Review of the Regulations Governing the Registration of Pupils in School
Introduction

This report has been based on 182 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%.  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
80
School

62


*Other


28
Parent


  6
Trade Union

  4
Faith Group

  2
*Those which fell into the ‘other’ category, included a Young Offender Institute, First Education Ltd, Princess Royal Trust for Carers, Surrey Governors Association, Youth Justice Board, ISAP, National Association of Social Workers in Education, Home Education Advisory Service, The Children’s Society, National Association of Teachers and Travellers, Information for School and College Governors, ACE, Independent Schools Council, National Children’s Bureau, Havering Youth Offending Service, Education Otherwise Association, Association of Directors of Social Services Children and Families Policy Committee, Triangle Nursery, and individuals and those who did not specify a respondent type. 


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

Overview
Overall, respondents were very supportive of almost all the proposals.  They tended to see the proposed changes as an opportunity to further develop child welfare and safeguarding issues, with recognition of the roles of schools, Local Authorities (LAs), Education Welfare Services (EWS) and Traveller Education Services, in identifying children at risk and in implementing child safeguarding measures.  

In line with this, there was general concern that children should not be deleted from registers until full investigative procedures had been completed (question 5).  Respondents favoured the proposal for guidance showing when it was mandatory to delete a pupil from the register and when it was discretionary (question 7), and there was also the view that LAs should be informed of all deletions (question 21).

Respondents liked the idea of keeping Admissions Registers which recorded details of pupils and their parents (question 1), and the suggestion that traveller children present at another school or alternative provision be marked as ‘present at approved educational activity’ (question 3).  
There was much support for schools which were partially closed to mark pupils as ‘school closed’ rather than ‘authorised absence’ (question 4), and significant agreement for no changes to the restrictions on dual registered pupils (question 15).
Respondents supported the use of manual registers to remain the same (question 24), and electronic storage of old registers (question 25).
There were mixed views on the proposal that pupils in custody who remained on the school roll only be given ‘present at approved educational activity’ for sessions where they attend educational activities with other sessions treated as absent (question 14).  Respondents also questioned the proposed relaxation of the regulations to allow schools to accept parental notes and not report pupil absence to the LA (question 19). 







Summary 
Q1
Do you agree that schools should continue to keep Admissions Registers which record the details of pupils and their parents? (see paragraph 9)
There were 173 responses to this question.

170 (98%)  Agreed

3 (2%) Disagreed
Respondents were almost unanimous in their support for this proposal, agreeing that schools should continue to keep Admissions Registers recording details of pupils and their parents. 
8 (5%) respondents commented that the data was an important resource for safeguarding purposes, and identified EWS as a group likely to use such information.

7 (4%) mentioned that additional guidance would be helpful to them in the following ways:

· 
an example of how an Admissions Register should look;

· 
advice on the difference between the two registers;

· 
a definition of parents in educational law (LA foster carers);

· 
regulatory powers for LAs and Ofsted to ensure consistency with the deletion of pupils from Admissions Registers; and

· 
to establish minimum standards for the quality of data recorded.
5 (3%) agreed that recording this data would provide a practical source for possible legal intervention.  A couple of respondents commented on the enforcement of School Attendance Orders (SAOs) as an area where this information might be of value. 

Q2
Do you agree that children officially become registered at a school on the first day that the school expected them to attend? (see paragraphs 10-14)

There were 172 responses to this question.

135 (78%) Agreed 

37 (22%) Disagreed

Respondents were generally in favour of this proposal.

16 (9%) respondents commented that all no-shows must be investigated or reported to the LA or EWS.  It was mentioned that many pupils did not show up when expected, with respondents agreeing that this could be for a variety of reasons and that schools must inform the LA of all non-starters where no reason had been given.  They thought that this would enable EWS to pick up on children who might be missing, and there was a suggestion that Las should have clear procedures and target dates to adhere to, to identify where the pupil was in attendance. Some respondents considered traveller children to be a group where follow-up action was particularly relevant.
16 (9%) stated that the pupil ought to be officially registered on the first day of actual attendance, rather than the first day they were expected to attend. They thought that there could be problems for parents and pupils when children did not commence school on the agreed date.
8 (5%) thought that it would be easier to track pupils and pursue follow-up procedures if the child was on the school roll from the first day of expected attendance.  Respondents said that EWS would be able to initiate missing children procedures if necessary, and this was therefore viewed as an additional safeguarding measure should the child fail to show up.
8 (5%) mentioned that prosecution was likely to be speedier as a result, as they felt it could allow SAOs to move to prosecution for non-attendance, and reduce time taken by the LA to complete an SAO, and a reduction in the associated costs.


