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Introduction

This report has been based on 332 responses to the consultation document. As some respondents may have offered a number of options for questions, total percentages listed under any one question may exceed 100%. Similarly, some respondents may not have indicated a framework preference instead offering views, which appear in Annex B of this report. 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 Education Authority

61

College principal/lecturer

49

College



47

Headteacher/teacher

37

School governor


15

Parent




13

Learning and Skills Council
12

Diocesan



11

Community school


  8

Training provider


  7


College governor


  5


Foundation school


  3

Voluntary school


  1

Other 




63*

*Those which fall into the ‘other’ category include various academic, commercial and industrial organisations, trade unions, School Organisation Committees, private individuals, consultants, business partnerships, college consortia and members of Parliament.  

The report starts with an overview and a summary of written responses to the questions posed in the consultation document, followed by Annex A which provides a quick view analysis of responses by respondent “type”.

Comments expressed by less than 5% of respondents appear in Annex A only.

Annex B lists all respondents to the consultation document.

Overview

Opinion was divided on the proposals for the organisation and inspection of 16 – 19 provision.   Respondents to the consultation welcomed those proposals which advocated a strategic approach to this phase of education, but rejected those which they considered deviated from this overall objective.

The arrangements whereby the Learning and Skills Councils (LSCs) would be able to put forward proposals for the improvement of 16-19 provision in an area, through reorganisation, were accepted as being a natural progression in their evolving role.  Although there was some concern about the lack of experience, accountability and local knowledge of the LSCs, it was acknowledged that their existing responsibility for planning and funding for this sector made them the most suitable organisation to assume responsibility for its organisation. 

The role of the Secretary of State in determining proposals for reorganisation and resolving disputes was also accepted, her seniority and wider perspective recognised as placing her in the best position to act as an independent arbiter.  There were reservations however that this measure undermined the role of the School Organisation Committees (SOCs), whose remit in 16-19 provision had diminished from a decision making body to an advisory capacity.  The procedures for handling conflicting proposals which effectively gave LSCs precedence over SOCs further contributed to this concern.

A key theme running through all the proposals for organisation of 16-19 provision was the need for extensive and meaningful consultation.  Respondents’ acceptance of the prescribed arrangements were dependent on all stakeholders being able to air their views, raise objections and provide a localised perspective.  Concern at the shift from locally-determined arrangements to a more centrist approach was also shown in the call for greater control within the procedures, by means of proposals and decisions being open and made on the basis of clear criteria and evidence.        

Those proposals which were rejected, although narrowly, related to schools being able to open, or publish proposals to open, sixth forms.  Such autonomy for individual schools was considered to be out of step with the move to a more strategic approach to 16-19 provision.  Opposition to the proposals came mostly from the FE sector, who anticipated the detrimental effect of small sixth forms on existing provision.      

The move to area inspections covering 14-19 provision was accepted, being seen as a further advance in the development of this distinct phase of education, although for some it was felt that such arrangements were better left until the more fundamental practicalities of 14-19 provision had been agreed and allowed to become established. 

Different references to 14-19 and 16-19, the use of subjective terminology such as ‘good’ school and the distinction between local and national LSCs were all highlighted as areas of confusion. It was also noted that greater detail within the proposals would have helped respondents to envisage how they would work in practice, particularly for inspection.  Generally, respondents looked forward to the forthcoming consultation in the new year which it was hoped would clarify any outstanding issues. 

Summary

Q1.
Do you support the proposal that the LSC should be able to put forward 
proposals for the improvement of 16-19 provision in an area through 
reorganisation in the circumstances described and following consultation? 
[paragraph 11]

There were 298 responses to this question. 

222 (74%) respondents supported the proposal, 76 (26%) respondents did not.  

The majority of respondents agreed with this proposal, 31(10%) believing it to be a logical extension of the LSC’s powers, given their existing responsibilities for planning and funding for 16-19 provision.  However, 58 (19%) respondents stated that any proposals should be subject to extensive consultation with all stakeholders, including: 

Local Education Authorities


Neighbouring LSCs

School Organisation Committees


Local Learning Partnerships

County councillors




National Training Organisation

Headteachers




Governors

Employers





Parents

Learners (existing and potential)


Connexions Service

Diocesan representatives



Voluntary organisations

47 (16%) respondents considered that it would be inappropriate and untimely to increase the remit of the LSCs.  Concerns raised rested on the LSCs’:

· non-elected status;

· limited knowledge of the history and politics of an area;

· non-representation by educationalists; 

· lack of maturity as an organisation;
· being relatively untested in their current role; and 

· possible vested interests. 
40 (13%) respondents were concerned that this shift of power undermined the LEAs’ role in planning secondary education within its authority, believing that LEAs had more experience, resource and accountability to propose reorganisation of 16-19 provision.  Others considered that the LEA should at least have a role equal to that of the LSCs.   

Several respondents requested that any proposals should be based on research and needs analysis and should meet criteria focused on quality of provision and standards.

Q2.
Do you support the proposal that proposals for the reorganisation of 16-19 provision in an area should be subject to determination by the Secretary of State? [paragraphs 11 and 18]

There were 290 responses to this question.

213 (73%) respondents supported the proposal, 77(27%) respondents did not. 

