POST-16 PROGRESSION MEASURE – CONSULTATION RESULTS
Introduction

The post-16 progression measure was announced in the 14-19 Education and Skills White Paper and 14-19 Implementation Plan as a way of recognising schools for supporting their students to make good choices of post-16 courses and helping to make sure the whole cohort receives full and impartial information and guidance about their post compulsory options.  We plan to publish the post-16 progression measure in the school profile. 
The measure will provide information on the level of attainment that students attending the school at age 16 achieved by age 19 – i.e. in the three years after they left compulsory education.  
Why the consultation took place

It is vital that schools, Local Authorities, parents and other stakeholders understand and support the aims of the measure and the proposed methodology if they are to use the data provided through the measure effectively.  

We expect different audiences of the school profile to use the data for different purposes.  For example schools will want to use the data to see how their pupils progress beyond age 16 and assess the effectiveness of the advice they give their pupils.  Parents can use the data, in addition to other performance measures, to judge the performance of their child’s school.  Local Authorities (LAs) could use the data to compare the performance of the school against other schools in the area.

Through the consultation we sought views on how the data would be presented and how it would be used by different audiences.  We also wished to gather views on whether achievement of level 1qualifications should be included in the measure, proposals to include a participation measure to provide an early indication of the number of young people who went on to further learning following Key Stage 4, and how the introduction of local level targets in the future might work. 

How it was carried out

The consultation took place between 29 January 2007 and 23 April 2007 via the Department’s Consultation web-site.

The consultation was advertised widely by the Schools Communications Unit, through the schools and LA bulletins, Teachernet and the New Relationships with Schools Consultation Group.  It was also publicised through Government Offices and the Learning and Skills Council regional bulletins as well as on the 14-19 Gateway website and the e-consultation website itself.  A small number of direct discussions were held with individuals who telephoned the policy team or had expressed an interest in the policy previously.

Following completion of the consultation, and consideration of the results a number of events will be held at the end of 2007 to further test how we might provide additional data.  

Overview and themes of consultation response

94 responses to the consultation document were received. 
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:
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*Those which fell into the ‘DfES Partners/OGD’ category included Connexions, Aimhigher, LSC and Ofsted.

*Those that fell into the ‘Associations/Partnership’ category included LA Partnership, School Partnerships, Teacher Associations, LA Consortiums/Collaboratives.

*Those which fell into the ‘Others’ category included Personnel responses, Home Educator, Engineering Employers Federation. 

Overall the majority of respondents felt the reasons for introducing the measures were clear and well needed. An overwhelming majority said they understood the measure. There were concerns however, that the measures did not cover a wide enough area for 14-19 students.

Some of the respondents felt the measure did not explain how the data would be used to capture students from families in the forces, that were home educated and others in non-educational establishments. 
It was suggested that it would help if the progression included learner numbers at each stage as well as percentages, as it was noted that actual numbers could help to provide a clearer picture of each student’s progression.

Respondents felt that the inclusion of Level 1 data was needed in order to give a fuller picture. There were a number of students who would not fit the attainment profile for Level 2 by 16, but picked up at a later stage. This was particularly true for vulnerable groups of children and students with severe learning difficulties.

However, some respondents believed that the data when published could be 3 -4 years out of date, and could confuse parents, who still often preferred to access the school prospectus and websites for details about schools.

It was felt that there needed to be a clearer explanation of the progression levels.

Respondents expressed concerns that funding issues had not been covered, especially when there were differing funding levels for local and regional areas.

Many felt a lot of this information was already available through their local Connexions and career services.

Responses to consultation questions

1 Are our reasons for introducing the measure clear?

There were 91 responses to this question.

45 (49%) Largely clear   43 (47%) Very clear   3(4%) Not very clear
19 (21%) respondents had concerns about the measures taking the control outside the schools remit, who encouraged students to remain on courses. Respondents also expressed concerns that schools would be responsible for student’s performance after they had left school for up to 3 years and students who stayed on at 6th form and then fail to progress.
13 (14%) respondents believed students should have opportunities to develop their skills with impartial advice and information to enable them to make a clear route for their future.   

2 Do you understand the measure?

There were 92 responses to this question.
88 (96%) Yes    4 (4%) Not sure

18 (20%) respondents were concerned the progression measures did not include pupils/students that were home educated, travellers, students within the forces and any other who attended non educational establishments.

