Inclusion, Equality and Diversity: Data

Summary of the responses to the Consultation document

This Consultation, which ran from May to August 2005 sought opinions on the data that might be collected on pupils’ ethnicity, first language, faith, traveller status and disability, together with guidance and other materials aimed at helping to do this.  
Information on all these areas has the potential for use both nationally and locally to help direct educational planning and policy, with a view to ensuring that every child has the opportunity to maximise his or her potential.
The consultation ran at this time so that its results could inform the commissioning process for items for the School Census 2007, which was in progress simultaneously.

116 responses were received prior to the consultation deadline.  The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:

Local Authority



55
Other Organisation



28

Individual




27 (*)
Other Government Department

3

DfES Partner Organisation


2

School




1
* A number of those classified as individuals came from a Local Authority, but did not indicate that their views were representative of the whole authority.

A further five late responses were received (four from Local Authorities and one from a Trade Union) and, wherever possible, their content has been viewed alongside the analysed responses when the results have been discussed.

As some respondents may have offered a number of options for questions, total percentages listed under any one question may exceed 100%. Throughout the report, percentages are expressed as a measure of those answering each question, not as a measure of all respondents.
The report starts with an overview, followed by a summary of each question within the consultation.
Overview
Overall, there was a positive response to this consultation, with respondents recognising the importance of the different areas.  
However, many respondents said they had to be absolutely clear about the rationale for this collection of data.  They particularly asked for clarification on how the data would lead to changes in service delivery for children and their families, and how useful the data would be if there was a significant level of refusal to divulge the information.    
Most respondents felt the information and issues were clear within the guidance but that the suggested forms for parents and pupils should be made more user-friendly.  Some respondents felt that data protection issues were ambiguous on the draft forms.  They felt the statements on the forms gave a misleading impression that personal data would remain in school and only transferred from ‘time to time’, when in reality, personal and sensitive data could be transferred to both DfES and local authorities.  Some thought there should be greater emphasis on clear and sensitive advice being given to parents.  
Most respondents understood the relevance of collecting first language information and welcomed the new language list, but suggested they would find some of the definitions confusing.  The distinction between first language and home language should be spelt out more clearly if schools were to avoid collecting heritage languages in which the children themselves were not fluent.  Some respondents thought that information on children’s multiple languages should be collected as part of the school census, rather than separately as suggested.  They felt it would be difficult to accurately select a ‘first language’ as many children spoke more than one language.
DfES Action: In looking at whether to add this area on to the Schools Census in 2007, the Department’s Census Board has recommended that the new language list (with some small revisions to take on board some feedback) be available for those schools and authorities who wish to collect this level of data.  The old code-set, that does not specify languages other than English, would be kept at this stage for those not wishing to collect more detailed information.  In due course, the intention would be to seek to introduce the new list nationally.  Workshops will be organised with all interested respondents to finalise specific guidance on language data collection.
Many respondents had concerns about the list of faith categories, and said DfES should seriously consider modifying and revising the form.  They suggested advice should be taken from specialist organisations to ensure the validity of the faith categories, and that the data gathered was as accurate as possible.  Some respondents questioned the need for the collection of faith data, and thought the information gained was not likely to be of value.  Many asked how, and by whom the data would be analysed, and for what purpose. Some said it would be preferable to only have the major faiths listed, with no sub headings, allowing parents and children to identify their own sub heading.  