There was overall agreement to this proposal, 16 (6%) respondents commenting that the Secretary of State had the benefit of a wider perspective and an objectivity which would provide a safeguard against any vested interests within local proposals.

55 (19%) respondents considered that proposals affecting the 16-19 provision within an area were best taken locally; the School Organisation Committees assuming this role with referral to the Adjudicator for Schools in cases of disagreement or dispute. There were concerns that the Secretary of State’s involvement would cause unnecessary delay, with suggestions that she should only have a determining role where proposals covered more than one LEA, or for appeals.   35 (12%) respondents considered that consultation would ensure that sufficient weight had been given to local views and 11(4%) suggested that clear, objective criteria would provide reassurance that the decision making process was seen to be fair, open and consistent.  

Q3.
Do you support the triggers for the publication of proposals by the LSC? 
[paragraphs 12 to 14]

There were 265 responses to this question.

186 (70%) respondents supported the triggers, 79 (30%) respondents did not.    

There was little opposition to the first trigger, although it was suggested that inspection(s) of individual institutions, rather than one area inspection would be a more equitable measure. 

42 (16%) believed the second trigger ‘the LSC’s conviction that provision is not sufficient or adequate to meet the needs of students’ was too subjective.  Respondents questioned the definition of ‘sufficient’, ‘adequate’ and ‘needs of students’ and requested clarification of the evidence which was to be considered, for example how student achievement and participation rates were to be quantified.  The majority of respondents who rejected the second trigger believed that inspection would provide more objective and stronger evidence to warrant any proposals for restructuring. 

27 (10%) respondents were of the opinion that restructuring was too drastic a measure, which should only be employed when all other alternatives had been explored.  It was suggested that institutions should be allowed time to address areas of weakness identified by inspections or by the LSC, before restructuring became inevitable.    

16 (6%) respondents said that consultation should be a feature of the trigger mechanism to ensure that all issues have been taken into account. 

Suggestions were made for other triggers to be considered,  such as: financial viability, efficiency and effectiveness, the establishment of diversity of education, consumer choice, views of employers, demographic trends, exceptional skills gaps, strategic plans, small classes, high unjustified drop out rates, adverse satisfaction ratings and comments by awarding bodies.     

Q4.
Do you support the proposals for handling conflicting proposals? 
[paragraph 17]

There were 265 responses to this question.

156 (59%) respondents supported the proposals, 109 (41%) respondents did not.     

Although accepted by most respondents, many said that the proposed arrangements had potential for injustice and confusion.  

25 (9%) respondents were of the view that allowing LSC proposals to take precedence over others would be divisive, believing that all proposals should be of equal weight and should be considered simultaneously.  22 (8%) respondents said that having two separate procedures in place could create misunderstanding and requested that the respective roles of the LEA, LSC, School Organisation Committee, Adjudicator and Secretary of State should be clarified.   

Respondents were concerned that the involvement of the Secretary of State made the proposal unnecessarily centralist.  24 (9%) respondents said that giving the Schools Organisation Committees authority to determine all proposals would help to counteract this, whilst 21(8%) respondents suggested that consultation with all interested parties would foster greater local ownership.

11 (4%) requested a moratorium on further proposals for five years following structural change to allow for a period of stability.    

Q5.
Do you support the proposal for the Secretary of State to resolve any dispute on whether a proposal affects the organisation of provision for an area? [paragraph 19]

There were 265 responses to this question.

218 (82%) respondents supported the proposal, 47 (18%) respondents did not. 

Most respondents agreed that the Secretary of State, as an objective third party, was best placed to resolve disputes where those directly involved had failed to reach agreement.  However, 20 (8%) respondents considered that consultation was essential to ensure that all local interests were represented, particularly where neighbouring LEA areas were affected by reorganisation proposals.  Respondents were also keen that the  Secretary of State’s decision should be transparent, being based on clear criteria and the evidence provided.

A minority of respondents were of the opinion that disputes could be handled better locally, either by the School Organisation Committee or Adjudicator for Schools.  

13 (5%) respondents requested clarification of an ‘area’, despite the statement within the consultation document that this should not be rigidly defined.  It was suggested this ambiguity, in itself, could be a cause of dispute.  

Q6.
Do you agree with the procedures suggested? [paragraph 21]



There were 255 responses to this question.

185 (73%) respondents agreed with the suggested procedures, 70 (27%) respondents did not.

38 (15%) respondents were not satisfied with the arrangements for consultation within the procedures.  It was suggested that the list of statutory consultees should include LEAs, colleges, employers, school governors, employers and trade unions and that their views should be sought prior to proposals being published.  Respondents also expressed concern that the LSC, acting as intermediary between consultees and the Secretary of State, provided an avenue for misrepresentation. 

13 (5%) respondents requested greater clarification on the timescales involved within the procedures.  Respondents asked that sufficient time was allowed, during term time,  for views, evidence and information to be collated, where necessary, but that there were no undue delays built into the procedures, particularly where the Secretary of State was involved.    

Q7.
Do you support the proposal to make it easier for a good school without a sixth form to open a sixth form? [paragraph 25]

There were 276 responses to this question.

128 (46%) respondents supported the proposal, 148 (54%) respondents did not.   