11 (12%) felt it would be useful if this measure showed all years, there were a   large number of students who failed to progress following their first year of post 16 education.

3 Do you think this information is clearly presented?

There were 89 responses to this question.
62 (70%) Yes 17 (19%) No 10 (11%) Not sure

17 (19%) respondents expressed concerns that the levels that constituted level 2 and 3 were unclear. A clearer and more updated explanation was said to be needed.

17 (19%) respondents stated that, at present the proposed table looks forward and so a lot of data is incomplete, which makes it harder to read and understand. It was considered that the data would be out of date when published.

4 Do you have any comments on the data we propose to use?

There were 85 responses to this question.

73 (86%) Yes   12 (14%) No

37 (44%) respondents expressed concerns around the accuracy and quality of this data. Although the majority felt using the unique pupil number (UPN) could be of use, however it was noted that there could be a problem when students moved from school to college as it could result in one pupil having several UPN’s thus making tracking difficult. 

20 (24%) mentioned the data proposed did not provide evidence for what the introduction of the measure is designed to achieve, that schools have prepared pupils with, a clear route for the future, and or making good choices post 16. It was said that it appeared to be setting up a measure that could penalise schools who were in challenging circumstances.
20 (24%) respondents felt the four year time delay between a schools action and the publication would make the information meaningless and difficult for parents to understand.

5 How will you use the information presented?

32 responses were received for this question
19 (59%) respondents were concerned how this data will affect NEETs (Not in Education, Employment or Training). It was considered that the 14-19 agenda had already done a lot to bring NEETs to the attention of schools, with each school already beginning to accept that the NEETs situation was in their control.

14 (44%) respondents suggested all achievements were to be valued including entry level 1, ensuring pupils received full and impartial information.

6 a) Would provision of this data be useful?

There were 87 responses to this question

70 (80%) Yes   11 (13%) Not Sure   6 (7%) No

26 (30%) felt that only if the data could include provision for similar schools to theirs, that this would be useful. It was said this would then expose issues as to whether schools in that area as a whole were underperforming and whether the results were typical of a certain type of school in that area.

6 b) If ‘yes’, what comparison data would be most useful?

There were no key issues for this question. Comments relating to this question can be found in annex B.

7 Is there any other information you require to enable you to use this data on post-16 progression? If ‘yes’, what other information would you require?

There were 85 responses to this question.

67 (79%) Yes   11 (13%) Not sure   7 (8%) No

28 (33%) respondents agreed that there should be a participation route for students to follow, which would help in area planning and in turn could generate data to be used to capture volumes and type of courses.

21 (25%) would like the information to be made so that it is equivalent to a CVA measure (contextual value added). Respondents felt that headline raw figures had limited use; contextual value added and progression measures were more useful for strategic improvement planning and for providers in self-evaluation.
18 (21%) felt the qualification type and the participation route would both be useful but particularly if measured each year from age 16 to 19. Respondents considered that these would assist young people to make more informed choices.

11 (13%) said it was noted that the attainment data would be useful in 14-19 planning for non school based provision and an augmented curriculum.

8 (9%) respondents felt that qualification types would be useful, the categories were few and easily recognised particularly if measured each year from the ages16–19.

5 (6%) respondents suggested that gender, ethnicity, and disability should be an essential part of the data.

8 Would you like to see progression to level 1 included in the measure?

There were 87 responses to this question.
59 (68%) Yes 15 (17%) Not sure 13 (15%) No

39 (45%) respondents felt that it was vital to value all student achievements as it could be the only form of achievement for some students achieving a level 1.

9 If level 1 attainment is included how can we ensure the desired focus on level 2 and 3 is maintained?

There were no key issues for this question. Comments relating to this question can be found in annex B.

10 Should we include a participation measure in addition to attainment measures as proposed?

There were 84 responses to this question.
74 (88%) Yes   7 (8%) Not sure   3 (4%) No

20 (24%) respondents were of the opinion that it would be very important to try and link participation and attainment. It was said that it was important for participation to be more improved/timely. The data needed to be available in a more timely fashion than the 4 year time lag mentioned.

20 (24%) stated participation data could be useful. Some Post 16 organisations indicated that EMA’s were improving the participation rates but not necessarily the attainment rates. By including participation a picture could be built on learners that were participating but not necessarily attaining, but could be useful in identifying qualification routes.