Q3
Do you agree that Travellers’ children who are present at another school or alternative provision should be marked as “present at approved educational activity”? (see paragraphs 21-23)
There were 167 responses to this question.

Agreed 156 (93%)

Disagreed 11 (7%)
Respondents were heavily in favour of the proposal.

19 (11%) respondents mentioned that attendance at the alternative provision should be monitored with close liaison between EWS/Travellers Education Services, and the school, to check the pupil was attending and to ensure the register was marked correctly.  Respondents commented on the need for an identified means of checking attendance at the other school, possibly via electronic means using SIMS to share data, or by a log-book which could be stamped by the school.
10 (6%) felt that additional advice was needed.  A selection of areas where respondents considered additional guidance would be helpful included the following:

· retrospective registering;
  
· greater clarity as to what constituted travelling.  It was felt that this was open to abuse and made it difficult to pursue legal action against traveller families who did not send their children to school;

· guidelines on only marking the main register where attendance was confirmed.  Where the child failed to attend the alternative provision, the absence and the reason to be recorded on the main register; and
 

· a DfES leaflet to be made available for distribution to the travelling community.    
7 (4%) viewed e-learning and distance learning materials as a valuable source of learning support for traveller children, and thought that this could be acknowledged as off-site learning.  Respondents said that where there was evidence that pupils were following these programmes and undertaking the work, then the school should be permitted to mark the pupil as 'present at approved educational activity', as it was felt that this would bring their treatment in-line with other pupils in similar circumstances.  Respondents suggested the possible development of a new category such as ‘supported learning’ to recognise such specific arrangements.
6 (4%) were concerned about the difficulties involved in carrying out checks on a day-to-day basis and thought that it was complicated for schools to keep track of traveller families or prove attendance at another school.  There was also concern that the base school would not make daily contact and that the pupil may be marked as present without an actual check being made.

Q4 
Do you believe that schools which are partially closed should record the pupils affected as “authorised absence” or “school closed”? (see paragraphs 24-26)
There were 166 responses to this question.

Authorised Absence 9 (5%)

School Closed 157 (95%)

Respondents were heavily in favour of recording absence at partially closed schools as ‘School Closed’ rather than ‘Authorised Absence’.

18 (11%) respondents agreed that it was unfair to mark pupils as absent as they felt that absence of this nature was clearly beyond the control of the pupil and their parents.  They said that the absence should be distinguishable from other forms of authorised absence, and that ‘School Closed’ identified the responsibility for the absence more closely with the school.
16 (10%) mentioned the consequences of recording this as authorised absence, saying that there could be an effect on 100% attendance records, in instances where there might be consideration of court action, or on a school’s individual performance.  There was concern that a school could accumulate a large number of authorised absences as a result of full or partial closure, which might have a direct impact on their ability to meet absence targets.
9 (5%) commented that pupil records should not show authorised absence if the school was closed or partially closed, and that it needed to be made clear that pupils could not attend due to closure rather than any other authorised reason.  Some suggestions made by respondents to avoid this included the following:

· pupils could be marked as (!) attendance not required; and

· coding should be either ‘Y’ if part of the school was closed = enforced closure, and ‘I’ if the whole school closed = no attendance required.
6 (4%) said that schools had a requirement to provide 380 educational sessions per annum, and that closure might have an impact on their ability to  meet this.  Respondents also mentioned that the requirement to provide 380 sessions per annum should be reinforced and should not be compromised.  However, it was felt that school closure was not always foreseeable, and was likely to be quite a rare occurrence.
5 (3%) thought that recording of the absence as ‘School Closed’ might be beneficial in encouraging schools to remain partially open for those that could attend, as the incentive to close would be removed if  there were no adverse affects on attendance figures.

