ones.  
Independent Schools Council (ISC)
ISC responded that:

· inspectorates other than Ofsted inspect some of the most highly effective schools in the country and are highly regarded for the rigour of their inspections; 
· it was not clear what degree of connection would be assumed to impair objectivity. Members had mixed views about whether the period of 6 years proposed for a prohibition on inspecting a school, after working there or advising, was the right length. Some thought it was too long and could compromise the practice of using serving Heads and teachers as inspectors. Others feel that 6 years was an acceptable period for maintaining independence and objectivity; 

· the experience of member schools, supported by Ofsted’s monitoring work on ISI, was that ISI inspectors maintained the required level of objectivity and breadth of knowledge; 

· perhaps inspectors might only be required to inspect outside schools if their own inspectorate’s grouping falls below a certain number, or inspectors from smaller inspectorates could be required to demonstrate previous wider experience or to shadow Ofsted inspectors either before being accredited, or as an ongoing training programme;

· if individual inspectors employed by proposed independent inspectorates have the required breadth of experience, as a requirement of recruitment, then it would not be necessary for the employing inspectorate to also be able to show a track record. In practice this is likely to be impossible in its early years and this would be anti-competitive;

· some member schools commented that if responsibility for registration passes from DCSF to Ofsted, then the current arrangements for initial inspections should perhaps be reconsidered to spread responsibility;

· there needs to be more clarity concerning the proportion of statemented pupils which would lead to a school losing the right to opt for an inspection by an independent inspectorate;

· ISI is perfectly capable of inspecting schools which fail to meet 90% of standards but recognises that considerations of public confidence may point towards the continued involvement of Ofsted in this area.
Headmasters’ and Headmistresses’ Conference (HMC)

HMC comments included:
· member schools want a minimum regulatory inspection model with a facility for department or single issue review sitting alongside, with such consultancy determined entirely at the school’s request and not by the inspectorate;  

· totally supports the current reporting structure directly to the Secretary of State and seeks reassurance that there are no planned changes to this reporting structure;
· particularly wishes to see boarding inspection carried out under a single inspectorate which, in the case of schools in membership of associations under the ISC umbrella, should be ISI;

· whilst acknowledging the value of Reporting Inspectors having broad experience HMC would not wish to see any inflexibility in the requirements that might reduce the participation of those with valuable experience. HMC does not wish to see the existing pool of high quality ISI Reporting Inspectors reduced.   

Girls’ Schools Association (GSA)
GSA comments included:

· ISI inspections incorporate peer review by trained Head Teachers and senior staff. As an Association GSA feels strongly that peer review raises the effectiveness of, and confidence in, the inspection process;

· there is a clear advantage to having all the school’s activities set out in one report and GSA strongly supports this principle. GSA strongly supports the transfer of inspection of boarding to ISI, who already have many trained Reporting and Team Inspectors with direct relevant experience of working in boarding schools.
Christian Schools’ Trust (CST)

CST made the following observations:
· called for procedures for reporting on independent inspectorates to be put in place so that good practice could be made public; 
· Ofsted’s costs are statutorily set and apply to the largest inspectorate with all the benefits of economies of scale. Smaller groups are forced to set costs at the same level but without the advantages of size. This adds an additional penalty, especially as independent schools of a religious character are often operating on very low budgets;
· failure on 10% of the standards is an arbitrary cut-off point, and not necessarily a good indicator of the state of any individual school, especially a newer one; 
· existing inspectorates were not required to fulfill the new criteria, eg ‘diverse range of faith/philosophical ethos’. CST raised the questions of whether they would be required to change the basis of their formation and how they might be protected against moving goal posts;

· an independent adjudicator would need a thorough knowledge of any group that they were responsible for in order to be impartial.
Summary
Q1
Do paragraphs 1.9 to 1.13 provide a fair summary of the benefits of both 
Ofsted and alternative inspection arrangements?
There were 27 responses to this question.

10 (37%) agreed

  13 (48%) disagreed

4 (15%) were not sure

Almost half of respondents to this question disagreed that the consultation document provided a fair summary of the benefits of the current inspection arrangements. The main issues raised by respondents were: 
· the consultation document did not fairly reflect the benefits of other inspectorates (37%); 

· concerns about Ofsted’s ability to manage its increased workload since taking on responsibility for welfare inspections of boarding schools (19%).
Q2 
Are technical proficiency, independence and objectivity, and increasing 
public confidence the three areas we should examine in considering 
whether to approve independent school inspectorates?

