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Coverage of the Draft Quality Standards

Flash Results

46% of the responses agree or strongly agree that the coverage of the QS is right in the context of the delivery of integrated youth support, as set out in the Green Paper Youth Matters and subsequent Next Steps document. 43% of the responses disagree or strongly disagree that the coverage is in the right context. 11% of the responses neither agreed nor disagreed.

Key Issues

There were two overwhelming issues that were mentioned in almost half of the responses. Firstly, it is suggested that the QS needs to be focussed on and written as (SMART) outcomes or they must have some other means of measurement. The responses highlight the need for IAG commissioners and practitioners to have clarity of what is expected from them and also something to assess themselves against. One response suggested that space is left on the form for evidencing.

Secondly, many responses said that the organisation of the QS needs to be reconsidered.

Several responses suggested that the QS should begin with commissioning and not practitioners, [early drafts of the QS proposed just this]. There were 9 responses pointing to overlaps and repetition in the QS. A handful of responses suggested grouping the standards by themes such as organisation, delivery, young people’s voice and evaluation.

A high number of the responses felt that the QS need to reference other documentation and policies.

· 8 responses felt that the QS need to complement existing inspection frameworks such as Ofsted and JAR.

· 10 responses said that the link to the Every Child Matters (ECM) Outcomes needs to be strengthened and more explicit. Not all of the ECM outcomes are mentioned in the QS

· 12 responses said that the QS was “weak on provision relating to statutory duties”. The 1973 Employment and Training Act was repeatedly mentioned in this regard.

There were 11 responses suggesting an introduction to the QS which would explain the meaning and purpose of IAG.
Only 8 responses noted that the QS was too long and should be shortened and be more concise.

It should be noted that, of those responses that mentioned it, opinion was divided on whether the QS should separate out education and careers guidance or if it should have a holistic approach to IAG.
Young People

The focus groups were asked what they thought they needed to “know about” and what they felt should constitute IAG. There was a very clear message that although education and careers focussed heavily in their responses there was a very wide range of issues that they felt they needed help on. In particular, these other issues focussed on money, sexual and relationship help but they were as wide ranging as library services, local activities, drug use, travel, religion, interpersonal skills and personal safety. This suggests that young people agree that the IAG QS should be all encompassing.

The survey carried out by Connexions L&R suggested that links to businesses, such as work experience is very important, possibly suggesting that it needs a more prominent position in the QS. 95% of the respondents did work experience while at school and 58% said that it helped them make a decision about their future.

The focus groups also expressed a concern about their privacy and the confidentiality of any IAG that they experience. There was a clear message that this should be encompassed into the QS. They felt that they would be more likely to accept IAG if privacy could be ensured. They had concerns in particular about leaving evidence on phone records and computers and if this was the only method of delivery for certain services they may be likely to shy away from them.
Parents

In general, the parents in the focus groups felt that the aim of the QS, and the standards themselves, were good and they encompassed everything that they thought was necessary. Parents in the focus groups also felt that the principles of the QS were good and “very sound”.

In particular, a number of parents in the focus groups and virtually all the questionnaire respondents expressed that they thought parents and carers should be included in the QS. They felt that they also need support and they thought they could be better informed than they currently are. However, a number of parents did suggest that their may be overlap in P2, P3 and P14.

Relevance to Young People’s Needs

Flash Results

27% of the responses agree or strongly agree that the QS is relevant to all young peoples needs and will support the provision of independent advice to young people. 54% of the responses disagree or strongly disagree that the QS is relevant to all young peoples needs. 19% of the responses neither agreed nor disagreed.

It is important to point out that in general the responses believed that the QS is relevant but that steps can be taken to make them more relevant and apply to the needs of more young people e.g. those outside formal education, training or employment.

Key Issues

15 responses noted that much of the language is imprecise and that the vague nature of some terms, such as “professional”, “appropriately trained” and “vulnerable” makes it difficult to see how they relate to certain groups. Responses also suggested that it is difficult for providers to know what is expected of them if there is “insufficient clarity with the wording”. 

The relevance of the QS to all young people is also hindered by certain omissions. 8 responses said that the QS do not specifically talk about planning and progression routes for young people. Other omissions include counselling opportunities, education in different settings and the financial needs of young people.