Q5
Should it be mandatory that a school delete a pupil from the register once it has confirmation that (see paragraph 28):
5a)
the child is being educated outside the school system?
There were 169 responses to this question.
Yes 145 (86%)

No 24 (14%)

Respondents were largely in favour of deletion under this circumstance.

14 (8%) respondents were of the opinion that a check by the LA was necessary to determine that the alternative educational arrangement was satisfactory, before the deletion was actioned.  There was mention of the need for a new duty (in line with the Scottish Model) requiring scrutiny and verification of the alternative educational process.
8 (5%) were concerned about safeguarding implications should a pupil be deleted from the register, mentioning the risk of the child becoming ‘lost’ to the system and the importance of being able to track pupils.  It was noted that names should only come off the roll once the parent had provided details required by the LA.

5 (3%) mentioned the importance of notifying the LA of any deletion where the child was to be educated outside the school system.  One respondent commented that the LA should have actual sight of the child.

5 b) 
the pupil has completed their compulsory education? 
There were 171 responses to this question.

Yes 160 (94%)

No 11 (6%)

Respondents were heavily in favour of this type of deletion.

5 c)
  the pupil has been permanently excluded? 
There were 170 responses to this question.
Yes 158 (93%)

No 12 (7%)

Few respondents disagreed with this category of deletion.

6 (4%) respondents commented that the deletion should only be actioned when another school had been found for the pupil.  

6 (4%)
 were concerned that the removal from the register in these instances should only be done once any appeals process had been completed.

5 d)
 the pupil has died? 
There were 171 responses to this question.
Yes 166 (97%)

No 5 (3%)
Almost all respondents agreed with this proposal.

There was limited comment made in relation to this question.


 5 e)
 the pupil has moved to another school?
There were 171 responses to this question. 
Yes 163 (95%)

No 8 (5%)

The majority of respondents supported this category of deletion.

20 (12%) agreed that deletion, once a pupil had moved to another school, could be processed once it was confirmed that the pupil was attending and was on roll or on the Admissions Register at the other school.  It was also noted that confirmation should be received in writing, not by word of mouth.

21 (12%) respondents did not determine which specific type of deletion they were referring to in their answers (i.e. did not refer to one of the categories listed in questions 5a-5e), but mentioned that deletion from the register should only be actioned once full confirmation and follow up action had been completed, including written confirmation in some instances, and notification of the deletion to the LA. There was concern that any change to the current procedure might result in a decrease in safeguarding standards.

Q6
Do you agree that there should be a 10 day period of grace before a pupil who fails to return from extended leave of absence is deleted from the registers? (see paragraphs 33-35)
There were 172 responses to this question.

Agreed 132 (77%)

Disagreed 40 (23%)
There was support for this proposal.

33 (19%) respondents commented that the school would need to investigate the reason for the absence and ensure that full safeguarding procedures were initiated.  They noted that the ten days grace (or possibly longer especially in the case of traveller children) would allow for investigation procedures to be instigated, and that in some instances delay might have been due to illness or flight deferral.  It was mentioned that a school and its Attendance Register was the only means of monitoring absence and the school and EWS were the organisations most likely to raise concern with the child protection agencies.
6 (3%) mentioned that the onus should be on the family to inform the school of the reason for the extended absence.

5 (3%) thought that once investigation into the reason for the absence had been completed the removal date could be backdated to the expected return date, or to the end of the authorised extended leave.

Q7
Do you agree that the regulations should make it clear when it is mandatory to delete pupils and when it is discretionary? (see paragraph 32)
There were 173 responses to this question.

Agreed 170 (98%)

Disagreed 3 (2%)

There was almost unanimous support among respondents for this proposal.