The rejection of this proposal, although by a narrow margin, was largely due to:

· 68 (25%) respondents believing that a measure which gave greater autonomy to individual schools was a deviation from the main thrust of the consultation, which sought to establish the LSCs as strategic bodies, responsible for the organisation of 16-19 provision, and which undermined the existing role of the LEA in planning school places within its authority; and 

· 95 (34%) respondents believing that a proliferation of small sixth forms within schools would threaten the viability of existing sixth form and FE colleges, leading to dilution of provision, inability to fill places and possibly eventual closure.  It was also noted that 11-16 schools would have an unfair advantage in being able to recommend their own sixth forms when advising pupils on the options for further education, which could prove detrimental to college admissions.   

62 (22%) respondents considered that few schools would be able to achieve the proposed minimum number of 150 students and that those which could, would be unviable.  It was suggested that a more reasonable figure would be between 200–300.  Many respondents cited statistics which illustrated that colleges of this size provided better value for money than school sixth forms and also achieved better results. 

66 (24%) said that sixth forms of 150 students would struggle to compete with colleges in providing the range of subject choices demanded by the requirements of Curriculum 2000, particularly in offering vocational subjects. 

52 (19%) respondents stated that any proposals for a school sixth form should be subject to rigorous criteria, based primarily on need i.e. the ability to fill places. It was suggested that schools should also be able to demonstrate how a proposed sixth form  would help to widen participation, enhance the range and quality of post 16 provision and achieve more accessible progression routes to higher education and employment.

31 (11%) questioned the rationale behind the belief that being a good secondary school would justify the opening of a sixth form.  It was noted that being able to specialise in Key Stages 3 and 4 was likely to have been the main reason why such schools had been deemed to be ‘good’, yet there was no evidence that this would translate into provision for 16-19 year olds, for which the incumbent teachers may not have had experience.  Further, respondents suggested that a small sixth form could be a drain on limited resource within the school which could reduce the effectiveness of 11-16 provision.  

20 (7%) respondents requested a definition of a ‘good’ school, believing the criteria within the consultation document to be too narrow and too subjective.  It was suggested that labelling schools as ‘good’ would result in a two tier system, which would do little to narrow the gap between high and low achieving schools, where a new sixth form could be seen as a reward for good academic results.   

19 (7%) noted that the financial implications of opening school sixth forms was a significant issue which the consultation document had failed to address. Respondents requested an explanation for where the extra capital funding was to be found and how it would be allocated.  Several respondents also highlighted accommodation issues, conscious that extensions or adaptations to existing school buildings would be at considerable expense. 

11 (4%) considered that the opening of a sixth form would have advantages for the whole school, in providing role models for younger pupils, helping to retain teachers by widening their professional development, broadening the curriculum and providing continuity for students who preferred to remain within a school environment or who had difficulties in travelling to college. 

Q8.
Do you support the suggestion that a community school be able to publish 
proposals to open a sixth form?

There were 256 responses to this question.

126 (49%) respondents supported the suggestion, 130 (51%) respondents did not.   

Several respondents agreed with this proposal, recognising that it would bring community schools in line with voluntary aided and foundation schools in being able to publish proposals to open a sixth form.  However, the majority viewed the question as an extension of the previous one, but queried why community schools had been singled out from other schools.  This resulted in overall disagreement, by a narrow margin, respondents citing the same objections for disagreement as in the previous question. 

58 (23%) believed that the opening of a sixth form within a community schools would be detrimental to existing provision, whilst 47 (18%) considered that the proposal was contrary to the strategic aim for 16-19 provision headlined in the consultation document.  

44 (17%) respondents considered small sixth forms to be unviable, 34 (13%) being  unconvinced that a minimum of 150 students would provide the required critical mass for offering an extensive academic and vocational curriculum.

Although it was questioned why the adjective ‘good’ had been omitted from this question, 20 (8%) reiterated the concerns raised under question 7 by querying  the evidence by which an 11-16 community school could justifiably open a sixth form. 

Q9.
Do you support the proposal for area inspections conducted by OFSTED and ALI to cover 14-19 provision, rather than 16-19 provision? [paragraph 29-31]

There were 262 responses to this question.

192 (73%) respondents supported the proposal, 70 (27%) respondents did not.   

78 (30%) respondents welcomed this proposal, seeing it as a means of taking a more coherent approach to inspection, in line with the move to a 14-19 phase of education. 

57 (22%) however were concerned that the new inspection arrangements would result in duplication or a greater frequency of inspection, particularly at a time when self inspection was being developed.  It was considered that 11-16 inspection by OFSTED and 14-19 inspection by ALI, in addition to any EAZ, QAA or Post 16 area inspections which might occur, was excessive.  Respondents, mindful of the amount of work generated by inspections expressed concern that any increase would place too much of a bureaucratic burden on institutions.   

12 (5%) respondents said that whilst it was a logical move to inspect 14-19 provision, the proposal was premature given that this phase of education was not yet established.  Respondents were also reluctant to agree or disagree to a change in inspection arrangements, until the content of the further consultation on 14-19 provision was made known in the new year. 