DfES Action: The response was not sufficiently supportive to put collection of faith items forward confidently for collection in School Census 2007.  Indeed, many of the responses represented diametrically opposed positions.  Further work is needed first to address the issues arising from the consultation.  The Common Basic Data Set already includes a set of categories that can be used locally should parties wish.  Further work on these will be needed as they do not align with information required for schools admissions.
Many respondents said that the guidance was not sufficiently clear for schools on what the Department meant by ‘Traveller Lifestyle’.  They noted that the guidance clearly wished to disassociate lifestyle from mobility and ethnicity, but this distinction was very difficult for schools to understand. It was suggested that some settled travellers still lived a traveller lifestyle in cultural terms, but they were not in fact ‘mobile’.  Some suggested that the focus of the guidance therefore should be on mobility rather than the travelling status.  A few respondents thought that the ‘Traveller Education Services’ (who had been made aware of the consultation, some sending in responses) should be consulted to provide support and trust for traveller families.
DfES Action: ‘Traveller mobility status’ was felt by many to be better terminology than either ‘traveller lifestyle’ or ‘traveller status’, and there would seem to be no reason why the Department cannot adopt this concept.  Further guidance needs to be developed around the linkage between traveller and ethnicity data.  As regards national collection, the Department’s Census Board believe there is merit in collection, but have recommended that this area be held over from Census 2007, with the intention of its inclusion in 2008, thereby enabling the small number of outstanding issues to be resolved, for some trialling to take place first, and for some other consultation on traveller absence, running at present, to conclude.  We will try to make sure that, around the country, there are good links between Local Authority education data contacts and the local Traveller Education Services.
Most respondents felt the guidance was generally clear about the reasons for requesting the disability data and welcomed the principle of collecting it.  They agreed that the information would be an important resource for schools to monitor their effectiveness in removing the barriers to achievement for disabled pupils.  However, it was apparent from responses that many schools remain unclear about their obligations under the Disability Discrimination Act Many respondents said further guidance was needed on the differences between special educational needs (SEN) and disability. Most respondents thought that there should be very clear guidance for parents about the reasons for the information requests about disability, and how this information would be used.  They also felt that the letter to parents was unclear and needed to be simplified.  
DfES Action: These areas require further work before consideration can be given to the inclusion of the disability data items in the School Census.  This will include assurances that data items chosen for collection are the right ones for interested parties, and it may be that a single flag asking whether a pupil is considered disabled may be the most appropriate way forward.  Trialling ought to take place before any national data collection is decided upon.  


Summary of the responses to each question
General Section
Q1
Does the document make clear the links between the planned data collection and issues of inclusion, equality and diversity?
There were 91 responses to this question.

68 (75%) said yes, 13 (14%) said no, and 10 (11%) were not sure. 

The majority of respondents agreed that the document made clear links between the planned data collection and issues of inclusion, equality and diversity.
23 (25%) welcomed the extension of data collection about pupils ethnic background, first language, faith, traveller status and disability.  They said it would be helpful in terms of supporting the guidance on admissions, and would provide a more effective allocation and targeting of resources.  20 (22%) felt it was vital to make a clear distinction between monitoring and the collection of data.  Respondents suggested that data collection in itself contained no inherent value, and only if the data was fully evaluated, and used as a mechanism to tackle inequalities would it be of any fundamental value.  9 (10%) thought that the guidance was mainly about the collection of data and did not explain the rationale or necessity behind the collection of this data.  Some of these respondents felt the quality of data would be so tenuous that there would be little benefit in the collection of the data.  It was also noted that more acknowledgement is needed about the link between the use of data and the delivery of good quality teaching and learning, adapted to individual pupils’ circumstances.
Q2
Data Protection: Is the information on Data Protection issues in the introduction and, where applicable, in the specific sections, sufficiently clear?
There were 81 responses to this question.

61 (75%) said yes, 14 (17%) said no, and 6 (8%) were not sure. 

Most respondents agreed that the information on data protection issues in the introduction and in specific sections of the guidance was clear.
19 (23%) thought that more guidance was needed and suggested further information was required on the following issues:

· Freedom of information – concerns about releasing information to other agencies, i.e. outside of school and LA
· Guidance to parents should be clearer – letters and forms must be made as simple as possible with explanations of why the information was necessary
· Clear guidance to schools, for example on whether the model letter replaces the need for schools to issue Fair Processing Notices to new pupils; and on handling refusals to provide data  

· Guidance on the rights to consent for pupils aged 11 years and over when the interests of parents and their children differed

· Clarification of how the collected data would support teaching and learning strategies.        

11 (14%) felt that schools should take care in the handling and disclosing of personal sensitive information.  They would need to maintain confidentiality especially when giving data sheets to pupils to complete or check themselves, or to pass to their parents.
Q3
Are there any aspects of the abbreviated guidance here that ought to be given greater or lesser emphasis?
There were 66 responses to this question.

30 (45%) said yes, 29 (44%) said no, and 7 (11%) were not sure. 

Respondents had mixed views on whether any aspects of the guidance should be given a greater or lesser emphasis.  

14 (21%) thought there should be greater emphasis on the advice being given to parents particularly on how the form should be completed, what data would be collected, why it was being collected, and who the information would be passed to.  14 (21%) said that in the past schools had been extremely concerned with ascription issues, and this should be given greater emphasis within the guidance.  They felt ascription should be properly referenced in all the documents.  Respondents raised the following issues:

· It was unclear whether ascription would be allowed for the recording of faith, traveller status and disability, or just for the ethnicity field
· Would ascription still be used in light of the new guidance?
· Dual ascription i.e. what happened at primary phase when one parent wished to ascribe one religion and the other parent another religion?
· Greater clarity was needed around ascription for ethnic origin because currently there were many pupils with no ethnic code
· Further guidance on when individual ethnic codes could be ascribed by schools when parents did not complete the data.

