
  
  

  



  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



  

  

  

  

 

  

  

  

  

  



  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



  

  

  

  

  

  



  

  

  

  

  

  



  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



  

  

  

  



  

  

  

  

  

  



  

  

  

  

  

  



  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



 

 

 

 

 
  

 

 
  

   
 

  
    

   

 
  

 
 

  
  

  

 

   

  
 

    
    

 
 

       

 
 

  

Judgment Approved by the court for handing down. OFFSTED v Durand Academy 

is fair regardless of the criticisms made of the Step 2 complaint procedure in the most 
serious cases. In particular: 

(1) A number of opportunities are provided at the inspection stage for issues of 
concern to be identified and addressed. These include during the regular 
meetings between the head teacher and the lead inspector; during lesson 
feedback provided to teachers; during joint lesson observations by the head 
teacher and the lead inspector, and during the final feedback meeting. 

(2) Schools are encouraged to raise any concerns they may have at the inspection 
stage under the Step 1 complaint procedure. Such concerns may cover any 
relevant matter, including provisional inspection judgments. These will be 
considered before the inspection is completed. 

(3) Additional protections are provided if the judgment may be that the school is 
inadequate. The matter will be discussed at the end of the first day with a senior 
HMI. If concerns persist, then the school will be specifically informed during 
the final feedback meeting. 

(4) An important opportunity is then provided at the draft report stage for issues of 
concern to be addressed. The school will be able to comment on the draft report 
and there is no limitation on the type of comment or complaint which may be 
made, which may therefore include substantive challenges to the conclusions 
reached. This is illustrated by the “Factual Accuracy Check” document 
produced in this case, which set out detailed complaints, comments and 
challenges. The lead inspector will respond to the comments made, as was done 
in considerable detail in the present case. 

(5) Again, additional protections are provided if the judgment in the draft report is 
that the school is inadequate.  The timescale for publishing the draft report will 
be extended. There will be extended quality assurance and moderation. The 
school will be given at least 5 working days to comment on the draft report. 

(6) Although, for schools judged to have serious weaknesses or to require special 
measures, such judgments will not be reconsidered in determining a Step 2 
complaint, if a challenge to such judgments is in fact made in a complaint 
submitted before finalisation of the report then, in accordance with standard 
procedure, the complaint will be referred to those carrying out the quality 
assurance and moderation and all comments considered as part of that  
moderation process.    This was indeed what occurred in the present case. The 
quality assurance and moderation processes in serious weakness/special 
measures cases are extensive and involve evidence based reviews being carried 
out by independent HMIs. They typically involve two quality assurance reads 
by an HMI, including an evidence based review and a review of the comments 
on the draft report, and a sign-off by a Senior Inspector. 

(7) In addition, where a school is judged to require special measures the judgment 
has to be authorised by the Chief Inspector or a Regional Director on her behalf. 



  

  

  

  

  

  



  

  

  

 

  

  

  

  

  



  

  

  

  

  

  



  

  

  

  

  



  

  