24 (14%) respondents welcomed clarification of the issue, agreeing that comprehensive guidance or instruction was essential to avoid disparity and remove the potential for confusion.  Some of the suggestions made included the following:

· local protocols for schools and LAs to ensure the safeguarding agenda was maintained;

· consistency to ensure safeguarding of children and equality of data;

· to ensure that all schools were following the same procedures and not employing discretionary powers to any unfair advantage;

· clear and detailed guidance to be issued to all schools, specifying procedures for notifying LAs/children’s services; and
  
· clarification of the criteria that must be met in discretionary circumstances, with specific grounds and parameters.
8 (5%) were of the opinion that deletions should only be carried out under mandatory circumstances, or as many made as mandatory as possible.  A couple of respondents mentioned that certain categories of pupil should only be deleted under mandatory conditions.

Q8
Do you agree that schools should only have the authority to
delete pupils with medical conditions if a medical professional has confirmed that they are too ill to attend school and unlikely to be well enough to return to school before completing their compulsory education? (see paragraphs 36-38)
There were 171 responses to this question.
Agreed 145 (85%)

Disagreed 26 (15%)

Respondents were largely in favour of this proposal.

9 (5%) respondents mentioned the importance of informing the LA of this type of deletion or remarked that the LA needed to agree the deletion, prior to the action being taken.  They felt that the school and the LA needed to work in consultation. 
 
8 (5%) agreed that a pupil could be deleted after arrangements for any alternative educational provision had been considered, for example, Education Other Than At School, or until the young person had passed the date for leaving school. 

7 (4%) were of the opinion that the pupil should remain on the roll and receive some form of education.  They thought that liaison between the school and a home tutor, or support from an integrated support service could be vital in helping the child to feel that they were still a part of their school community.  There was the suggestion that the pupil could be marked as ‘B’ in the register.

6 (4%) said that the authority to determine such matters must lie with a paediatrician or a school medical officer, or be decided via the school/LA Medical Service.

Q9
Do you agree that schools should not be required to delete pupils with medical needs for whom such a confirmation is available if they believe it is inappropriate to do so? (see paragraphs 36-38)

There were 156 responses to this question.
125 (80%) Agreed

31 (20%) Disagreed

Respondents were generally supportive of this proposal.
8 (5%) respondents felt that the decision should be based on medical evidence and the judgement of medical professionals, and if the evidence supported the deletion then the school should delete the pupil.


Q10
Do you agree that schools should not be required to delete pupils
who are in custody if they believe it is more appropriate that they stay on the register? (see paragraphs 36-38)
There were 166 responses to this question.

Agreed 142 (86%)

Disagreed 24 (14%)

Respondents were largely in agreement with this proposal.
17 (10%) respondents stressed the importance of keeping the school place open for these pupils.  There was the view among some respondents that the retained educational placement would be vital to the successful reintegration of the young person back into the community.  It was agreed that the existing school place was important in securing consistency and stability in the young person’s life.  It was felt that the student would prefer to return to the school where they had pre-built relationships with fellow-students and staff.

13 (8%) were concerned about the difficulties these young people faced when re-entering education, and problems encountered with trying to replace them and agreed that the pupil should stay on the register.

12 (7%) said that reintegration or risk assessment programmes were necessary to determine appropriate educational support systems for the young person, or to assess whether an offender should be returned to school.  There was also the suggestion that schools took an active part in the sentence or in any reviews, to allow them to plan for the young person’s reintegration into the school, and to arrange ongoing pastoral support and monitoring.

8 (5%) mentioned that these pupils should be kept on the register until they were over the compulsory/statutory school age.  They thought that if the period in remand exceeded this timescale then the pupil could be deleted from the register.
7 (4%) suggested that the length of the sentence should be a determining factor and if the sentence was short then the pupil could remain on the register.  Respondents’ views varied on this, as suggestions made ranged from approximately two to eight months.

6 (4%) thought that mandatory guidance on when it became obligatory to delete these pupils would be helpful. 

5 (3%) stated that schools should have the discretion to delete the pupil if they felt necessary, with one respondent explaining that decisions would need to be taken on a case-by-case basis and would be dependent on circumstances.

Q11
Do you agree that pupils who are “on remand” should not be deleted from the registers? (see paragraphs 39-48)

There were 162 responses to this question.
Agreed 137 (85%)

Disagreed 25 (15%)

Respondents were largely in support of this proposal.
19 (12%) respondents observed that the pupil was innocent until proven guilty and thought that they should keep their place on the school roll based on this principle, with no stigma or pre-assumptions having been made.  