6 (9%) respondents were of the opinion that the whole guidance should be simplified and written in plain English.  4 (6%) were apprehensive about over 11 year old pupils identifying their own status.  It was felt that guidance on decisions about determining ethnicity by these pupils was very vague.  It was also suggested that decisions regarding a pupil’s own identity should be made with the support of the local authority.   
Further work is clearly needed to advise on the ascription issue, in simplifying information for parents, and on other related issues.
Q4
Local Authorities only - Nominating additional “extended” ethnic background categories.
There were 27 responses to this question.

13 (48%) said they intended to use additional categories.  Many of these authorities implied they had already submitted their extended codes.  12 (44%) local authorities stated that they did not wish to nominate any additional categories at this time.  4 (15%) respondents challenged the advice about not collecting detailed information on categories with less than 100 pupils within their authority.  Some suggested that applying this threshold would limit the ability to make important distinctions between their pupils.  It was also felt this would send out a negative message.   
First Language Section

Q5
Is the new language list sufficiently comprehensive for the purpose of meeting your local language data collection requirements?
There were 73 responses to this question.

57 (78%) said yes, 8 (11%) said no, and 8 (11%) were not sure. 
Most said the list was very comprehensive and would meet their data collection requirements.  A few respondents thought returns would not be accurate because of the length of the list. 
24 (33%) welcomed the list.   They observed that at present there was no reliable data on languages spoken in the United Kingdom and fully supported the inclusion of language in the School Census.  4 (5%) believed that it would be helpful if all agencies who collected data adopted the same practices for ease in passing on accurate information.

Q6
What further advice or information do you believe would assist local authorities and schools in preparing for and implementing the collection of language data?
There were 28 responses to this question.
17 (61%) said that the guidance on languages was too complex, and the level of detail could discourage some schools.  They felt there was currently some confusion over terminology, for example home language, first language, and mother tongue, and these terms should be clearly defined to ensure schools were collecting and recording the correct information.  16 (57%) felt the concept of a single first language was questionable, because in many families, children did not have a single first language.  It was suggested that the focus on a ‘first language’ underestimated the occurrence of children’s bilingualism.  They were concerned that only allowing for the recording of a single first language could distort the statistics.  4 (14%) said it would be extremely helpful to have information linking languages to the countries in which they were mostly spoken.  The guidance needs to be amended to take these points on board.
Faith Section
Q7
Is the list of faith categories comprehensive for the purpose of meeting your local faith data collection requirements? 
There were 80 responses to this question.

31 (39%) said yes, 42 (52%) said no and 7 (9%) were not sure.

The majority of respondents were unconvinced that the faith category list was comprehensive or accurate enough to meet their requirements, and questions were raised about why schools needed to know a child’s faith in order to ensure equal treatment.  Some felt that, more than the other areas in this consultation, collecting faith data would be intrusive.
30 (38%) were concerned that Christianity was the only category divided into several further denominations, and felt that other religions should have a break down of religious affiliations as well.  They suggested the following:

· Muslim should have subcategories of Sunni, Shia and Ahmadiyya
· Jewish should have subcategories of Orthodox, Reform, Liberal, Masorti and Progressive
· Hinduism should have subcategories of Shaivism and Vaishnavism

· Buddist should have subcategories of Theravada, Mahayana, and Vajiryana.
27 (34%) respondents said the list did not include many other religions, and had placed some religions in the wrong categories.  The responses included the following comments for consideration:
· Inclusion of Jain 
· Inclusion of Free Churches, Baptist, Presbyterians, and United Reformed Church from the Christian category
· Inclusion of Paganism, Wicca being a subset of this 

· Inclusion of Atheism and Agnostic

· The Christian category included denominations not recognised as  Christian religions e.g. Jehovah’s Witnesses, Mormons, Unitarians Church of Jesus Christ of the Latter Day Saints and would be better listed in the ‘Other Religion’ category
· There was an Greek Orthodox category but other Orthodox churches were grouped together
· ‘Other Religion’ category was unhelpful and potentially offensive.  

