Regulations and Guidance on the Mandatory requirement to hold the National Professional Qualification for Headship (NPQH) 
The technical consultation took place between May and July 2003, and its purpose was to consider the wording of the Guidance and the Regulations which make the NPQH mandatory. It followed a formal, wide-ranging consultation in 2002 which generated 678 responses.
Teachers’, Professional Associations, Governor, Local Authorities, Faith groups, LEAs and Organisations such as OfSTED, QCA, TTA and GTC were invited to take part in the technical consultation, as were the National College for School Leadership (NCSL), and regional NPQH providers.

49 responses were received and these respondents almost without exception praised the clarity of the guidance. Responses from key consultees summarised below:
LEAs – (responses)
Many of them supported the Guidance and welcomed the change to mandatory status from April 2004; however the following issues were raised.

· Concern about NCSL’s policy for schools with more than 150 pupils who had candidate(s) wishing to take NPQH to meet the cost of supply cover, travel and subsistence themselves; and LEA staff having to fund themselves on the NPQH programme.

· Details on any equivalent qualifications from abroad would be appreciated.

· NPQH should be a compulsory requirement for headship in all schools including CTCs and Academies.

· Concerns regarding legal implications of heads failing to gain NPQH in 4 years.
· Whether it was realistic to expect all applicants for first-time headship posts, especially in very small rural schools where the number of applicants was likely to be low to have gained NPQH or to have been accepted on to an NPQH programme before applying. Many such schools were Church schools and therefore also had additional expectations, such as requiring potential applicants to be practising Christians.
· Queries on heads’ deferment from NPQH from a period of time; suggestions on tightening the role of LEAs in monitoring NPQH candidates from schools in their areas.
PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS
Many of the professional associations commended the positive steps taken by the DfES to ensure that the guidance was self-explanatory. They however had the following comments to make:

· Potential anomalies in the GTC Regulations with regard to revealing to the employer whether candidates had NPQH.

· ‘Sickness’ not listed in the Regulations as one of the categories for which a deferment could be allowed.

· Robust marketing needed to make sure governors were aware of their responsibilities, and that the Department should make it clear that the date that an individual was appointed to the headship post was the critical date. People from abroad should be allowed to undertake the NPQH programme so that they could take up headship in this country.

· Contractual implications of not obtaining the NPQH within the specified period.

· Mandatory requirement should apply to CTCs.

· NCSL’s inability to fund the course fees and other associated costs of the NPQH programme for teachers in the independent sector.
CHURCH SCHOOLS
One of the faith groups was concerned about the insufficient references to diocesan bodies. The role and expertise of diocesan commissioners should be acknowledged. Unconvinced that sufficient consideration have been given to the needs of Independent schools. Suggested a working party, or mutual collaboration between the two sectors.

NPQH PROVIDERS
One of the regional NPQH providers wanted us to make a few tweaks to make the guidance clearer. They had some issues on the following:

· Status of Headteachers of Early Years Centres – many of which had a nursery centre.
· Clarity was sought on retakes, prescribed time limits and financial penalties on NPQH programmes.
· Equal opportunities issues were raised regarding the wording of the guidance where ‘he’ was used to describe all Headteachers. It was suggested that such references be changed to ‘s/he’. 