Several respondents found the proposal confusing and requested clarification on how the arrangements would work in practice, given the inherent differences between pre and post statutory education.  It was noted that OFSTED and ALI were two distinctly different organisations, each covered by separate regulations and that the formulation of a common framework and training would be required before the proposed arrangements could be introduced.  Respondents also considered that inspections were likely to be schools-biased as the majority of the 14-19 contingent students would be based in schools rather than FE institutions.
Annex A

Analysis of responses to the consultation questions

Q1.
Do you support the proposal that the LSC should be able to put forward proposals for the improvement of 16-19 
provision in 
an area through reorganisation in the circumstances described and following consultation? [paragraph 
11]

There were 298 responses to this question.

	
	College

Governor
	College


	Community

School


	Diocesan


	Foundation

School
	Headteacher or Teacher
	LEA
	LSC
	Parent
	Principal or Lecturer
	School 

Governor
	Training

Provider
	Voluntary School
	Other
	  Total

  

	Yes
	2
	36
	7
	5
	2
	20
	31
	12
	8
	40
	12
	5
	1
	41
	222
	74%

	No
	1
	5
	1
	4
	1
	15
	27
	0
	3
	3
	3
	1
	0
	12
	76
	26%

	Should be consultation
	0
	11
	1
	1
	0
	3
	8
	4
	1
	9
	2
	0
	0
	18
	58
	19%

	LSC unsuitable for this role
	0
	6
	2
	0
	0
	7
	14
	0
	0
	7
	2
	1
	0
	8
	47
	16%

	Conflicts with LEA's role
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	21
	0
	1
	2
	3
	0
	0
	9
	40
	13%

	LSC best placed to do
	0
	8
	1
	0
	0
	1
	3
	2
	0
	6
	0
	4
	0
	6
	31
	10%


Q2.
Do you support the proposal that proposals for the reorganisation of 16-19 
provision in an area should be subject 
to determination by the Secretary of State? 
[paragraphs 11 and 18]

There were 290 responses to this question.

	
	College

Governor
	College


	Community

School


	Diocesan


	Foundation

School
	Headteacher or Teacher
	LEA
	LSC
	Parent
	Principal or Lecturer
	School 

Governor
	Training

Provider
	Voluntary School
	Other
	  Total

  

	Yes
	3
	31
	5
	6
	2
	23
	26
	10
	6
	41
	10
	6
	1
	43
	213
	73%

	No
	0
	4
	2
	5
	1
	10
	32
	1
	5
	3
	3
	1
	0
	10
	77
	27%

	Decisions should be made locally
	0
	2
	1
	1
	0
	5
	27
	2
	1
	2
	3
	0
	0
	11
	55
	19%

	Should be consultation
	0
	6
	1
	1
	1
	2
	7
	1
	1
	6
	0
	3
	0
	6
	35
	12%

	Secretary of State best placed to do
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0
	5
	0
	1
	0
	4
	16
	6%

	Need clear criteria
	0
	3
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	2
	11
	4%


Q3.
Do you support the triggers for the publication of proposals by the LSC? [paragraphs 12 to 14]

There were 265 responses to this question.

	
	College

Governor
	College


	Community

School


	Diocesan


	Foundation

School
	Headteacher or Teacher
	LEA
	LSC
	Parent
	Principal or Lecturer
	School 

Governor
	Training

Provider
	Voluntary School
	Other
	  Total

  

	Yes
	2
	26
	7
	6
	2
	19
	29
	10
	7
	31
	10
	4
	1
	32
	186
	70%

	No
	1
	4
	1
	2
	1
	13
	24
	1
	3
	12
	3
	1
	0
	13
	79
	30%

	Second trigger too subjective
	0
	6
	0
	0
	0
	2
	13
	0
	0
	12
	1
	0
	0
	8
	42
	16%

	Consider alternatives to restructuring
	1
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	1
	9
	0
	1
	0
	6
	27
	10%

	Should be consultation
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	5
	16
	6%


Q4.
Do you support the proposals for handling conflicting proposals? [paragraph 17]
There were 265 responses to this question.

	
	College

Governor
	College


	Community

School


	Diocesan


	Foundation

School
	Headteacher or Teacher
	LEA
	LSC
	Parent
	Principal or Lecturer
	School 

Governor
	Training

Provider
	Voluntary School
	Other
	  Total

  

	Yes
	2
	24
	5
	6
	2
	15
	14
	10
	5
	31
	7
	5
	1
	29
	156
	59%

	No
	1
	6
	3
	3
	1
	17
	37
	1
	5
	10
	6
	1
	0
	18
	109
	41%

	Consider all proposals equally
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	1
	15
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	25
	9%

	SOC best placed to do
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	14
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	4
	24
	9%

	Clarify roles
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	2
	10
	3
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	22
	8%

	Need local ownership/consultation
	0
	5
	0
	1
	0
	2
	5
	1
	0
	1
	1
	2
	0
	3
	21
	8%

	Impose stabilising period
	0
	4
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	2
	11
	4%


Q5.
Do you support the proposal for the Secretary of State to resolve any dispute on whether a proposal affects the 
organisation of provision for an area? [paragraph 19]

There were 265 responses to this question.

