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THIS FORM IS NOT INTERACTIVE. If you wish to respond electronically please use the online or offline response facility available on the Department for Education and Skills e-consultation website (http://www.dfes.gov.uk/consultations).
The information you provide in your response will be subject to the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and Environmental Information Regulations, which allow public access to information held by the Department. This does not necessarily mean that your response can be made available to the public as there are exemptions relating to information provided in confidence and information to which the Data Protection Act 1998 applies. You may request confidentiality by ticking the box provided, but you should note that neither this, nor an automatically-generated e-mail confidentiality statement, will necessarily exclude the public right of access.

	Please tick if you want us to keep your response confidential.
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	Name
	Nadine Cartner

	Organisation (if applicable)
	Association for College Management

	Address:
	ACM House

35 The Point

Market Harborough




If your enquiry is related to the policy content of the consultation you can contact Jessica Ward on:

Telephone: 020 7925 5400

e-mail: jessica.ward@dfes.gsi.gov.uk 

If you have a query relating to the consultation process you can contact the Consultation Unit on:

Telephone: 01928 794888

Fax: 01928 794 311

e-mail: consultation.unit@dfes.gsi.gov.uk
Please mark an X in the box below that best describes you as a respondent?
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	Teacher
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	Trainer
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	Principal
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	Chief Executive
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	Learner
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	Employer

	X
	Other
	
	
	
	


	Please Specify:

Head of Policy 




Which of the following best describes your organisation or institution
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	School Sixth Form
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	Further Education College (Including Tertiary)
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	6th Form College
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	Specialist Designated College
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	Agriculture and horticulture college
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	Art, design and performing arts college
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	University/HEI
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	National Specialist College for LLDD
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	Independent provider
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	Adult Learning provider
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	Representative body (please specify)
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	Local Authority

	X
	Trade Union
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	Voluntary/Charity Organisation
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	Employer
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	Individual
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	Regional Body
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	Sectoral Body
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	Other (please specify)
	
	
	
	


	Please Specify:




Section 2 - The Wider Demand Led System
A new relationship with schools, colleges and providers: changing the planning regime 
1 Would the proposals be sufficient for colleges, providers and the LSC to benefit from a light touch relationship?

	X
	Yes
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	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

The government’s determination to foster increased self-regulation and to achieve a system of self-regulation by 2012 is welcomed.  

While we welcome this move we are concerned that the steps required to move towards self regulation have not been thought through.  There needs to be some consideration of the steps that should to be taken both by the sector and by government and sector agencies to make progress in clear steps between now and 2012 that will ensure that self-regulation is a reality.  

At local level, the LSC has made substantial progress in moving away from the micro-management of colleges and this is an important step that will assist the process of developing self-regulation.  In the same period, the LSC nationally has created an environment in which, in terms of funding and target setting, there is too little stability.  Colleges need to be able to plan effectively but when funding allocations are uncertain each year, effective planning is more difficult.  A commitment to funding stability is a necessary condition of self-regulation.

The new framework needs to consider how providers, working in partnership with others as well as local authorities and the LSC are involved in the planning process.

The new framework needs to consider also, how providers are empowered to engage with learners.  Currently there are too many constraints around funding eligibility linked to approved qualifications.  The freedom to develop local appropriate programmes of study suitable to the needs of individuals or groups inhibits the sector in attempting to meet the needs of some learners, particularly the disengaged.




Competition and Choice 
2 What are your views on this approach to greater collaborative and area-based planning for 14-19 provision?

	Comments:

We have evidence from our members that collaboration where it is working well is bringing significant benefits to those in the 14 to 19 age group in the locality.  The government is right to encourage further collaboration and we share the view that the successful implementation of the new diploma will require a strong commitment to working in partnership.  There is a case for saying that the government should strengthen the framework through which effective collaboration can develop

Partnership working, while beneficial, is exposing some issues on which a national steer, policy shift or greater clarity would be helpful; in particular:

· Funding disparities make it difficult to deal with some differences between the schools and colleges sectors that get in the way of effective partnership.  

· We are advised by some of our members that area-based planning can be de-stabilised and made more difficult through the introduction of unplanned academies and competitions

· Government policy on league tables sometimes undermines effective collaboration and makes for difficulties in attempting to meet the needs of challenging learners.  There needs to be simple but effective measures to test the value of partnership working but such measures might challenge the government’s preoccupation with provider league tables.