13 (16%) said that ‘Humanist’ was not religion, and should not appear under ‘Other Religion’.  10 (13%) respondents suggested to ensure that no hierarchy was implied, the categories should be in alphabetical order rather than in order of numerical strength (NB. The order in the consultation document was based on Office for National Statistics good practice advice).  6 (8%) said there should be a box for ‘no religion’ which was different than saying that you did not want to complete the faith box.  4 (5%) suggested the designation ‘faith’ was not appropriate in relation to some of the data being sought, and thought ‘religions and beliefs’ was a better description.

Q8
What further advice or information do you believe would assist local authorities and schools in preparing for and implementing the collection of faith data?
There were 36 responses to this question.

30 (83%) said it was extremely important that the purpose of gathering this information and the benefits to be gained was made clear, so that people would be confident about providing private and confidential information.  17 (47%) thought it would be difficult to collect faith data for every pupil because it was such a sensitive issue.  Respondents asked for examples of ways in which this could be introduced to make the request for potentially sensitive information link clearly with schools making appropriate provision for its pupils.  Guidance was also requested on how to ascribe on behalf of children.  15 (42%) questioned the educational justification for cross-referencing faith and achievement, and asked for evidence to suggest there was validity in such data collection and analysis.  Some felt examining the relationship between faith background and achievement could possibly lead to stereotyping.
Traveller Section
Q9
What further advice or information do you believe would assist local authorities and schools in preparing for and implementing the collection of Traveller status data?
There were 36 responses to this question.

30 (83%) said that the term ‘traveller lifestyle’ was not sufficiently clear for schools and school staff.  Lifestyle was not dependent on mobility.  Respondents requested clarity on the distinction between cultural heritage and mobile lifestyle.  They noted that the guidance sought to disassociate ‘lifestyle’ from both mobility and ethnicity, and placed an emphasis on cultural practices regardless of accommodation and mobility, but it was the complex relationship between these that caused confusion.  15 (42%) said it was important that schools understood the different traveller groups and staff received guidance and training on what data to collect.
12 (33%) said that additional categories covering fairground, circus and new traveller families were needed.  Circus families particularly believed that they should be included in the DfES data collection as a separate category.  They expressed a preference to be called ‘occupational travellers’ because this was how they were categorised in Europe.  5 (14%) thought that significant resources would need to be invested to ensure schools could support these processes, and local authorities had enough staff to manage. 
Q10
Does the Traveller section make clear the distinction between Traveller status is the model Traveller status response form clear to parents or pupils?
There were 68 responses to this question. 
49 (72%) said yes, 12 (18%) said no, and 7 (10%) were not sure.

The majority of respondents agreed that the traveller section made a clear distinction between traveller status data and ethnic background data.
17 (25%) thought the traveller section was confusing because it did not make clear if travellers should complete the ethnic minority section or the traveller status form, or both.  Respondents suggested the distinction should be made explicit to avoid this confusion.  9 (13%) said it was not clear why the traveller categories should continue to appear within ethnicity data collection categories if there were to be a separate data collection.

Q11
Is the model Traveller status response form clear to parents or pupils?
There were 63 responses to this question.
28 (44%) said yes, 26 (42%) said no, and 9 (14%) were not sure.

There were mixed views on the issue of the traveller response form being clear to parents and pupils.  Those who disagreed said the form was confusing because it implied that travellers were only classed as such if they led a nomadic lifestyle.
24 (38%) said the form was too complex and wordy and the layout should be simplified by the use of bullet points.  21 (33%) thought there was no provision for parents with poor literacy skills, and if the form were to be sent out to such parents they would need someone to explain it to them.   
Disability Section
Q12
Does the guidance make clear what information parents are being asked to return and why?
There were 70 responses to this question.

39 (56%) said yes, 18 (26%) said no, and 13 (18%) were not sure.

Although the majority of respondents agreed that the guidance was clear for parents, many were unconvinced.  These respondents said if parents and pupils were being asked to self-evaluate disability, the questions being asked were very general and there was potential for a wide interpretation of disability without the specific nature of the disability. 

17 (24%) said the model letter for parents was complex and not user friendly. They felt the language used was too dense, and would be particularly daunting for 11-15 year olds to complete by themselves.  Some respondents suggested the layout should be simplified.  It was suggested this could be done by removing the brackets from the start of each question, and not using italics.  16 (23%) thought it was vital that the reasons for collecting this data were made clear to parents and why questions of a personal nature were being asked.  Respondents suggested it would be helpful if they were provided with examples of how the data would benefit their children. 
Q13
Does the Disability Data collection form make clear what information parents are being asked to return?
There were 65 responses to this question.

34 (52%) said yes, 24 (37%) said no, and 7 (11%) were not sure.