	
	College

Governor
	College


	Community

School


	Diocesan


	Foundation

School
	Headteacher or Teacher
	LEA
	LSC
	Parent
	Principal or Lecturer
	School 

Governor
	Training

Provider
	Voluntary School
	Other
	  Total

  

	Yes
	3
	31
	8
	7
	3
	26
	33
	10
	7
	37
	9
	3
	1
	40
	218
	82%

	No
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	6
	18
	0
	4
	3
	4
	2
	0
	7
	47
	18%

	Should be consultation
	0
	3
	1
	0
	1
	3
	3
	1
	0
	4
	1
	0
	0
	3
	20
	8%

	Definition of area? 
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	0
	5
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	13
	5%


Q6.
Do you agree with the procedures suggested? [paragraph 21]


There were 255 responses to this question.

	
	College

Governor
	College


	Community

School


	Diocesan


	Foundation

School
	Headteacher or Teacher
	LEA
	LSC
	Parent
	Principal or Lecturer
	School 

Governor
	Training

Provider
	Voluntary School
	Other
	  Total

  

	Yes
	2
	27
	6
	4
	2
	21
	22
	10
	8
	34
	9
	6
	0
	34
	185
	73%

	No
	1
	4
	2
	3
	1
	9
	30
	0
	1
	5
	4
	0
	1
	9
	70
	27%

	Should be consultation
	0
	7
	1
	3
	0
	1
	8
	0
	1
	4
	0
	2
	1
	10
	38
	15%

	Clarify timescales
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	4
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4
	13
	5%


Q7.
Do you support the proposal to make it easier for a good school without a sixth form to open a sixth form? 
[paragraph 25]

There were 276 responses to this question.

	
	College

Governor
	College


	Community

School


	Diocesan


	Foundation

School
	Headteacher or Teacher
	LEA
	LSC
	Parent
	Principal or Lecturer
	School 

Governor
	Training

Provider
	Voluntary School
	Other
	  Total

  

	Yes
	1
	9
	8
	5
	3
	19
	19
	7
	11
	9
	11
	4
	0
	22
	128
	46%

	No
	4
	30
	0
	3
	0
	10
	31
	3
	2
	28
	2
	3
	1
	31
	148
	54%

	Detrimental to existing provision
	2
	19
	0
	2
	1
	4
	17
	3
	0
	21
	3
	2
	0
	21
	95
	34%

	Contrary to strategic aim
	0
	6
	0
	2
	0
	5
	27
	3
	1
	7
	2
	2
	0
	13
	68
	25%

	Small sixth form limits subject choice
	2
	18
	0
	0
	0
	2
	5
	2
	1
	18
	1
	1
	0
	16
	66
	24%

	Small sixth forms unviable
	1
	21
	0
	0
	0
	4
	3
	1
	0
	22
	0
	0
	1
	9
	62
	22%

	Need rigorous criteria
	0
	13
	0
	0
	0
	2
	9
	4
	0
	10
	0
	2
	0
	12
	52
	19%

	Good 11-16 doesn't make good sixth form
	0
	10
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	9
	0
	0
	0
	8
	31
	11%

	Definition of ‘good’ school?
	0
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	5
	0
	0
	4
	1
	0
	0
	7
	20
	7%

	Funding implications
	1
	2
	0
	0
	1
	2
	6
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	4
	19
	7%

	School sixth form has advantages
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	3
	1
	0
	2
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	11
	4%


Q8.
Do you support the suggestion that a community school be able to publish 
proposals to open a sixth form?

There were 256 responses to this question.

	
	College

Governor
	College


	Community

School


	Diocesan


	Foundation

School
	Headteacher or Teacher
	LEA
	LSC
	Parent
	Principal or Lecturer
	School 

Governor
	Training

Provider
	Voluntary School
	Other
	  Total

  

	Yes
	1
	5
	7
	4
	3
	20
	19
	8
	10
	11
	11
	4
	0
	23
	126
	49%

	No
	2
	27
	0
	4
	0
	8
	32
	3
	2
	24
	2
	1
	1
	24
	130
	51%

	Detrimental to existing provision
	1
	12
	0
	0
	1
	3
	8
	3
	0
	14
	1
	1
	0
	14
	58
	23%

	Contrary to strategic aim
	0
	6
	0
	1
	0
	3
	23
	3
	1
	4
	1
	1
	0
	4
	47
	18%

	Small sixth forms unviable
	1
	17
	0
	0
	0
	3
	1
	1
	0
	14
	0
	0
	1
	6
	44
	17%

	Small sixth form limits subject choice
	1
	11
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	10
	0
	0
	0
	10
	34
	13%

	Evidence for 11-16 opening sixth form?
	0
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	6
	0
	0
	0
	7
	20
	8%


Q9.
Do you support the proposal for area inspections conducted by OFSTED and ALI 
to cover 14-19 provision, rather 
than 16-19 provision? [paragraph 29-31]

There were 262 responses to this question.