· Some of our members report that Local LSCs are concerned about the legal status of partnerships whilst others take a more relaxed or pragmatic view of this.  There is a clear need for authoritative advice on whether partnerships need to be set up as legal entities and if so, they need to be funded appropriately.  We would argue however, that there should be no need to establish partnerships as legal bodies as such a move would simply take resources away from delivery. 

· There is a lack of clarity about responsibility for the strategic direction of 14 to 19 provision, In some areas, the LSC takes the lead, in others Local Authorities whilst in some it is partnerships themselves that appear to be driving change.

· Impartial advice and guidance is not available to many young people and the competitive environment means that some are steered into provision that might not best suit their needs.

· How private providers might best be involved in partnerships and local planning




3 To what extent should the LSC intervene to make sure there is sufficient appropriate provision for particular groups?

	Comments:

The LSC needs to work in partnership with local providers to identify under-represented groups and to develop engagement strategies appropriate to the needs of the group of learners so identified.

It is important that any intervention involves processes that are transparent consistent and appropriate to the group concerned.  

In some cases, the existing funding arrangements make it difficult to target provision on particular groups because the focus in the funding approach is on full qualifications and this does not always fit with the needs of some learners.  It may also be the case that “employability outcomes” and qualifications do not sit well together.  

For some, the need is skills development, not qualifications.  There needs to be scope for local intervention to produce engagement strategies that fit the needs of a particular group or locality – and the capability of LSC local partnerships to fund such strategies.




4 How can we simplify the tendering process so that more providers are able to deliver training that employers want? 

	Comments:

Any simplification of the tendering process would be welcome as too much resource is currently devoted to producing tender documentation.  The following needs to be taken into account.

· The tender process needs to allow sufficient time for the preparation of bid.

· There should be transparency in the process so that prospective bidders should know in plenty of time whether bids must be from consortia or whether bids from individual providers would be accepted

· LMI should be produced centrally and published so that all providers seeking to tender are not researching the same information.

· Some consideration needs to be given to the inconsistency between seeking to develop a demand-led system and tendering process that places an emphasis on the supply of particular types of qualification-based learning.

· Any new entrants should be subjected to the same kinds of rigorous quality assurance processes in advance of any contract award.




Diversifying the market
5 What incentives do you think will be affective to open up and diversify the market across all types of providers to engage more learners and employers? 

	Comments:

· The market for training provision is already relatively overcrowded;  margins are low for some types of provision.  It is not clear that introducing new competition will add any value to the system or for learners.  If there is any evidence that new entrants to the sector will add value, the evidence should be shared with the sector.

· There is little evidence from education or other sectors that central planning of supply is effective.  Centrally-directed expansion of supply may yield poor results.

· To the extent that a market already exists, high quality providers will naturally grow as learners are more likely to be attracted to providers that offer quality provision.

· There may be a case for encouraging new entrants where it is clear that gaps in provision are evident and local providers are not willing or able to close those gaps.  Such gaps need to be identified as part of a process that involves all providers in the local planning area if area-based planning is to have any significance.  

· There is a danger that some in the sector will cherry-pick provision where it is relatively easy to maximise a return but without regard to the spread of provision that needs to be made available to meet need.  




Investing in and developing capacity and capital
6 Are the principles for capital and capacity development outlined, the correct ones?
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	Yes
	X
	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

· The approach that the LSC has recently adopted to capital development is to be welcomed.  That approach will see the substantial re-building of the sector over the period up to around 2015.  The LSC is supporting a step change in relation to the quality of new learning spaces and colleges and this does mean that we will have a further education sector that offers learners high quality and inspiring facilities

· Capacity building funds need to be made available to existing providers as well as to potential new entrants.  

· The principles that will inform allocations to private providers are not clear and need to be more clearly stated.  Public funding of private investment may simply divert resources away from education and the LSC may have no long-term control over such investment.  The safeguards as well as the principles need to be outlined.

· The present focus of LSC capital funding, on building space calculations may inhibit the ability of some providers to expand into new areas.  For example, a college that is rebuilding that wants to create sufficient space to expand into the delivery of foundation degrees or 14 to 16 work, will be constrained by existing space calculations.  There is a need for further development of cross-sector planning to address this issue.