10 (6%) thought that this was dependent on the length of time on remand but did not make any suggestions for what they believed this might be.

6 (4%) agreed that these young people should not be deleted from the register, raising their concern about the difficulties encountered in readmitting or replacing these pupils.  There was some apprehension that pupils might become disengaged from the education system if they did not re-enter mainstream education by retaining their school place. 

5 (3%) mentioned the importance of keeping the school place open to ensure continuity for these pupils.  Respondents thought that retention of the school place would be an important element in successful community rehabilitation, and in the continuity of education upon release.  It was also thought that this would help overcome any problems with having to find a new school placement.

5 (3%) felt that this was dependent on the nature of the actual offence, with  concern that if the offence had caused harm or injury to pupils or staff, or posed a risk to the school community, then completion of a risk assessment might be necessary with reference to child protection or safeguarding procedures.

Q12
Do you agree that schools should have the authority to delete pupils who are serving a custodial sentence from the registers? (see paragraphs 39-48)
There were 161 responses to this question.
Agreed 105 (65%)

Disagreed 56 (35%)

There was some support among respondents for this proposal with approximately two thirds opting to agree.
10 (6%) respondents said that schools should delete pupils who were serving a custodial sentence from the register, only where they would be released from custody after their school leaving date had passed, or in cases where they exceeded the compulsory/statutory school age upon release.

7 (4%) said that it was dependent on the length of the sentence, with the view that this should not be for shorter sentences of one or two months.

7 (4%) respondents commented on the difficulties faced when readmitting or replacing the pupil.  They thought that once a pupil was deleted from the register it would be difficult for them to get their place back or to secure another place elsewhere. One respondent mentioned that this would be problematic for pupils residing in rural areas, and another thought that LAs should provide alternative provision for hard to place pupils who were returning from custody.

5 (3%) felt that this should be done in consultation with the LA or that the LA or Education Welfare Officer (EWO) should be informed of any such deletion in order to establish appropriate alternative provision for the pupil.



Q13 
If so, what should the minimum length of the sentence be before schools’ have the power to delete pupils from the register? (see paragraphs 39-48)

There were 108 responses to this question.
None

12   (11%)
1 month
22   (20%)
2 months
16   (15%)
3 months
19   (18%)
6 months       16   (15%)
1 year

  7     (6%)
Other             16   (15%)

7 (6%) respondents were concerned that the school should not delete these pupils unless the release date was after the school leaving date or compulsory/statutory school age.

3 (3%) commented that the nature of the offence or the reason for the custodial sentence should be taken into account before making a decision.  

Q14
Do you agree that pupils in custody who remain on the school roll should only be given “present at approved educational activity” for those sessions where they attend educational activities with other sessions treated as absent? (see paragraphs 39-48)
There were 146 responses to this question.

Agreed 65 (45%)

Disagreed 81 (55%)
Respondents were split in their views on this proposal, with a small majority opting to disagree.

18 (12%) respondents said that it was too difficult and time consuming for schools to differentiate, and that they would not know which sessions to mark as which.  Respondents were concerned about how this would be judged and administered, and the bureaucratic effects this could have on schools and Youth Offender Institutions (YOIs).

15 (10%) respondents thought that it was unfair to penalise the school in attendance figures, as the absence, and the amount education provided while the pupil was in custody was beyond the control of the school.  There was some support among respondents for the whole custodial sentence to be marked as ‘approved educational activity’, ‘alternative education’ or with a code that counted as ‘present’.

10 (7%) disagreed with the proposal, stating that education or vocational training similar to the 14-19 curriculum was provided in the YOI, with a few respondents saying that this was for at least 25 hours per week.  Some commented that pupils should be classed as ‘present at approved educational activity’, mentioning that they would be monitored or supervised all the time.

Q15 
Do you agree that there should be no changes to the restrictions on dual registered pupils? (see paragraph 48)

There were 153 responses to this question.

Agreed 144 (94%)

9 (6%)

Respondents were largely in favour of the proposal.


Q16
Do you agree that the regulations should make it clear that pupils should only be deleted after 4 weeks of continuous unauthorised absence? (see paragraph 49-50)

There were 169 responses to this question.