	
	College

Governor
	College


	Community

School


	Diocesan


	Foundation

School
	Headteacher or Teacher
	LEA
	LSC
	Parent
	Principal or Lecturer
	School 

Governor
	Training

Provider
	Voluntary School
	Other
	  Total

  

	Yes
	2
	34
	5
	2
	2
	13
	33
	11
	6
	30
	9
	5
	0
	40
	192
	73%

	No
	1
	4
	2
	6
	1
	12
	18
	0
	3
	5
	5
	1
	1
	11
	70
	27%

	Welcome coherent approach
	1
	18
	1
	0
	0
	4
	14
	7
	0
	10
	1
	2
	0
	20
	78
	30%

	Will result in too much inspection
	0
	2
	2
	1
	0
	6
	22
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	0
	20
	57
	22%

	Too early to impose
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	3
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	12
	5%


Annex B

RESPONDENTS

	Advisory Centre for Education
	241

	Alexandra Park School
	204

	Alton College
	91

	Anonymous
	1

	Ashton Centre
	209

	Aylesbury Grammar School
	41

	Barnsley College
	10

	Bath and North East Somerset LEA
	158

	Bedford High School
	80

	Bennett Memorial Diocesan School
	262

	Benton Park School
	136

	Bexhill College
	65

	Bexley Council
	216

	Birmingham LEA
	220

	Blackpool Education, Leisure & Cultural Services Department
	121

	Bolton Metropolitan Borough Council
	257

	Braintree College
	54

	Brent Council
	227

	Bridgwater College
	177

	Brighton, Hove and Sussex Sixth Form College
	184

	Brigshaw High School
	230

	Burton College
	156

	Bury LEA
	147

	Cambridge County Council
	116

	Cambridge Regional College
	322

	Camden LEA
	320

	Canterbury College
	154

	Canterbury Diocesan Board of Education
	253

	Chamber of Commerce Training (Barnsley) Ltd
	113

	Chapel-en-Le-Frith High School
	123

	Chatham House Grammar School
	68

	Cheshire and Warrington Colleges Consortium
	155

	Cheshire LEA
	78

	Chesslyn Hay High School
	189

	Chichester College of Arts, Science and Technology
	122

	Children's Legal Centre
	12

	Cirencester College
	61

	City and Guilds
	157

	City College - Brighton and Hove
	237

	City of Sunderland College
	148

	Claverham Community College (Governing Body)
	95

	
	

	Claverham Community College (W Healey)
	52

	Claverham Community College (Sarah Noble)
	63

	Claverham Community College (Richard Pitts)
	188

	Cliffe, Carole
	96

	Clifton Catholic Diocesan Schools Commission
	190

	Clough Hall Technology School
	67

	Cobb, Steven
	181

	Colchester Institute
	263

	College of Richard Collyer
	130

	Colleges in the Eastern Region
	79

	College Management, Association for
	131

	Connexions Service National Unit
	31

	Connor, John
	125

	Conservative National Education Society
	251

	Construction Industry Training Board
	213

	Coulsdon College (Liz Horner)
	268

	Coulsden College (Peter Sharples)
	143

	Coventry and Warwickshire Chamber of Commerce
	260

	Coventry City Council
	242

	Crowther, Roger
	25

	Croydon Council
	183

	Davies, R L 
	29

	Derby Tertiary College
	283

	Derwentside College
	119

	Diocese of Chelmsford
	74

	Diocese of Hexham and Newcastle 
	245

	Dobbin, Jim (Member of Parliament)
	17

	Dorset County Council
	195

	Dorset LEA
	217

	Durham County Council
	199

	East Berkshire College
	201

	East Durham and Houghall Community College
	48

	East Norfolk Sixth Form College
	152

	East Riding of Yorkshire Council
	90

	East Sussex Learning Partnership
	92

	Eccles College
	117

	Ecclesfield School
	26

	Enfield College
	126

	Engineering Council
	111

	Engineering Employers' Federation
	169

	Equal Opportunities Commission
	267

	Ewers, Tim
	27

	Fakenham High School and College (John McCourt)
	200

	Fakenham High School and College (Richard Moore)
	38

	Fisher, Amanda
	39

	
	

	Foundation and Voluntary Aided Schools' Association
	243

	Free Churches Education Unit
	159

	Further Education (London Region) Services
	323

	Further Education Sussex
	231

	Gateshead LEA
	316

	George Spencer Foundation School and Technology College
	94

	George, Mark
	99

	Gloucestershire County Education Council
	313

	Godalming College
	162

	Goff, Patrick 
	6

	Government Office West Midlands
	109

	Gowland, T P
	228

	Greenwich Education Service
	296

	Greenwood, Jon
	13

	Hadlow College
	282

	Hartlepool LEA
	170

	Heads of Foundation and Aided Schools, Association of
	252

	Hereford Sixth Form College
	53

	Highbury College
	279

	Hills Road Sixth Form College
	35

	Holly Lodge High School
	280

	Hopking, Nina
	105

	Hounslow LEA
	258

	Huddersfield Technical College
	49

	Huish Episcopi School
	57

	Intake High School
	168

	Islington 14-19 Partnership
	269

	John Bunyan School
	246

	John Taylor High School
	73

	Joseph Priestley College
	259

	Kay, Richard
	288

	Keighley College
	22

	Kensington and Chelsea Education Business Partnership
	2

	Kensington and Chelsea, Royal Borough of
	270

	Kent Association of Further Education Corporations
	128

	Kent LEA
	271

	Ketley, Carol
	312

	King Edward VI College (Peter Emmerson)
	100

	King Edward VI College (John Glazier)
	144

	King Edward VI College (Colin Roberts)
	165

	King Edward VI College (Mark Ryan)
	59

	King's College London
	226

	Kingston Upon Hull Learning Services
	23

	Kirklees LEA
	133

	Knight, Andy
	93

	
	