Respondents had mixed views on the issue of the clarity of the form for parents.  
25 (38%) thought the wording of the form was too complex and should be simplified to take account of parents with reading difficulties, or those for whom English was not their main language.  They felt the wording, ‘Do you [Does your child]’ was cumbersome and confusing, and could lead to some parent’s indicating their own disability on the form.  10 (15%) said it would be easier if there were two versions of the form, one addressed to parents for pupils under 11, and the other addressed to pupils 11 and over to complete with parental help if necessary.  They felt this would simplify the questions.  4 (6%) said some children with autistic spectrum disorders had a social disability that was not listed and these children should be considered.

Q14
Does the form include sufficient information to encompass all the disabled pupils a school might have?

There were 55 responses to this question.

19 (35%) said yes, 17 (30%) said no, and 19 (35%) were not sure.

Again respondents had mixed views on the issue of information encompassing all the disabled pupils a school might have.  Although 35% agreed, 65% were either unsure or disagreed.  The main concerns were:
· The model form for recording disability data was constructed around the medical model of disability and was unlikely to provide the information required

· Disability should be separated from ill health

· The information collected should be structured to reflect The Prime Minister’s Strategy report ‘Improving the Life Chances of Disabled People’.
10 (18%) said the form did not adequately capture autistic spectrum disorders (ASDs) or behavioural difficulties such as attention deficit hyperactivity disorders (ADHDs). 
Q15
Is the data proposed for collection sufficient to help schools and LAs to meet both their new and existing duties under the Disability Discrimination Act 1995? 
There were 61 responses to this question.

24 (39%) said yes, 17 (28%) said no and 20 (33%) were not sure.

14 (23%) believed it was vital that disability was subdivided in a similar way to the current categories for special educational needs (SEN) as outlined in pupil level annual school census (PLASC).  Some respondents said there was no obvious way of cross checking between the special needs category and the disability category.  12 (20%) said clarity was needed if parental assessment differed from that of their child or of specialist assessments.  
10 (16%) thought it was difficult to see how the proposed information would be sufficiently detailed to make any difference.  Respondents thought there would be no way of knowing the exact nature, or severity of the disabilities of children in any particular school, or what would be needed to support them. 
Q16
What further advice or information do you believe would assist local authorities and schools in preparing for and implementing the collection of disability data?
There were 29 responses to this question.

25 (86%) said it was not clear how the data would be recorded in school systems and how it would be used to inform schools.  Respondents also asked:

· How the data would be used to ensure schools were complying with the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA)
· How often the information would be reviewed and updated.

6 (21%) thought that autism should have a separate category to evaluate the numbers and progress of pupils with ASDs.  3 (10%) suggested that learning disorders such as dyspraxia and dyslexia were extremely common and needed there own categories.  2 (7%) said it was advisable to talk to paediatricians/child health teams who could possibly shed light on the numbers and disabilities of children.
Electronic Access Section
Q17
What elements of the guidance, if any, would be better as accessed solely as an internet/web site based resource? 
There were 34 responses to this question.

28 (82%) said the guidance should be available both electronically and on paper.  They felt it was wrong to assume that everyone had access to a computer or the internet.  4 (12%) said all the guidance should be provided in paper format and mailed or distributed directly to parents.  3 (9%) said the model forms should be available solely as an internet/web site based resource. 
Q18
Do you have any other comments or suggestions you would like to make about the clarity, content or purposes of this document?
There were 55 responses to this question.
21 (38%) said all the information collected must be accurate and were concerned that schools would need training and additional resources to enable them to assist with the data collection.  Respondents felt that school administrators would need training to ensure they knew how to ask for this information, and also how to input it.  15 (27%) were unconvinced with a pupil’s ability to complete these forms by themselves and whether information provided by pupils would be accurate.  15 (27%) believed there was a low level of literacy amongst the population and therefore the language in the forms should be more simple than was the case in the examples in the  consultation document, with short simple words and sentences used throughout, and simple grammar. 

13 (24%) thought this was an excellent collection of documents and provided a succinct summary about the specific data on commissioning for the schools census.  12 (22%) expressed concern that parents would be reluctant to divulge information, particularly around faith.  Respondents asked what the repercussions (if any) would be for LEAs and schools, if parents refused to disclose information.  7 (13%) were apprehensive about the practicalities of collecting the data within a very short timescale especially with the late release of software.  A few felt DfES must remember that these changes come at a time of huge changes around the School Census, and more consideration should be given to the timing of the project.  4 (7%) said they would like to see a home language question on the 2011 population census.