11 How do you think local level targets might work?

There were 48 responses to this question.
26 (54%) respondents commented that a collaborative approach should be encouraged, to help Local Authorities in monitoring, managing and setting their own targets. 
17 (35%) respondents felt the measures could be helpful in supporting their area based targets in a more refined and robust level.

16 (33%) felt that there was a need for statistical neighbour comparators and more local Area /Boundary issues, especially for students outside catchment areas.

12 Do you think the different roles of schools and post-16 providers, LAs and Learning and Skills Council (LSC) in the achievements of learner are clear? How could we improve?

There were 80 responses to this question.
44 (55%) No   21 (26%) Yes 15 (19%) Not sure

16 (20%) respondents raised the following Post 16 issues:

· Clarity needed on how well schools prepared for young people for successfully learning/training
· Schools/colleges still received contradictory messages/measures on their performance

· Schools needed to be more pro-active in referring students to appropriate providers

· Information advice & guidance for all those involved in education linked to their specialist area would be useful
12 (15%) said it was noted that there were issues for funding for learners post 16 which needed to be clarified. There were differing funding levels at local and regional levels. There were huge problems funding college link courses, which could not be accessed via the LSC funding because it would show up as being double funded.
7 (9%) respondents felt that the differences between the various bodies did not help in an area where collaboration was key. It was stated the only solution was a strong and trusted strategic body at the centre of the 14-19 work for an area. Leaving this to the establishments themselves was considered to be risky. 

13 How can we maximise the influence the progression measure has in raising participation and attainment?

There were 49 responses to this question.

19 (39%) respondents believed these measures would ensure that all schools would be more prepared to engage in effective partnerships to ensure all young people regardless of their support needs were catered for in regards to post 16 learning.

16 (33%) respondents felt that having area-wide performance data rather than school-by-school could be beneficial. The proposal to produce this data at school level could prove divisive and undo much of the collaborative work and ‘sense of area-wide responsibility’ thus far created.

13 (27%) respondents believed that timely-accurate data would need to be available in a more timely fashion than the 4 year time lag mentioned. Measurement for each year from age 16 to 19 could enable actions to be put in place more quickly where improvements were needed.
11 (22%) respondents observed there was no mention of how this was to be funded.

11 (22%) respondents felt it would be very helpful to reward those schools who took steps which were designed to ensure that young people progressed to the most appropriate post-16 provision, be it school, college or training provider. 
6 (12%) respondents felt the publication of this measure would help, in setting area targets, and felt it was the right time to encourage 14-19 partnerships and to agree a set of performance indicators, which they could then review.
14 How powerful a lever will the progression measure be in encouraging schools/institutions to ensure all their pupils go on to achieve post-16?

There were 66 responses to this question.

23 (35%) respondents expressed concerns on how Ofsted would use the data and said it would depend on how successful the Department was in convincing Ofsted to focus on it in inspection.
22 (33%) respondents stated the data was very helpful, stating it would be a very positive lever to encourage schools to engage in activity around post 16 progression and to engage with activities provided by the post 16 sector. 
It was stated that it would help reward those schools who ensure young people progressed to the appropriate post-16 provision.
20 (30%) said there were concerns that it could lead schools to advise pupils to stay with them, rather than going onto the FE or Training environment, which could benefit them more in order for them to state they have ultimate responsibility for their participation and attainment.

8 (12%) suggested that this could have a negative impact, as it could be a disincentive for schools with regard to some learners. There was doubt whether this measure would be welcomed by schools, particularly those who are 11-16. It was said there could be the potential for it to undermine the goodwill that had been created.

7 (11%) felt the proposals would have minimal impact, as most parents, governors etc. would not pay it much attention given the mass of information already presented. The challenge had to come from outside.

15 Please provide any general comments you would like to make on these proposals.

There were 49 responses to this question.

19 (39%) stated the majority of the respondents welcomed the proposals and said they had the potential to drive up quality personal support for young people, and would therefore like to see additional measures.
17 (35%) respondents felt there was more need to recognise the Connexions role, as much of the data proposed was already submitted by Connexions.
12 (24%) respondents stated that external factors affected progress; no school was able to improve performance significantly in areas without a high level of collaborative and inter-agency working.
9 (18%) respondents were unsure as to how the progression data would be maintained in the short term. 
5 (10%) respondents disagreed with the proposals as they felt they did not represent the interest of all children and young people. 

