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Introduction

This report has been based on 143 responses to the consultation which ended on 29 November 2002. The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:

Local Education Authority

59

Religious Denomination

18

Community School


12

Not given



9


Trade Union



7



Voluntary Controlled School
4

Voluntary Aided School

3

Foundation School


2

Other Government Department
0

*Others



29


* Those which fall into the ‘other’ category include schools that did not specify which category of school they belong to and responses from governor forums.



The report gives a short overview and a summary of the key issues raised by respondents.
OVERVIEW

Respondents raised very few issues in response to the consultation document. Some concerns were highlighted by a number of respondents, the proposed composition of governing bodies was seen as too rigid and several requested a more flexible framework. 

The issue of attracting sufficient numbers of parent governors was raised by some, several saying that they would struggle to meet the requirement of the increased number of parent governors needed under the new regulations. 

A number of respondents did not support the proposal to vary the term of office for different categories of governor or the 500 hour per year restriction on school staff who, wished to stand for election as a member of the governing body.      

SUMMARY

Summary of key issues raised by respondents.
Composition of Governing Body

29 (20%) respondents raised their concerns on the proposed composition of governing bodies. Of these respondents 22 (15%) were not supportive of the reduction in the number of LEA governors, particularly in voluntary aided schools. It was suggested by several respondents that LEA governors were an important stakeholder and in some cases the most experienced governors, also saying that it did not appear sensible to reduce the LEAs presence on any governing body. Several said that although the removal of the one size fits all from the governing body constitution was welcomed, they believed that the proposals were too rigid and that a degree of flexibility must be allowed to ensure a more effective system.  

Terms of Office

28 (20%) questioned the rationale and practical benefit of the proposal to vary the term of office of a category of governor. They did not support this proposal, saying that governors may resign at any time and that variations in terms of office could lead to confusion, increased bureaucracy and in some cases governors being of unequal status. Several respondents were also concerned that in some situations terms of office could be as short as one year which, they believed would not be a good training investment. 

500 Hour restriction

26 (18%) were not in favour of the proposed regulation to restrict school staff who, work more than 500 hours per year to serve in any other category of governor. Several of these respondents believed that this was not a positive step, saying that it would be difficult to implement and was unnecessary. It was suggested that this proposal would not alleviate the problem of attracting elected parent governors. Several respondents also stressed that a person working 500 hours or less, is no less an employee than a person working more than 500 hours.       
Recruitment of parent governors

11 (8%) commented on the difficulty in attracting sufficient numbers of suitable parent governors. Several highlighted the problems of recruitment, saying that the proposed 500 hours per year regulation would also restrict the numbers of parents eligible to put themselves forward for election. Some LEA respondents commented that they already had high levels of vacancies for parent governors and they would struggle to adhere to the new structure. It was also suggested that the requirement of a minimum of 33% parent governor representation could prove difficult in smaller schools. 