Agreed 137 (81%)

Disagreed 32 (19%)

Respondents were in general agreement with this proposal.

37 (22%) respondents were of the opinion that the school or the LA must make a full enquiry into the reason for the absence.  A few respondents mentioned that this should be regulatory, with records or evidence of checks made, and where necessary missing children or child protection procedures implemented.  Some respondents stated that the school should not delete the child without first informing the LA, and that traveller children might warrant extended enquiries and liaison with Traveller Education Services. 
11 (7%) felt that the register or attendance record could be backdated or amended after the enquiry into the reason for the absence and the subsequent deletion.  This was thought to be necessary in order to not penalise the school, and there was the view that this could be a way of encouraging schools and LAs to conduct enquiries into the reason for the absence.

9 (5%) thought that information from the Benefits Agency would be useful in identifying the whereabouts of the family and the pupil, and mentioned that tracking would be easier if the Benefits Agency was required to co-operate with, and supply information to, LAs.

Q17
Should schools have the same authority to remove Travellers’ children who are only registered at one school from the register as they have for other children? (see paragraph 52)

There were 166 responses to this question.

Yes 133 (80%)

No 33 (20%)

Respondents were generally supportive of this with a few opting to disagree.

20 (12%) respondents agreed that rigorous checks must be made to trace the pupils, and that liaison with Traveller Education Services and the LA/EWS was essential before deleting the child from the roll.
11 (7%) agreed with the proposal, saying that there should be a level playing field for these children, and that traveller children should not be differentiated.

8 (5%) were concerned that traveller pupils should not be deleted if it was known that they were officially travelling, had been given leave of absence, or where there was a history of return to school.


Compulsory and Non-compulsory school age pupils

Q18    Do you agree that the regulations should prescribe different      treatment for compulsory and non-compulsory school-age children for? (see paragraph 53)

18 a)
Attendance:

There were 165 responses to this question.

120 (73%) Agreed

Disagreed 45 (27%)

There was majority support for this proposal with three quarters of the respondents agreeing.

5 (3%) disagreed with this proposal, saying that it was important to encourage good attendance principles and proper school routines for children from an early age, and for parents from an early stage.



18 b)
 Deletion from the roll:

There were 161 responses to this question.

Agreed 123 (76%)

Disagreed 38 (24%)

12 (7%) respondents raised child protection concerns for pre-school age children for both deletions from the roll (18b), and attendance issues (18a).   Some thought that it would be good practice to establish thorough procedures to comply with the five Every Child Matters principles, and the Common Assessment Framework, with the need for schools with under-age pupils to record reasons for absence and to be aware of their safeguarding responsibilities.  It was not thought that absence needed to be categorised into authorised and non-authorised types.  There was also the view that under school-age children should not be removed without similar safeguards to statutory school-age pupils, and that children should be added to the missing children database in order to prevent them from being lost in the system.

7 (4%) said that deletions must be notified to the LA/EWS in order to safeguard children and ensure that missing children procedures were followed.


Returns (see paragraph 54-58)

Q19
Should the regulations be relaxed to allow schools to accept a parental note and therefore not report a pupil’s absence to the local authority?
There were 165 responses to this question.

Yes 76 (46%)

No 89 (54%)
Respondents were split in their decision on this proposal, with a slight majority opting for no relaxation of the regulations.

16 (10%) respondents were of the opinion that schools were aware, or should be made aware with official guidance, that they could ask for medical certification/GP notes if necessary, to question the validity of the note or where a child had a history of authorised absences based only on parental notes.  A few respondents thought that GP notes should be requested for absences of more than five days.

14 (8%) disagreed with the proposal, concerned that relaxation of the regulations could potentially impact on child welfare and safeguarding issues, and might place some pupils at risk.  There was the view that this could make it easier for parents to sanction absence and keep children who may have been subjected to abuse or trauma at home.  It was thought that schools might become more tolerant of higher absence levels before progressing referrals to the EWS.
12 (7%) stated that it was already common practice to accept parental notes, with their opinions split as to whether the regulations should be relaxed or not.