	Knowsley Community College
	51

	Lancashire County Council
	321

	Learning and Skills Council (Black Country)
	60

	Learning and Skills Council (Bournemouth, Dorset and Poole)
	194

	Learning and Skills Council (Coventry and Warwickshire)
	306

	Learning and Skills Council (Gloucester)
	275

	Learning and Skills Council (Greater Merseyside)
	293

	Learning and Skills Council (Lincolnshire and Rutland)
	333

	Learning & Skills Council (National Office)
	248

	Learning Skills Council (Norfolk)
	107

	Learning Skills Council (Northamptonshire)
	108

	Learning and Skills Council (Tyne and Wear)
	161

	Learning and Skills Development Agency
	307

	Leeds City Council
	276

	Leeds LEA
	238

	Leicester City Council
	291

	Leo Baeck College
	247

	Lewisham College
	197

	Lewisham LEA
	277

	Lincolnshire LEA
	298

	Liverpool Archdiocesan Centre For Evangelisation
	317

	Liverpool C.E Diocese
	235

	Local Government Association
	286

	London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham
	34

	London Borough of Harrow
	212

	London Borough of Richmond upon Thames
	278

	London Borough of Sutton
	137

	London Borough of Tower Hamlets
	325

	London Government, Association of
	302

	Long Road Sixth Form College
	77

	Lucas, Len
	43

	Luff, Peter (Member of Parliament) 
	89

	Luton Sixth Form College
	172

	MacKenzie, Charlotte
	3

	Manchester Chamber of Commerce and Industry
	285

	Manchester Enterprises Ltd
	88

	Merton College
	87

	Moat, Charlie
	15

	National Association for Managers of Students Services
	266

	National Association of Education Advisers, Inspectors and Consultants
	150

	National Association of Head Teachers
	132

	National Association of Schoolmasters and Union of Women Teachers
	218

	National Association of Teachers in Further and Higher Education
	179

	National Union of Teachers
	249

	New College (Durham)
	224

	
	

	New College (Nottingham)
	284

	New College (Pontefract)
	18

	Newbould Community School
	206

	Newcastle College
	186

	Newstead Wood School for Girls
	331

	Norfolk County Council
	118

	North Birmingham College
	82

	North East Lincs Council Employment Development Services
	14

	North Tyneside Local Learning Partnership
	223

	North Warwickshire and Hinckley College
	171

	North West Kent College
	114

	North Yorkshire LEA
	198

	Northamptonshire Inspection and Advisory Service
	273

	Northamptonshire LEA
	151

	Northbrook College
	149

	Northumberland College
	160

	Northumberland County Council (KL Davies/J Wright)
	255

	Northumberland County Council (Mike Lyons)
	70

	Norton Radstock College
	32

	Norwich City College
	221

	Notre Dame Sixth Form College
	124

	Nottinghamshire County Council
	292

	Nunthorpe School (A Fletcher)
	167

	Nunthorpe School (Andrew Wappat)
	75

	Nunthorpe School (N Willis)
	4

	Oxfordshire Governors' Association
	327

	Palatine High School
	20

	Palmer's College
	208

	Paston College (Ivor Kiddle)
	211

	Paston College (Peter Mayne)
	174

	Pearsall, Johnathan
	101

	Penrice Community College
	112

	Peter Symonds College
	45

	Priestley College Governing Body
	129

	Prospects Services Ltd
	139

	Pumfrey, Roy
	11

	Quarrydale School
	21

	Queen Elizabeth Sixth Form College
	146

	R C Diocese of Nottingham Schools Commission
	104

	Ralph, Paul
	62

	Redcar and Cleveland College
	178

	Reepham High School (Christopher Hassell)
	173

	Reepham High School (Governing Body)
	301

	Richmond Adult and Community College
	40

	Richmond upon Thames College
	289

	
	

	Rochdale LEA
	83

	Rochester Diocesan Board of Education
	134

	Rodger, Alan
	47

	Rodillian School
	84

	Rowan, Trevor
	69

	Rowley, John
	103

	Royal Academy of Engineering
	135

	Royal Forest of Dean College
	46

	Royal Geographical Society
	314

	Runshaw College
	5

	Ryan, Jennifer
	187

	Ryan, P A 
	37

	Salice, Luca
	19

	Sandwell 14-19 Task Group
	324

	Scarborough Sixth Form College
	153

	School Organisation Committee - Kent (Klem Majewski)
	142

	School Organisation Committee - Kent (David Russell)
	311

	School Organisation Committee - North Yorkshire
	97

	School Organisation Committee - Northumberland
	290

	School Organisation Committee - Portsmouth
	180

	School Organisation Committee - Surrey
	274

	Secondary Heads Association
	310

	Secondary Headteachers in Essex, Association of
	214

	Sendall, M J
	210

	Seymour, Joanne
	66

	Sheffield College
	299

	Sheffield LEA
	303

	Sherratt, Ian
	8

	Sixth Form Colleges' Employers' Forum
	294

	Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council
	326

	Soc. of Education Officers and Assoc. of Chief Education Officers
	185

	Solihull Sixth Form College
	234

	Somerset College of Arts and Technology
	304

	Somerset LEA
	264

	South East Essex College
	115

	South Essex Learning Partnership
	272

	South Gloucestershire LEA
	239

	South Tyneside College
	58

	Southend on Sea Borough Council
	236

	Southfield School
	250

	St Augustine's Catholic College
	330

	St Brendan’s Sixth Form College
	309

	St Cuthbert's High School
	50

	St Francis Xavier Sixth Form College
	222

	St Helen’s College
	86

	
	