There were 26 responses to this question.

25 (96%) agreed

 1 (4%) disagreed

0 (0%) were not sure

Almost all respondents agreed with the areas which should be examined in considering whether to approve an independent school inspectorate.  

15% of respondents commented that the peer review system used by ISI increases confidence in the inspection process (15%).
Q3 
Are you satisfied that we have identified appropriate criteria for assessing 
technical proficiency of inspectorate proposals? 

There were 25 responses to this question. 
19 (76%) agreed

 3 (12%) disagreed

3 (12%) were not sure

More than three quarters of respondents agreed that we had identified appropriate criteria for assessing technical proficiency of proposed independent inspectorates. 
Additional criteria suggested were:
· sufficient number of inspectors, including to cover contingency arrangements;
· lead inspectors required to demonstrate wider experience across the education sector;
· sufficient capacity to operate a ‘helpline’ facility for inspectors; 

· robust and independent arrangements for handling complaints. 
20% of respondents sought clarification about whether the criteria would be applied to individual inspectors or to the inspection body as a whole.

Q4 
Are you satisfied that we have identified appropriate criteria for assessing 
independence and objectivity of inspectorate proposals? 
There were 27 responses to this question.

 17 (63%) agreed

8 (30%) disagreed

2 (7%) were not sure

Almost two thirds of the respondents to this question agreed that we had identified appropriate criteria for assessing independence and objectivity of proposed independent inspectorates. 
The main issues raised by respondents related to:

· greater clarity on the ‘wider experience’ criterion (26%) as ISI is a large inspectorate and considers that while it is important that the inspector body as a whole has this perspective, individuals may gain a wide perspective within ISI. Concern that this criterion could prevent the peer review model operating;
· concern that the connectivity criterion could prohibit common membership of an independent school organisation: if this were the case ISI would be unable to operate its current inspection model;
· the criteria for checking the background of inspectors and how it might be policed (22%);
· whether six years was an appropriate period for ensuring that inspectors had no connections with the schools they inspect (19%). Some thought the period too restrictive – for example ISI work on a period of four years - whilst one respondent thought that inspectors should have never had any prior connection with a school they were to inspect. 
Additional criteria suggested were:

· financial independence - to ensure the viability of inspectorates, particularly small ones, which could be at risk there was a drop in pupil numbers;

· criteria for Secretary of State approval of the appointment of the Chief Inspector of an independent inspectorate, and the circumstances in which approval might be revoked;

· arrangements for handling complaints from parents and other interested parties.
Q5 
Are you satisfied that we have identified appropriate criteria for assessing 
how we can increase public confidence in inspectorate proposals? 
There were 25 responses to this question.

16 (64%) agreed

2 (8%) disagreed

7 (28%) were not sure

Almost two thirds of the respondents to this question agreed that we had identified appropriate criteria for assessing how we can increase public confidence in inspectorate proposals. 20% of respondents expressed confidence in the current ISI inspection system and 16% thought that ISI should be able to conduct boarding inspections in their member schools. 
Additional criteria suggested were:

· should make clear that ISI only inspects the lowest risk schools. It is in the public interest to be aware that a number of high-risk schools may seek to opt out of Ofsted inspection;

· should make clear that the size of the sample of reports evaluated by Ofsted would be in proportion to the risk and track record of each inspectorate. It is also important to state that Ofsted monitoring of reports cannot give the same degree of public confidence as an Ofsted inspection;
· appropriate succession planning, refreshment of the pool of inspectors, and financial viability to ensure the longevity of independent inspectorates;

· professional and public confidence that all inspectors have appropriate CRB clearance.
Q6
Do you have any observations on the minimum size proposed for an 
effective inspectorate. If so, please explain your rationale?
There were 5 responses to this question.

Three respondents thought that the minimum size would make it difficult for some inspectorates to gain approval, whilst two thought that a threshold of 100 schools was too low.

Q7
Do you have any views on the composition of the school body covered by 
an inspectorate and do you agree that diversity is an important 
consideration? 

There were 6 responses to this question.