10 (6%) felt that it would be counter productive to the imposition of disciplinary/statutory measures if the regulations were relaxed, and disagreed with the proposal.  It was thought that it could have an impact on the quality of evidence and the ability to take legal action to prosecute parents for inadequate school attendance, or when applying fixed penalty fines.

7 (4%) commented that patterns or high instances of parentally condoned absence must be investigated in order to ensure the safeguarding and welfare of pupils.

5 (3%) maintained that the LA must be notified of all absences of ten days or more in length.  

5 (3%) were wary that a relaxation of the procedure might lead to an increase in the levels of parentally condoned absence and inappropriate poor attendance, so disagreed with the proposal.

Q20 
Should the regulations on returns be amended to reflect the current treatment of attendance at another school?

There were 136 responses to this question.

Yes 111 (82%)

No 25 (18%)
Respondents were supportive of the proposal with a minority opting to say no.


Q21
Should the list of circumstances when schools must inform local authorities about deletions from the roll be extended?
There were 164 responses to this question.

Yes 122 (74%)

No 42 (26%)

Most respondents were in agreement over this proposal, with three quarters agreeing that the list of circumstances be extended.

23 (14%) respondents agreed with the proposal and were of the opinion that the LA must be made aware of all deletions, with a strong view that LA approval should be sought first, prior to any action to delete a pupil from the roll.

16 (10%) agreed with the suggestion, commenting that this was an important measure to ensure pupil welfare and safeguarding, and also to make sure the criteria for deletion had been met.

Electronic and Manual Registers (see paragraph 59-60)

Q22
Should the requirement to take a print out of electronic registers be replaced with a requirement to make back-up files at least once a month?

There were 164 responses to this question.

Yes 133 (81%)

No 31 (19%)

Respondents were generally supportive of this proposal.

9 (5%) respondents mentioned unreliability of IT, failure of electronic equipment and unavailability of information. There was the suggestion that this could have implications for contesting future court cases. 


Q23
Should the requirement that all changes are recorded on hard copies of electronic register be replaced with a requirement that the relevant information is recorded electronically?

There were 159 responses to this question.

Yes 132 (83%)

No 27 (17%)

Respondents were largely in favour of this proposal.
12 (8%) respondents commented on the lack of transparency with any changes made to electronic data, stating that it would be difficult to identify alterations to the information which they said should remain distinguishable to ensure accurate recording and non-fraudulent procedures.


Q24
Should the regulations governing the use of manual registers remain the same?

There were 157 responses to this question.

Yes 147 (94%)

No 10 (6%)
Respondents were heavily in support of this proposal.





Preserving the Registers (see paragraph 62-63)

Q25
Should the regulations permit schools to store old registers electronically?

There were 156 responses to this question.

Yes 142 (91%)

No 14 (9%)

Few respondents disagreed with this proposal.
10 (6%) respondents thought that it would be beneficial if manual or paper copies were kept also, while their views on whether to agree or disagree with the proposal were split.



Q26
 How long should registers be preserved?

There were 162 responses to this question.
Not preserved
1 (1%)

1 year after the last entry



  9    (6%)
2 years after the last entry



14    (9%)
3 years after the last entry



35  (22%)
4 years after the last entry



  1    (1%)
5 years after the last entry



24  (15%)
1 year after the last pupil leaves the school
14    (9%)
2 years after the last pupil leaves the school
  6    (4%)
3 years after the last pupil leaves the school
12    (7%)
4 years after the last pupil leaves the school
  2    (1%)
5 years after the last pupil leaves the school
28  (17%)
Other period





16  (10%)

17 (10%) respondents offered a range of comments regarding the retention of information for use in legal processes, and selected a variety of answers ranging between three years after the last entry, three years after the last pupil leaves the school, five years after the last entry, five years after the last pupil leaves the school, and ‘Other’.  Some of the suggestions made by respondents were as follows:

· ‘until the former pupil reaches the age of 25 in case of subsequent negligence claims which can potentially be made at any time before the young person achieves the age of 24 - the extra year then allowing time for the legal process to get under way’;
 
· ‘should litigation be brought against a local authority for failing to supply an education etc. records may be required’; 


