Review of the Regulations Requiring Local Authorities to Set Targets for the Progress and Attainment of Pupils in Schools
Introduction

This report has been based on 50 responses to the consultation document. 
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:

Local Authority




35
Other






11
Organisations representing the interests 

of ethnic minority groups 



3
Central Government Departments

1


The report starts with a background note and overview, followed by a summary analysis of each question within the consultation. 

Background

The changes
In August 2008 the Department for Children, Schools and Families wrote to Local Authorities (LAs) to inform them that it would be consulting on proposed changes to LA target-setting for underperforming groups.  
The proposed changes meant that LAs would no longer be required to set performance targets for all 17 major census category ethnic groupings, regardless of their national or local level of performance.  Instead, LAs would need to set targets against just six nationally under-performing groups of ethnic minority pupils and (for the first time) for pupils eligible for free school meals.  

The seven categories of pupils for whom it was proposed that targets must be set were: 
· Black Caribbean pupils and White/Black Caribbean pupils 
· Black African and White/Black African pupils
· Black Other pupils
· Pakistani pupils
· White Other pupils
· Gypsy, Roma and Traveller of Irish heritage pupils, and
· Pupils eligible for free school meals 

For pupils who are Black Caribbean, White/Black Caribbean, Black African, White/Black African, Black Other, Pakistani, White Other, or eligible for free school meals, it was proposed that LAs should be required to set targets where there were 30 or more such pupils in the cohort, LA-wide.

For Gypsy, Roma and Traveller pupils of Irish heritage, it was proposed that LAs should be required to set targets where there were three or more such pupils in the cohort, LA-wide.

It was further proposed that LAs should be required to set additional targets for any other major census category black and minority ethnic (BME) groups  which underachieved locally by 10 percentage points relative to the whole of the local cohort in the preceding year.  Under the proposed changes, LAs could also voluntarily set additional performance targets for other groups and against other indicators if they wished (typically it was suggested that they might do this within the Local Area Agreement Framework, using three-year targets). 

In the consultation it was proposed that the performance of the eight identified pupil groups should be measured against four national indicators (down from ten indicators in previous years).  These were:

a) At Key Stage 2: the proportion of pupils achieving Level 4 or higher in both English and mathematics (National Indicator I73) 

b) At Key Stage 4: the proportion of pupils achieving 5 A*-C or equivalent grades, including both English and mathematics (National Indicator I75)
c) Between Key Stages 1 and 2: the proportion of pupils progressing by two National Curriculum levels in English (National Indicator I93)
d) Between Key Stages 1 and 2: the proportion of pupils progressing by two National Curriculum levels in maths (National Indicator 194). 
The reason for introducing these slimmed-down target-setting requirements was to focus energy and resources on the weakest performers who are most in need of support, contributing to the Department’s PSA 11 commitment to narrowing the gap between children from disadvantaged backgrounds and their peers. 
Consultation and Implementation
Proposals to amend the target-setting process were the subject of several phases of consultation between April and October 2008:

At the Department’s External Target Setting Group Meeting in April 2008, a paper was discussed which led to the development of the policy to slim down the number of targets which have to be set.
The draft regulations were then informed via a wider consultation based on specific proposals for the detailed changes to be made.  This consultation enabled us to refine the policy already developed and was conducted via the Department’s website.  It began on 26 August and closed on 6 October 2008.  To ensure that as many who wished to were able to respond in the time, the consultation was preceded by notifications to each local authority and to other interested parties and stakeholders.   
The draft regulations were also informed by a series of visits to local authorities in October 2008 to consider the capacity of LAs to set, monitor and achieve targets for higher performance by pupils eligible for free school meals.  The consultations showed that the LAs consulted expected to be able to do this without significant difficulty.
Formal consultation ended in October 2008 and, as a result of responses received, changes were made to the number of black and ethnic minority groups for whom targets had to be set and incorporated into Regulations.  Specifically, we split the category for Black Caribbean pupils and White/Black Caribbean pupils into two separate groups (Black Caribbean pupils; White/Black Caribbean pupils), resulting in a total of seven BME categories plus one category for children eligible for free school meals.