15 responses specifically expressed that the relevance of the QS to young people is greatly hindered by its emphasis on education and careers. Many young people are not in education, training or employment such as some teenage mothers. Many responses also refer to this issue in answers to other questions. For example, “IAG” and “CEG” (Careers Education Guidance) are both used in P17 and P23 and the term “students” is used in P2. 2 responses expressed that life issues are too heavily focused on in the QS.

Over a quarter of the responses talked about the way in which impartiality and independence are dealt with in the QS. Many said that both are a crucial part of IAG but that independent IAG is not referred to in the document and impartiality is only mentioned once in the Commissioning section. This was noted as being of great importance for IAG in educational settings, for example, to prevent existing pupils being encouraged to remain in education if it is not appropriate for them to do so or to make sure they are presented with all of the educational options open to them and not just the schools’ own 6th form.
The general feeling was that the reference to impartiality and independence should be amplified, more explicit and that impartiality and independence should both be defined. 
Young People

In general, groups thought that the QS are relevant to their needs. They seem to value the fact that it encompasses more than just careers advice and agree that it needs to be independent. They also agree that information should be available from a variety of sources and in a variety of media.
Many of the young people in the focus groups said that one-to-one support would be better because “you can be surer about how the person is reacting to you” and build up trust. It was also thought that it is easier to focus on concerns and issues in a face-to-face session because attention is less likely to wander, like it might over the phone or on the Internet. This suggests that this should become a minimum expectation of the QS.

In the survey carried out by Connexions L&R it also suggested that young people need the delivery of IAG to be personalised. 78% of respondents said that the best way to receive help is via meetings. 

All of the focus groups thought that it is important what qualities an advisor possesses. One group commented that this is not explicitly referred to in the QS. Some qualities that were thought to be important included reliable, friendly, honest, respectful and non-judgemental.
Parents

There were a number of parents in the focus groups that commented that the QS is more about giving than it is about listening. They said that young people “want to be listened to”.

Most parents in the focus groups and on the questionnaires recognised that young people had different needs at different times and would need IAG to be available on an ongoing basis. This needs to be catered for in the QS. 

The majority of parents felt that it is important to specify that young people should be entitled to one-to-one support from providers. They felt that teenagers want to be listened to and it is an extremely important part of getting them to engage with the IAG. Group environments make it difficult for individuals to ask questions.
Addressing Equality Issues

Flash Results

43% of the responses agree or strongly agree that equality issues are sufficiently addressed in the QS. 32% of the responses either disagree or strongly disagree that they are sufficiently addressed. 25% of the responses neither agreed nor disagreed.

A quarter of the responses neither agreed nor disagreed that equality is sufficiently addressed.

Key Issues

Many equality issues were raised in the responses but there were a number of issues and suggestions that were repeated.

9 responses said that equality issues were not sufficiently emphasised. It was “implied not specific”. By not mentioning them explicitly it lacked definition.

There were 8 responses that thought there should be a specific standard that addressed equal rights and equal access to IAG for all young people and 10 responses said that there should be specific targets and indicators to monitor that IAG provision was equal. A handful of responses suggested that there should be specific reference to targeting those most at risk and those who are ‘hard to reach’ to make sure that there is a certain level of service offered to everybody. 

There were a further 12 responses that suggested that the QS addresses equality issues but specific mention of particular equality issues and hard to reach groups is left out. These included age discrimination, sexual orientation, disability, disengaged groups, young people with SEN and child poverty. 

8 responses commented on what they perceived as “age bias” and discrimination. The QS do not address support for the transition beyond 19 years and people younger than 11 years may require information about progression routes, particularly Gifted and Talented children. 

The encouragement in the use ICT as a method of information distribution could also be seen as an inherent discrimination against those people who are unable to use ICT or do not have ICT readily available to them. For example, those people with a visual impairment and those living in poverty. This was highlighted in 3 responses.