· ‘patterns of behaviour may be the result of bad parenting and when a child breaks the law it should be possible to see whether the parents condoned absenteeism at primary school stage’;


· ‘in terms of court action it has to fall within a six month period so the three years is not necessary. However, the three year rule works well with contentious cases where parents complain or other agencies query why a child has not been in school’; and

· ‘five to ten years at least, there may be information that a person might need for example if a court case about school came up in later life.’ 
Q27
We want to ensure that the regulations support schools and local authorities work to bear down on absence and give pupils the help they need whilst reducing bureaucracy. Please let us have your comments, suggestions and ideas, both on the issues raised in this consultation document and on any other areas you consider worth exploring. 
There were 54 responses to this question.

19 (35%) respondents offered a variety of comments relating to areas where they thought that more standardisation in procedure was needed, and some thought that guidance would help to enforce this.  A selection of topics where they thought this could be beneficial included the following:

· tighter guidelines on what is authorised and unauthorised absence;

· stricter regulations/standardisation regarding the use of absence codes;

· guidance for schools on challenging notes from parents condoning minor reasons for regular absences; and
 
· regulatory guidance that stated that following a continuous absence of ten school days the LA must be informed.
11 (20%) respondents mentioned holidays in term time.  Comments on this varied, and included:

· ‘a balance needs to be struck between those who do it to save money and those who wish to do it for educational reasons, such as taking a child to their place of employment for a day or two.  Is it possible to have a requirement for a parent to prepare an itinerary and for the child to prepare a written report on completion for example?’;

· ‘two weeks per year discretion is too long for holidays’;

· ‘a maximum of ten days holiday in any academic year should be granted and that there should be no discretion to extend this’; and

· ‘schools should be required to report in DfES absence survey returns, the number of absences for family holidays and whether authorised or unauthorised.’
9 (17%) felt that there was opportunity to integrate these proposals and school agendas more fully with the Every Child Matters outline in order to ensure better safeguarding of children.  There was the view that proper recording of attendance was an essential part of the checks required to monitor children or young people potentially at risk, and that the link between safeguarding children and accurate attendance recording needed to be made clear to schools.  One respondent commented that the regulations were too admin and statistic focussed, not child focussed on their potential to identify  early signs of concern, and that they needed to be put into the context of safeguarding and Every Child Matters.

6 (11%) commented on religious holidays.  Respondents mentioned that some schools with high numbers of non-Christian pupils were penalised in the way that absences were recorded for non-attendance due to agreed religious observance.  They commented that this also had an unfair effect on the individual pupil record, as these pupils could never achieve 100% attendance in comparison with Christian pupils whose religious observances fell during school holiday periods. In the interest of equality and inclusion there was a call for this type of absence to be recorded in a way that was not detrimental to either the school or the pupil, and to also distinguish it from the category that applied to pupils of non-compulsory school age, and to provide guidance for schools.

6 (11%) were in favour of stricter monitoring or support by Ofsted or the LA.  There was a view that Ofsted could help schools understand good attendance principles, with emphasis on why consistent attendance at school affected performance. There was further mention that procedures for recording and retaining attendance data, and compliance with missing children procedures should be scrutinised by Ofsted inspectors.
5 (%) mentioned study leave.  Their views including the following:
· that there was huge variation in practice between schools;

· that study leave should not be granted before the last Friday in May;

· that schools should only be authorised to permit study leave for two weeks in Year 11 which was to be marked as alternative provision; and


· the negative impact resulting from the change to the recording of study leave on overall attendance statistics.
5 (9%) offered varying comments surrounding the subject of truancy.  There was the opinion that the equation of truancy with unauthorised absence was inaccurate.  There was a view that truancy targets were a disincentive which might possibly hinder any help or support from EWS or other local services.  Another respondent commented that truancy should have a specific code.  Other respondents said that truancy sweeps should become more high profile via local radio etc. and that some ‘serial truants’ could actually be young carers with high levels of absenteeism.  

3 (6%) were of the opinion that there ought to be a fixed time limit for registration with suggestions made ranging between 15 and 30 minutes.
3 (6%) agreed that there should be the potential for variable fixed penalties on schools or governing bodies for non-compliance with attendance regulations.