Following Parliamentary approval, the Regulations came into force on 31 December 2008.  The new targets take effect for the tests and examinations taking place in summer 2010, for which targets were set by 31 January 2009.  
Overview of Consultation Responses
Overall, there was a positive response to this review.  
The majority of respondents agreed that the proposed changes would reduce the administrative burden on local authorities and focus attention where it was most needed.  
Most respondents accepted the rationale for removing the requirement for all LAs to set targets for those groups which are traditionally high achievers.  There was strong support for the introduction of targets for the progress and attainment of pupils who are eligible for free school meals. However, some respondents were concerned about the proposal to amalgamate some BME groups, alongside the groups for free school meals children and children from Gypsy / Roma and Traveller of Irish Heritage backgrounds. 
The majority of respondents agreed with the introduction of a trigger requiring LAs to set targets for groups other than the eight listed above who underachieve locally. There was broad support for the level at which this trigger was to be set.
No opinions were expressed as to the effectiveness of the current target setting arrangements and no suggestions were received for ways of further simplifying the target-setting process, whilst retaining its impact on narrowing the attainment gaps. 

Summary

Q1 
What is your opinion of the current system whereby LAs are required to set targets to improve the school attainment of different ethnic groups, breaking down their overall key stage threshold and performance targets (against 10 National Indicators) by up to 17 BME groups wherever there are 30 or more pupils in that group in the relevant age cohort in the LA? 
There were no responses to this question.

Q2 
Do you regard the proposed new model as less burdensome for Local Authorities? 
There were 44 responses to this question.

30 (68%) agreed

14 (32%) disagreed

There was broad consensus that this model would be less burdensome for 

Local Authorities but some respondents said that the burden would be reduced still further if the categories of pupils monitored under the National indicator definitions were brought into line with these target setting proposals

Q3 
Do you think that the proposed new model would result in the setting of more meaningful targets?

There were 44 responses to this question.

26 (59%) agreed

18 (41%) disagreed

There was overall agreement that the proposed new model would result in the setting of more meaningful targets.  However, some respondents felt that the groups underperforming nationally may not be the same ones that were underperforming locally.  This could potentially divert attention away from local priorities.  
One respondent was concerned about the value judgements implicit in such terms as 'under-performing'/'weakest performers'/'meaningful targets'.

Q4
Do you accept the rationale for removing the requirement for all LAs to set targets for those groups which are traditionally high achievers?

There were 42 responses to this question.

28 (67%) agreed

14 (33%) disagreed

This proposal was broadly accepted but one respondent noted that that underachievement still exists among some BME groups which are high attaining. 
Q5
Do you agree with the amalgamation of some BME groups – but retaining one small group - namely GRT pupils - to create the 6 BME groups set out in the proposals section?

There were 40 responses to this question.

24 (60%) agreed

16 (40%) disagreed

Responses to this question were the most evenly split, with several respondents concerned about the combining of categories such as Black Caribbean and mixed heritage White/Black Caribbean where the groups that make up the category are performing differently.  In response to these concerns we have since split this group into two.
There were also questions about how GRT pupils could be identified – in particular Circus and Fairground Travellers and those who are mobile. It was also pointed out that targets for GRT pupils will need to vary from year to year due to small numbers and a changing population.

Q6
Do you agree with the proposal to introduce a target to measure the attainment of pupils receiving Free School Meals (FSM)?

There were 42 responses to this question.

33 (79%) agreed

9 (21%) disagreed


Although there was a great deal of support for the principle of introducing targets for FSM children, some respondents expressed concern about the use of FSM eligibility as an indicator of low income.  They noted that some families on low income are not entitled to FSM, such as some refugees and asylum seekers and suggested that the perceived stigma attached to claiming needs to be addressed.
One respondent argued that, in addition to a new FSM target, we should introduce a statutory target for pupils who have English as an Additional Language, particularly at the lower Key Stages.

Q7
Do you agree with the proposal to introduce a trigger which will require LAs to set targets for other BME groups who under-achieve?

There were 41 responses to this question.

32 (78%) agreed

9 (22%) disagreed


The proposal was largely welcomed but some respondents asked for clarification about how target-setting would work if the trigger groups shifted each year according to changes in local performance. 
Q8
Do you think it is reasonable for that trigger to be any group whose average attainment is 10 or more percentage points below the whole age cohort in that LA? 

There were 35 responses to this question.

28 (80%) agreed

7 (20%) disagreed

There were no additional comments in relation to this question.
Q9
Do you have any suggestions for further simplification of the process, which would not detract from the overall objective of narrowing the gaps? 

There were no responses to this question.

Q10
Do you have any other comments on the proposals? 
There were no responses to this question.