Many of the responses who neither agreed nor disagreed that equality is sufficiently addressed went on to express concern that whilst equality is not ignored in the QS it is a very important issue and needs to be considered at every step.
Young People

There were no specific comments about equality issues in the QS. However, there is a significant amount of evidence that young people’s views correspond with those of some professionals that QS needs to apply to IAG before the age of 14 years (mentioned in P8), thus suggesting an age bias to it.

All of the focus groups questioned said that IAG was required outside the 14-19 years age range that is mentioned on numerous occasions. The key transition points were indicated as being at 11 years, when young people join a new school; at 13-14 years, when GCSE specialisms are selected; at 16 years, when young people leave compulsory education; at 18-19 years, when many people are considering their careers after leaving 6th form and also when people leave any higher education that they may be undertaking.

The groups also highlighted that there are many of issues that are ongoing and not triggered by educational transition points that can begin at a young age and go on after 19 years of age. These include sexual and relationship issues, drugs and alcohol issues, bullying, domestic unrest and money issues.

In the survey carried out by Connexions L&R 60% of students said that they have been considering their future career before Year 11 and that 33% of students had already made their career decisions before entering this academic year. The survey suggests that “In order to better prepare for their future, young people need more Information, Advice and Guidance and they need it earlier”.

One of the focus groups had a high proportion of young people who are not engaged in education. This group were “puzzled” and “offended” that the QS seemed to exclude them.

Parents

Some parents in the focus groups felt that the QS assumed that young people take an educational path in life. They felt that the QS excluded the young people that do not study or that some young people might be pushed towards studying when it is not right for them. 

Again, many parents in both the focus groups and in the questionnaires commented that for careers advice children needed to be helped with IAG as early as possible, preferably before GCSE choices have to be made. They felt the QS covered careers advice well but the age range could be lowered.
Levels of Progression

Flash Results

24% of the responses agree or strongly agree that the two levels in the QS are sufficiently challenging to provide the expected baseline for performance and also drive up standards. 69% of the responses either disagree or strongly disagree that they are sufficiently challenging. 7% of the responses neither agreed nor disagreed.

Key Issues

Within the 69% mentioned above, 30 responses commented that there should only be one level of the QS. The majority of these responses also said that the single standard should be set high. However, 19 responses commented that the two levels or a tiered approach is appropriate.

44 responses said that the minimum level was at times too low and that a number of higher level practice statements should be moved, for example, P4 and P6. This compares to only 2 responses that thought level 1 was set too high.

11 responses commented that the differentiation between the two levels is poor and that they do not always follow on from each other, for example, P16.

As highlighted in section 2, 12 responses said that the QS should be based on outcomes and be measurable.

Quality Awards

Flash Results

76% of responses agree or strongly agree that there should be a quality award system of accreditation linked to the Quality Standards. 8% of responses disagree or strongly disagree that there should be a quality award system. 16% of the responses neither agreed nor disagreed.

57% of responses think that awards should be based on higher level practice and 8% of responses think that awards should be based on minimum expectations. 35% of responses think that awards should be based on another system.

Key Issues

In general, the responses were very positive about a Quality Award system and only 15 people disagreed that it should exist. 

Many people felt that awards have positive aspects. For example, awards can be motivational and drive up standards. They can create consistency across different areas and demonstrate to young people that there will be a certain standard of IAG provided for them. Awards can also give recognition to the good work that commissioners and practitioners do and give them credibility.

However, even where respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with an award there were some reservations about how it would work in practice. 8 responses referred to the resources that would be needed. This includes the money that it would cost to become accredited but also the time and person-power that it would take to comply with all of the requirements. A handful of responses talked about the danger of Quality Awards becoming a bureaucratic “tick box” exercise.

Regardless of whether they agreed or disagreed with a Quality Award system, at least 10 responses were concerned that the QS as it stands now is not rigorous enough to have a quality award based on it.

At least 5 responses felt that Quality Awards need to be based upon outcomes and there needs to be specific target to measure organisations against. 

10 responses questioned whether there would be separate awards for the commissioners and practitioners of IAG. These responses highlighted that it would be very difficult for one organisation to achieve a Quality Award if they had to cover the full range of the QS.

16 responses questioned who would be assessing the providers and commissioners for an award. They were concerned that the assessment would be made by an independent party and that there would be rigorous quality assurance of any quality award, with organisations being reassessed on a regular basis.