Assessment of policy options and next steps
Overall the majority of respondents thought our reasons for introducing the measure were clear and they understood it.  As a result we will continue with our broad plans to introduce the measure.  However, a number of policy and data issues were raised and these have been considered by the Attainment at 19 Board – responsible for introduction of the measure.

Provision of Additional data.

Initial plans included the intention to provide basic information on attainment at ages16 and 19, and participation at age 17 for the individual school in the school profile.  Through the consultation we asked what other information would be required alongside this to enable stakeholders to use the data most effectively.  Requests were made for a large amount of additional data to be provided through the measure:
Level 1 achievements: The majority of respondents felt it was vital to include learners achieving below level 2 and did not feel there would be a loss of focus on level 2 attainment by including level 1 attainment.  It was felt that the current PSA targets and 14-19 progress checks would maintain the focus.

Institution destinations and Qualification type:  A number of respondents felt that the measure would be more meaningful, and would make analysis more helpful if the results included the institution type destinations of young people and the qualification type that was attained.
Progression to be measured each year from 16 to 19: Some respondents felt that the data for 19 year olds would be too old to be of any use in assessing the impact of their IAG provision.  However, if progression could be measured each year from the age of 16 to 19 that would help institutions see the impact of their IAG provision on young people much sooner and enable them to make interventions in that provision more quickly if required.  If institution type and qualification type is also included it would show the numbers of young people changing institution type and qualification type after initial choices have been made and give a better indication of whether IAG is assisting young people to make the right decision first time.

Comparison Data:
All the options given for comparison data were requested by at least one respondent.  However, there was a strong call for comparison data to be contextual, that is, for schools to be compared against the same socio-economic or deprivation indicator type. It was felt that this would enable schools to compare themselves to other schools in similar circumstances.
We agree that it is desirable for as much information as possible to be provided for institutions own statistical analysis.  However, we need to consider whether all the information needs to be included in the school profile as some users, e.g. parents would not require it all.  We will develop models that include all the additional information during the development phase and will ask schools, parents, LAs and the LSC to prioritise what is most useful and how it could be presented during the school focus groups testing phase
The cost of providing all the information requested on an annual basis needs to be established and we need to ensure that provision of data is affordable on an ongoing basis.  We will look at the ongoing costs of providing all the information as part of the development work.

Ethnicity, disability, gender and post-code breakdowns

There was a request for the provision of equality and diversity breakdowns of the data.  Whilst we would be able to produce a breakdown of attainment by ethnicity, gender etc there are likely to be reliability issues given the small sample size for each school.  We have decided that, given the requirements already set out above and reliability issues, individual school breakdowns by ethnicity, gender etc will not be produced
Local Level Targets

A collaborative approach to development of targets was favoured and this should be encouraged, particularly within 14-19 partnerships.  Respondents suggested that local authorities should monitor, manage and set their own targets and that it could be included in local authority progress checks.

A number of options have been identified for measurement of area targets as has some duplication with current local indicators for Level 2 and Level 3 attainment by age 19 and participation at age 17 in the progress checks which raises questions about whether further area targets are needed. We are also keen not to increase the number of indicators included in the National Indicator set.  In view of this, we will include area targets in Local Authority Progress Checks and floor targets.
Data to be used in the measure
There were requests to link the measure to the Connexions Activity Survey for participation information to avoid confusion.  However we believe that using the information collated by the Department to measure existing targets on participation and attainment of young people and published through Statistical First Releases is more consistent with other Departmental activity.  In addition, data produced through the Managing Information Across Partners System (MIAP) is also likely to simplify the arrangements for the progression measure in the future.  We will continue to use matched administrative data to measure progression but will review this decision and the data we use in 2010.

Use of the data by Ofsted and SIPs

We agree that the success of this measure will be increased if it is included in the inspection process.  We will work with colleagues in the Department to consider how the measure can be used by Ofsted and SIPs.
Next steps

During the remainder of 2007 and early 2008 we will develop the areas outlined above.  We will provide progression information to schools for the first time in 2007/08.  From 2008/09 progression information will be made publicly accessible via the Schools Profile.





















