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Background

A review of the Autumn Package in 2002 concluded that while there is much good practice, all LEAs would benefit from a set of standards against which to judge their data provision to schools. A framework setting out the principles and good practice which LEAs could follow was issued for consultation in June 2003. 

This report is based on 77 responses to the consultation document. As some respondents may have offered a number of options for questions, total percentages listed under any one question may exceed 100%. Similarly, some respondents may not have indicated a framework preference instead offering 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:

LEA




66

Teacher Association

3

National LEA Organisation

1

Other




7

Overview

Overall, the majority of respondents agreed with the proposals contained within the consultation paper.

The majority of respondents agreed that LEAs should provide each school with an interpretation of their data compared against other local schools on the same basis as in the Autumn Package.  However, several respondents were of the opinion that more detail needed to be contained than what is available in the Autumn Package and several suggested that the analyses in the Fischer Family Trust Package would be more suitable.
Most respondents agreed that a timetable would be sufficient to ensure co-ordination between the Department and LEAs.  Respondents did express that for any form of timetable to be successful all parties would need to adhere to it.  It was stated that in previous years data has been provided late from the DfES and QCA and has thus resulted in the LEAs being unable to provide the information that was required in order for the agreed deadline to be met.

Many respondents offered suggestions for additional national data to enable them to provide interpretations and analysis to schools.  These included data regarding ethnicity, special educational needs (SEN) and gender.

The majority of respondents agreed with the proposed audiences for performance data.  They also suggested a number of others which included education staff, this included teachers, governors and classroom assistants, and parents.  A number of respondents were concerned about timetabling issues that may occur.  It was also stated that data should be made available electronically.

Summary of responses to questions

Q1: Do you agree LEAs should provide each school with an interpretation of their data compared against other local schools on the same basis as in the Autumn Package?

There were 71 responses to this question.

53 (75%) agreed that LEAs should provide each school with an interpretation of their data compared against other local schools on the same basis as in the Autumn package, although several respondents did state that some schools could be unwilling to share that kind of information.  7 (10%) disagreed and 11 (15%) were not sure.

14 (20%) said that the use of the Autumn Package was adequate in as far as it goes. However, some considered it to be rather restrictive and would appreciate having a degree of flexibility in order to produce additional data such as Teachers’ Assessments in the calculation of forecast data and other indices of deprivation.  In conjunction with this 7 (10%) specified that they would prefer to use the Fischer Family Trust method.
9 (11%) respondents stated that they could foresee smaller LEAs having problems producing such data as the performance of individual pupils could have a disproportionate effect on the results and could make school comparisons ineffective.

7 (10%) stressed the need to avoid the duplication of data.  One respondent remarked that PANDA already compared schools in some of these ways and everything should be done to make sure that bureaucracy was not unnecessarily increased.

4 (6%) stated that they were unsure of what was exactly meant by the word ‘interpretation’ and suggested that this needed clarifying.
Q2: Do you agree that a timetable is sufficient to ensure co-ordination between the Department and LEAs?

There were 71 responses to this question.

41 (58%) respondents agreed that a timetable was sufficient to ensure co-ordination between the Department and LEAs, 16 (22%) disagreed and 14 (20%) were not sure.

29 (41%) stressed that in order for any timetable to be successful it was essential that it was adhered to by all parties concerned.  28 (39%) specified that for a timetable to work it was dependent on national data feeds.  Respondents gave examples from the past few years where data had been late in coming, for example certain exam results, which have had a serious impact for LEAs being able to produce the data to the agreed timetable.

22 (31%) considered that a timetable would be useful.  15 (21%) were of the opinion that a timetable on its own was insufficient.  It was stated that ‘as well as having a timetable, a communication mechanism by which LEAs are informed about whether or not the timetable is on track is essential’.

Q3: Do you agree that these three principles sufficiently inform the types of data that should be provided to schools?

There were 71 responses to this question.

61 (86%) agreed that these principles sufficiently informed the types of data that should be provided to schools.  10 (14%) disagreed.

5 (7%) emphasised that the three principles covered everything.  4 (6%) suggested that some form of guidelines would be needed to ensure understanding.

Q4: Do you agree that all the types of data can be provided by LEAs to schools?

There were 71 responses to this question.

63 (88%) respondents agreed that all types of data could be provided by LEAs to schools.  4 (6%) disagreed and 4 (6%) were not sure.

9 (13%) said that this data was already produced and so could not envisage any problems in producing it.  6 (8%) suggested that extra resources would need to be made available in order for this data to be produced, and funding for staff training for those who were not familiar with the data.

Q5: Do LEAs require any additional national data to enable them to provide interpretations and analysis to schools?

There were 68 responses to this question.

50 (74%) said yes, LEAs did require additional data to enable them to provide interpretations and analysis to schools.  15 (22%) disagreed and 3 (4%) were not sure.

Q6: Do you agree that these principles cover the full range of supplementary information required by schools?

There were 67 responses to this question.

57 (86%) agreed that the principles covered the full range of supplementary information required by schools.  5 (7%) disagreed and 5 (7%) were unsure.

10 (15%) were of the opinion that presentation and layout could always give rise to problems.  One respondent stated that ‘presentation is always a challenge as people differ in how they best take in information.  A balance is required between tabular and graphical representation, with options wherever practicable’.  Linked to this, 10 (15%) respondents were concerned with the amount of detail that was going to be presented.  They considered that having so much information could become complicated to look at and could be in danger of losing its value.

6 (9%) stressed that the issue of lucidity was important.  Respondents said that there should be scope for local differences as schools would be familiar with the way the data is currently presented.  This would therefore make it easier for schools to understand and interpret the data.

4 (6%) suggested that all data should be made available electronically to ensure ease of access and aid presentation.

Q7: Do you agree with the audiences for performance data and the need for LEAs to communicate how and when they will provide data to schools?

There were 67 responses to this question.

56 (84%) respondents agreed with the suggested audiences for performance data and the need for LEAs to communicate how and when they will provide data to schools, 1 (1%) disagreed, 10 (15%) were unsure.

21 (31%) suggested that issues could occur due to problems with timetabling as it was said that a timetable imposed a deadline which may not be able to be met due to unforeseen circumstances.  It was stated that in the past this has been responsible for delaying the publication of information.  Respondents also stressed the need for national bodies such as the DfES, QCA and the University of Bath to adhere to the timetable as in the past delays from these bodies have resulted in the delay in the LEA collating data.

9 (13%) suggested that the data should be made available electronically, as after the initial set up it would save money and reduce bureaucracy.
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