17 of the responses thought that a Quality Award system should be linked to existing awards or it should have the ability to be adapted to the local needs of an area. 

Those respondents that disagreed with a Quality Award system largely did so on the basis of workload and because they felt that adequate systems were already in place or not required.

A high number of responses, 28, said that there should only be one level of the QS and that a Quality Award system should be based on these. The majority of these responses had indicated that the Quality Award should be based on ‘Higher Level Practice’ because the award standards should be set high.

In contrast, 10 responses said that there should be a tiered system so that the award system was sustainable and that organisations could see an improvement in their standards.

A small number of responses, 5, said that any Quality Award system should be based upon SMART standards, against which evidence can be judged.

User Guide

There were a number of reoccurring suggestions for the user guide. The user guide should include,

· An introduction section that explained the background to the QS, the purpose of the standards and the principles behind them.

· Explicit links and cross referencing to other statutory documents and guidance such as the Every Child Matters Outcomes, Child Protection Policies and Ofsted documentation.

· Examples of good practice and case studies.

· Measurable performance indicators and information on how to self-assess and review performance.

· A comprehensive glossary of the terms, roles and responsibilities that are used in the QS. Specific examples that are mentioned include, “wider community” and “significant progress”.

· Explicit reference of who the user guide is for and possibly separate sections for practitioners and commissioners.

Other less prominent suggestions said that the user guide should include,

· Clarity on how Layer 1 and Layer 2 co-exist.

· Information for young people and their carers.

· Information on how agencies interlink with each other.
Other Issues

The comments for question 9 of the consultation questionnaire largely reiterated what had been said in other sections and have already been highlighted in this document although there were a few general comments about the QS.

Almost a fifth of the comments expressed support for the QS but also concern at the possible increase in “bureaucratic and workload burdens” and a drain on resources

Many of the responses in section 9 of the consultation took the form of questions that people feel have not been addressed in the current document. Some re-occurring questions that will need to be addressed are,

· Who will enforce the standards? How frequently will they be monitored?

· Who do the standards apply to? Which services are within the scope of this document? Who exactly is a “Provider”?

· How will the standards be evaluated?

· Will the standards be compulsory and what sanctions will be applied to those who do not comply?

· Which age groups does each standard apply to, or is it all ages?

· What do all of the terms mean?

It was very clear from the comments in section 9 that the layout and clarity of the document is very important to services. Many responses expressed concern that the current draft is difficult to use and does not “flow”. They suggest that the structure, presentation and ordering of the standards should be revisited, as should the issue of possible repetition in the standards. A number of specific, but varying, suggestions were given.
Young People

In the survey carried out by Connexions L&R the respondents felt that everything to do with IAG should be researched by young people to make sure that it meets all young peoples’ needs.

Parents

Parents believe it is crucial to specify who is delivering IAG. Amongst other qualities the parents thought deliverers need credibility, need to be “good communicators” and need to be “chilled” in their approach.

The parents in the focus groups did not think that many young people actively look for IAG so it is important for the QS to have reference to delivery mediums that are effective. For example, they thought that personal post gives the young people a sense of self-worth and they would be more likely to read the contents of it than they would an impersonal leaflet or something on an Internet site. It needs to be the “right thing in the right place at the right time”.

A small number of parents made the point that the QS are good but they need to reference the wider education job that is needed in order to “encourage responsibility”.

Key Messages from Consultation
Outcomes and Performance Indicators

A common theme throughout the responses in the E-Consultation was the need for the standards to be written as outcomes and either the standards themselves, the user guide or a Quality Award system should be using measurable performance indicators.

Reference to Other Documentation

It was prominent opinion in the E-Consultation that the QS should reference other relevant statutory legislation and policies, such as the 1973 Employment and Training Act or the ECM outcomes, and existing inspection frameworks, such as Ofsted or JAR. It was also thought that the user guide might be an appropriate place for this information.

Introduction to IAG

A high number of E-Consultation responses felt that the term “IAG” requires an explanation. This includes what its purpose is, what the principles are and what type of services it encompasses.