Six respondents indicated that they had concerns about faith school inspectorates, of which four thought that there should be a generic core to all inspections to allow comparability. 
Q8 
Does paragraph 2.15 capture the main aspects of diversity that need to be 
taken into account in approving inspectorates?
There were 23 responses to this question.

19 (83%) agreed

1 (4%) disagreed

3 (13%) were not sure

More than four fifths of respondents to this question agreed with the proposals. 17% of respondents thought that the Independent Schools Inspectorate (ISI) already covered all the aspects of diversity listed. 
Q9 
Should Ofsted continue to conduct all inspections relating to initial 
registrations, and inspections of schools catering wholly or mainly for 
pupils with special educational needs?
There were 25 responses to this question.

18 (72%) agreed

2 (8%) disagreed
 
5 (20%) were not sure

Almost three quarters of respondents to this question agreed that Ofsted should continue to conduct inspections relating to initial registrations, and inspections of schools catering wholly or mainly for pupils with special educational needs. 
24% of respondents thought that an approved inspectorate should be able to carry out the inspection of new provision affiliated to an existing school for which they were responsible. 16% sought clarity on the threshold of SEN pupils in a school required to trigger an Ofsted inspection. 12% of respondents thought that Ofsted should be responsible for inspecting all schools in receipt of significant public funds, ie schools where local authorities funded the placement of SEN pupils.
Q10a
Should Ofsted continue to inspect schools that have failed to pass 90% of 
the statutory standards at the last inspection?
There were 24 responses to this question.

 10 (42%) agreed

8 (33%) disagreed

6 (25 %) were not sure

Less than half of respondents to this question agreed that Ofsted should continue to inspect schools that have failed to pass 90% of the statutory standards at the last inspection. 29% of respondents said they were confident in ISI’s ability to inspect failing schools.
Q10b
Are there any standards – for example, those relating to Criminal Records 
Bureau checks – which should be an absolute requirement?

There were 24 responses to this question.

 21 (88%) agreed

0 (0%) disagreed

3 (13 %) were not sure

The vast majority of respondents to this question agreed that there should be an absolute requirement to meet certain standards. 29% of respondents thought that the health, welfare and safety of pupils was the most important standard.
Q11
We welcome any comments you have on our proposals for transitional 
arrangements for existing inspectorates.
The following comments about transitional arrangements for existing inspectorates were offered:

· five years seems too long a transition period. If the criteria proposed are considered valid and essential then a two-year period might be more acceptable;
· existing inspectorates were not required to fulfil the new criteria, eg ‘diverse range of faith/philosophical ethos’. Will they be required to change the basis of their formation? How will they be protected against ‘goal post moving’?;
· there should be close monitoring by HMI during an initial evaluation period;
· DCSF must also consider a course of action if these inspectorates fail to meet the criteria within 5 years.
Q12
Do you have any observations about our proposals for including within the 
scope of the independent adjudicator for Ofsted, matters relating to 
Ofsted’s role in monitoring other independent school inspectorates? 

The following observations were offered in response to this question:
· it is appropriate to include an independent adjudication facility in the event of a complaint against Ofsted’s evaluation;
· suggest that DCSF develops a detailed protocol which manages the monitoring of other inspectorates by Ofsted;
· an independent adjudicator would need a thorough knowledge of any group that they were responsible for in order to be impartial;
· the independent adjudicator must be seen to be independent and accountable.
Q13
Do you have any other comments about these proposals?

Other comments received included:
· it might be useful for Ofsted to provide a link from the school on Ofsted’s website to the published report on the individual inspectorates’ websites;
· the other inspectorates should be required to publish their inspection fees;
· no information is provided in the consultation as to how these proposals will be developed. For example, will the criteria be published and updated, and what will the outcome be if an inspectorate fails to meet the standards expected? There is no provision for reviewing compliance with these criteria, and no responsibility allocated for this;
· it would be appropriate for DCSF to set out minimum operational standards as well as professional ones;
· we strongly recommended that direct monitoring for established inspectorates is reduced to reflect their low risk. The exception to this should be when new responsibilities are taken on that are significantly different from earlier work;
· the depth of Ofsted inspections has been severely compromised by shortage of inspection time and a resulting over-dependence upon a "non-compulsory" SIEF;
· parents choose schools. It must remain possible to compare schools across inspectorates. There is a fine line between inspections / reports being tailored to suit specific types of school and an overly narrow approach that excludes other areas and is detrimental to children at the school. Certain categories of school must remain under Ofsted. Alternative inspectorates should not be viewed as a ‘soft option’ to escape Ofsted. If this is allowed, it will undermine confidence in the whole system. Overly specialised inspectorates should be discouraged. A broad knowledge / experience base, in terms of type, size and pupil make-up of schools, is important. Monitoring, accountability and quality control are crucial.
DECISIONS IN THE LIGHT OF THE CONSULTATION
1.
The Education and Skills Bill contains provisions allowing the Secretary of State to set in regulations criteria for the approval and withdrawal of approval of independent inspectorates. The Secretary of State will continue to appoint independent school  inspectorates other than Ofsted, as now.