	St John's RC Comprehensive School
	81

	St Mary's College Blackburn
	287

	St Mary's College Middlesburgh
	196

	St Vincent College
	240

	Stanmore College Further Education Corporation
	319

	Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council
	215

	Stockton and Billingham College
	55

	Stockton Sixth Form College
	256

	Stoke-on-Trent LEA
	305

	Stratford upon Avon College
	233

	Strode's College (Frank Botham)
	164

	Strode's College (Michael Heath)
	332

	Stroud College of Further Education
	232

	Students with Disabilities, National Bureau for
	265

	Sunderland LEA
	315

	Surrey LEA
	205

	Sussex Sixth Form Colleges' Consortium
	166

	Sztyber, Kim
	71

	Teachers, Professional Association of
	261

	Teachers and Lecturers, Association of
	328

	Telford and Wrekin Council
	297

	Tertiary College Network
	176

	The Crypt School
	28

	The FitzWimarc School
	182

	The Friary School
	44

	The Judd School
	110

	The Norton Knatchbull School
	56

	The People's College
	7

	The Prince's Trust
	140

	Thomas Hepburn Community School
	191

	Thomas Rotherham College
	72

	Tulloch, Margaret
	193

	Tunbridge Wells Girls Grammar School
	318

	Tynemouth College
	141

	University of Central England
	192

	University of Gloucestershire
	207

	University of London Union
	229

	University of Wolverhampton
	102

	Wakefield College (Sue Griffiths)
	33

	Wakefield College (Heather McDonald)
	203

	Walford and North Shropshire College
	24

	Walsall College of Arts and Technology
	76

	Walton Hall School
	120

	Welder Training and Education, Association for
	106

	West Nottinghamshire College
	36

	
	

	West Sussex County Council
	329

	Westminster Diocese Education Service
	295

	Weydon School
	244

	Wheatcroft, George
	225

	Whitehouses, Katrin
	163

	Winchester Diocesan Board of Education
	85

	Windsor and Maidenhead, Royal Borough of
	254

	Wirral LEA
	281

	Wirral Metropolitan College
	300

	Woking College
	9

	Woodchurch High School
	42

	Woodcote School
	308

	Woolwich Polytechnic School
	16

	Worcester County Council
	127

	Wyggeston and Queen Elizabeth I College
	98

	Wyke College
	64

	Yeovil Tertiary College
	30

	York College
	145


FLAG B

DECISIONS TAKEN IN THE LIGHT OF CONSULTATION: A NOTE BY DfES

LSC 16-19 proposals

· In the light of the strong support shown for the proposals, the Government has decided to proceed broadly as proposed in the consultation paper.  Relevant provisions are included in the Education Bill currently before Parliament.

· However, the Government takes seriously the concerns which some respondents expressed about the need for the LSC to maintain close collaboration with 16-19 providers, and for full local consultation before proposals are published.  Regulations made under the relevant provisions of the Education Bill currently before Parliament will specify that the LSC must consult with all relevant local interests before publishing proposals; and that the published proposals must set out the extent of the consultation and the nature of any objections.  In making a decision about the proposals.   The Government will be consulting further with school, church and college representatives about the content of these regulations.

· The national LSC’s response to the consultation said that the Council would offer representation to churches, and strengthen that for schools, on the Young People’s Learning Committee, which will be required to approve all local LSC proposals before they are published.  The Government very much welcome this, which will give schools and churches a direct role in the approval of LSC 16-19 proposals for publication.

· The LSC will also be discussing with school, church and other 16-19 representatives, how to ensure effective collaboration at local level, building on the good practice from areas where the LSC and schools, colleges and other 16-19 providers are working effectively together.

Establishing new sixth forms

· The Government will proceed with the proposals broadly as proposed.  However, we understand and take seriously the concerns raised by some respondents about the potential impact of new school sixth forms on other local providers.  We will be making absolutely clear that School Organisation Committees will be required to take account of the local impact of the proposal and value for money issues, alongside the size and quality criteria set out in the consultation paper.

· The Government will also be consulting further on the detailed content of the guidance to SOCs about school sixth form proposals.  This will include considering how to frame criteria which moves away from a single numerical threshold towards a more flexible approach to size based on ensuring that proposed sixth forms will be able to deliver a wide range of high quality learning, including through collaborative arrangements with other local providers. 

Extending the age range for area inspections
· The Government intends to proceed with this proposal.  The necessary provisions have been included in the Education Bill currently before Parliament.  The new inspection regime will be introduced on a timetable consistent with the implementation of the wider 14-19 strategy which will be set out in a detailed 14-19 consultation document in the new year.  The date of commencement for the relevant legislation will be decided in the light of:

· decisions following the consultation document, about the timetable for wider 14-19 changes; and


· HMCI’s advice, referred to in the consultation paper, on how the new age range for area inspections can be implemented without increasing the burden of inspection on schools and colleges.

DfES 

December 2001
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