Higher Expectations

The E-Consultation responses felt very strongly that there should be only level of the QS or that the first level should be set higher than is currently the case.

If two layers remain, many of the responses commented that the two levels do not always follow on from each other and that there is not enough differentiation between them.

Structure and Presentation

Throughout the E-Consultation there were many responses that expressed a need for the standards to be re-ordered and for the presentation and layout of the QS to be made more user-friendly.

Imprecise Language

Comments on the imprecise nature of some language used in the QS are common place in the E-Consultation responses. Many examples were given and many responses said that this made the standards difficult to apply, difficult to monitor and reduced their impact. This may be rectified by a change in the terms used in the QS, by the inclusion of a more comprehensive glossary of terms or by a combination of both of these.

Holistic IAG

It was seen in the E-Consultation, the young person consultation and the parent consultation that including education, careers with wider social issues in the QS was a positive thing. The young people in particular saw IAG as all encompassing. It was only a minority of E-Consultation responses that thought they should be handled separately.

Achieving an appropriate balance between Life Issues and Careers Advice and Guidance

In the E-Consultation there were a much greater number of responses that felt the QS over emphasises education and careers than thought there was too much emphasis on other personal and social issues. This was primarily because they felt that the language implies that the young person is in an educational setting and that the IAG service provides careers guidance. This excludes young people who are not in education or training but also many service providers. This was also noted by one young person focus group who themselves felt excluded by the QS.

This would also address the concern that the QS are not relevant to all young people’s needs because it can be seen to exclude so many.

Privacy and Confidentiality

The consultation with the young people showed that they are concerned that their privacy is upheld and that any IAG they access is confidential (within the boundaries of the law and professional responsibilities). Confidentiality is mentioned in the QS but this might need to be more prominent.

Independent and Impartial Advice

A high proportion of responses in the E-Consultation noted the difference between independent and impartial advice and thought that both terms could be explained in detail and made more prominent.

Parental Inclusion

The parental consultation highlighted that parents and carers were pleased to be included in the QS and agreed that they have a role to play in this regard. However, they felt that there may be repetition in the QS and that P2, P3 and P14 could be consolidated merged in some way.

Delivery Method

The consultation identified that the method of IAG delivery can have a great effect on its impact. 

The method of IAG delivery is included in the QS but it may be that one to one support should be specifically encouraged. This was thought very important by young people and parents.

ICT is specifically mentioned but it was pointed out in the E-Consultation that this might exclude some young people, parents and carers from accessing certain IAG and also young people in the focus groups were concerned that this has privacy implications. Some parents in the consultation also noted that IAG online was not personalised enough and would therefore have less of an impact on young people.

Ensure equality issues are fully addressed within the standards
There were a significant number of E-Consultation responses highlighted that many groups of young people are mentioned in the QS but this implied the exclusion of others. There was a great deal of support for an additional standard to ensure equal IAG provision for all young people, including those that are ‘hard to reach’. 

Age Range

The E-Consultation, the young person consultation and the parent consultation all commented that effective IAG is necessary outside of the age range 11-19 years, suggesting that the age range for the QS should be widened.

User Guide

The responses in the E-Consultation were very positive about a user guide and there was a consistency in opinion of what it should include. The items to include are listed in section 7.1 of this report. 

The responses to question 9 of the E-Consultation implied that there are a number of questions that people feel are, as yet, unanswered. These are listed in section 8.1 of this report. The user guide may be an appropriate place to answer some of these. 

Quality Award

Despite a number of responses that had reservations about a Quality Award the responses in the E-Consultation were generally very positive about the introduction of a Quality Award system. A high proportion of these responses suggested that the award should recognise existing, local awards or have the ability to be localised to the specific needs of regions. A high proportion of the responses also suggested that a separate award for Practitioners and Commissioners might be practical.

A number of responses questioned who would be assessing the providers and the commissioners and how it would be quality assured.