2.
Regulations will be made under these provisions to include criteria relating to: 

· technical proficiency - qualifications and relevant experience required for inspectors, the inspection framework, the management of inspections and the quality assurance of inspections;

· independence and objectivity;

· other matters relating to public confidence.  

3.
The Bill also includes a duty on Ofsted to monitor independent inspectorates and provide an annual report to the Secretary of State. A non-statutory protocol clarifying relationships between independent inspectorates and Ofsted will be prepared and agreed with the Secretary of State, HMCI and the Chief Inspectors of the independent inspectorates. This will set out the arrangements for monitoring independent inspectorates, Ofsted’s annual reports to the Secretary of State and publication of the reports.

4.
Independent inspectorates will be required to use a standard paragraph, prominently displayed in all inspection reports covering statutory matters, referring to the annual Ofsted report on the quality of their work. The text will be:

‘’Ofsted monitors the work of independent inspectorates, including a sample of inspections, and you can find the latest evaluation of the work of (x inspectorate) at (web address)”
5. We will require all independent inspectorates to have independent adjudication arrangements, modelled closely on those for Ofsted where the independent adjudicator is selected by DCSF but funded by Ofsted. We would expect the independent adjudication process to cover the same ground as the Ofsted arrangements. Ofsted’s arrangements will from 2009 enable the independent adjudicator to examine complaints relating to Ofsted’s monitoring of inspectorates.  

6.
There will be a 3 year transition period from the time at which the new regulations take effect (September 2009) for inspectorates to draw up plans and comply with the new criteria. This will give inspectorates 4 years to put plans in place.
7.
We believe that a three yearly review of inspectorates, examining their adherence to the statutory criteria, would be appropriate. As DCSF will continue to appoint inspectorates under proposals set out in the Education and Skills Bill, the review will be carried out by DCSF.

8.
All schools catering mainly for pupils with statements of special educational needs, looked after children, or those with severe emotional and behavioural difficulties will continue to be inspected by Ofsted. Any cases where Ofsted and inspectorates are unable to agree which inspectorate should undertake an inspection are to be referred to DCSF for a decision.

9.
We will require inspectorates to submit information about financial projections, contingency planning and professional indemnity insurance when they are first approved and subsequently reviewed, in order to minimise the risk that an inspectorate becomes unviable at short notice, resulting in additional unplanned work for Ofsted.

10.
Inspectorates must have support arrangements in place such that their inspectors do not feel it is necessary to make frequent enquiries of Ofsted.

11.
Ofsted will continue to conduct all initial registration visits and the initial s162a inspection.
12.
Schools must meet at least 90% of the independent schools standards, with 100% compliance on quality of education (standard 1), the suitability of proprietors and staff (standard 4), as well as meeting standard 3 (2) (b) which relates to safeguarding children, before being included in the inspection schedules of the inspectorate for its association. If standards in a school inspected by another inspectorate slip so that this requirement is not met, there will be a 6 month period during which the school must improve to meet the regulations. If they are unable to comply at the end of this grace period, inspection will revert to Ofsted if they fail to meet 90% of the standards, and in any case where the quality of education or safeguarding practices are inadequate, unless there are – exceptionally - extenuating circumstances which indicate that the school has the capacity and support to improve quickly.

13.
DCSF retains the right to ask Ofsted to inspect any school, but will invoke this power only in exceptional circumstances, for example where we believe that there is a risk of serious harm to children.

14.
We will conduct a further consultation on the criteria that will underpin public confidence in the independent inspectorates, taking account of concerns that Ofsted have expressed about fragmentation of the independent school inspection system.
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