Possible Omissions

A small number of responses thought that there are possible areas of IAG that have been omitted from the QS. These include counselling and the financial needs of young people.
Next Steps

The DfES will now consider the following points in the re-drafting process:
· Greater emphasis on outcomes

· One standard for immediate delivery with stretch standard to be achieved by 2010/11

· Make presentation, layout and language more user friendly

· Focus more on “young people’s” issues rather than “student” issues

· Ensuring an appropriate balance between life issues and careers guidance

· More emphasis on privacy and confidentiality for young people

· Greater prominence for “impartial” advice and what this really means

· Ensure equality issues are fully addressed within the standards

· Reference to other documentation and introduction to IAG – in user guide
Next Steps for the policy

The consultation raised a number of concerns about the draft standards.  Given the potential importance of the standards in raising the quality of IAG for young people the timetable for development was revised to allow more time for re-drafting, for further consultation with key stakeholders and, if possible, for the road testing of the standards with target users. The standards will be published on the Every Child Matters website at the end of July, with a formal launch in September 2007.   

Appendix 1: Flash Results

	Options
	Responses
	Across Consultation

	Connexions:
	66
	35% 
	35% 

	Other:
	42
	22% 
	22% 

	Local Authority:
	25
	13% 
	13% 

	Educational institution (please specify):
	19
	10% 
	10% 

	Voluntary and community sector:
	15
	8% 
	8% 

	Sector specific organisation:
	12
	6% 
	6% 

	Youth Service:
	5
	3% 
	3% 

	Employer Organisation:
	3
	2% 
	2% 

	Other advisory service:
	2
	1% 
	1% 

	Trade Union:
	1
	1% 
	1% 

	Total:
	190
	100%
	100% 


	Options
	Responses
	Across Consultation

	organisation:
	136
	72% 
	72% 

	individual:
	54
	28% 
	28% 

	Total:
	190
	100%
	100% 


	1 The coverage of the standards is right in the context of the delivery of integrated youth support, as set out in the Green Paper Youth Matters and subsequent Next Steps document.

	Options
	Responses
	Across Consultation

	Agree:
	77
	44% 
	41% 

	Disagree:
	57
	32% 
	30% 

	Strongly disagree:
	19
	11% 
	10% 

	Neither agree nor disagree:
	19
	11% 
	10% 

	Strongly agree:
	5
	3% 
	3% 

	Total:
	177
	100%
	93% 


	2 The quality standards are relevant to young people's needs, and will support the provision of independent advice.

	Options
	Responses
	Across Consultation

	Disagree:
	70
	38% 
	37% 

	Agree:
	41
	22% 
	22% 

	Neither agree nor disagree:
	35
	19% 
	18% 

	Strongly disagree:
	29
	16% 
	15% 

	Strongly agree:
	8
	4% 
	4% 

	Total:
	183
	100%
	96% 


	3 Equality issues are sufficiently addressed in the standards

	Options
	Responses
	Across Consultation

	Agree:
	70
	38% 
	37% 

	Disagree:
	51
	28% 
	27% 

	Neither agree nor disagree:
	45
	25% 
	24% 

	Strongly agree:
	10
	5% 
	5% 

	Strongly disagree:
	7
	4% 
	4% 

	Total:
	183
	100%
	96% 


	4 The two levels are sufficiently challenging to provide the expected baseline for performance and also drive up standards.

	Options
	Responses
	Across Consultation

	Disagree:
	63
	35% 
	33% 

	Strongly disagree:
	61
	34% 
	32% 

	Agree:
	34
	19% 
	18% 

	Neither agree nor disagree:
	13
	7% 
	7% 

	Strongly agree:
	9
	5% 
	5% 

	Total:
	180
	100%
	95% 


	5 a) There should be a quality award system of accreditation linked to the Quality Standards.

	Options
	Responses
	Across Consultation

	Strongly agree:
	84
	46% 
	44% 

	Agree:
	54
	30% 
	28% 

	Neither agree nor disagree:
	29
	16% 
	15% 

	Disagree:
	10
	5% 
	5% 

	Strongly disagree:
	5
	3% 
	3% 

	Total:
	182
	100%
	96% 


	5 b) Quality awards should be based on:

	Options
	Responses
	Across Consultation

	Higher level practice:
	94
	57% 
	49% 

	Another system:
	58
	35% 
	31% 

	Minimum expectations:
	13
	8% 
	7% 

	Total:
	165
	100%
	87% 
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