7 Do you agree that capacity building funds should be used to help new providers enter the market?
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	Yes
	X
	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

The case for stimulating the growth of provision from new providers has not been made.

If the development of local partnerships, involving the LSC, providers, local authorities and schools, is to be effective, it must be a responsibility of the partnership to plan provision.  It should therefore, be for partnerships to decide where gaps in provision cannot be met from existing providers and to agree strategies for closing those gaps.

Without such an approach to planning, self-regulation will be difficult to achieve.  There is a risk that planning by individual providers will be undermined if all providers do not have a stake in planning for the area.




Ensuring quality
8 Do you think that the proposed balance between self regulation and external intervention is right?
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	Yes
	X
	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

The determination to move towards greater self-regulation is appropriate and welcome.  What needs to be clarified is the steps that will be taken to reach self-regulation in the period between now and 2012.

The oversight and funding framework in the sector is overly complicated and takes considerable funds that could be better employed on the front line to support teaching and learning.  It is a matter of concern that DfES has not consulted the sector on the quality improvement strategy as this is a strategy that is not sufficiently coherent and which has the potential to maintain a bureaucratic and interventionist approach to the sector that will get in the way of self-regulation and quality improvement. 




Qualification and curriculum reform
9 What support do you need to ensure the alignment of Sector Qualifications Strategies, the QCF and public funding of provision?

	Comments:

The current framework for vocational qualifications is not fit for purpose for some sectors of the economy and curriculum and qualification reform is both necessary and welcome.

Colleges are keen to support reform and have a lot of expertise that can be used in developing new qualifications that might address weaknesses of the current arrangements.  There are significant challenges that need to be addressed:

· There is evidence from the development of the new diplomas that Sector Skills Councils are not sufficiently representative of the sectors of the economy they represent and that employers, once they see the new diplomas, will not recognise the content as something that is appropriate to the needs of their sector.  Capturing the employer voice is as difficult in curriculum design as it is in curriculum delivery and this needs to be recognised as a key weakness in the current approach to reform.

· New qualifications need to be trialled and be given time to prove their worth with employers and learners before old specifications are withdrawn.

· The number of awarding bodies competing for business and seeing the new QCF as a business opportunity first and foremost, may undermine curriculum and qualification reform and risks adding to the complexity of qualifications.  Rationalisation of awarding bodies as well as qualifications would help

· There needs to be greater clarity and transparency in the relationship between qualifications, licence to practice (where required) and funding.

· Independent advice and guidance for learners will be essential if the reformed curriculum is to be understood.




10 What are the key factors we should take into account in developing an initial impact analysis in preparation for withdrawing funding from certain qualifications and for the introduction of the QCF?

	Comments:

Funding should not be withdrawn in advance of significant consultation with SSCs, employers, providers and awarding bodies.

There needs to be a transitional period to allow learners to complete qualifications that they have started




11 Do you agree that the proposals suggested would encourage progression to full qualifications without deterring the hardest to reach? If not, what other means of achieving this aim could you suggest?
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	Yes
	X
	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

This is not supported.

The proposal will erect a significant barrier to learning for some, particularly the hard to reach or engage and those not traditionally included in post-compulsory education.  

It would also be bureaucratic and difficult to administer and operate and would make the planning of unitised provision difficult.  

It further breaks the link between costs of provision and funding and could create a disincentive to offer unitised provision




Section 3 - Funding Models

16-18 Model 
Option 1 Strategic Commissioning
12 On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being ‘not at all’ and 5 being ‘completely’, to what degree do you believe this option would meet the three objectives of the White Paper?

• Providing incentives to respond to learner choices, increase participation and achievement
• Providing stability to allow future planning
• Avoiding bureaucracy
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	1
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	2
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	3

	X
	4 
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	5
	
	


	Comments:

Strategic commissioning offers the greatest potential for stability and is, therefore supported.

Stability is essential for 16 to 18 provision and is also desirable across the range, particularly for multi-year course.

Any less stable system of funding will lead to an increase in casualisation of the workforce and this is not in the interests of learners.  The learner voice is important and consistent reliable staffing is what they tell us they want.

It would be helpful if the DfES and the LSC could learn from the HE sector where HEFCE appears to have developed a more stable set of arrangements that do not lead to fluctuations in funding or instability in the sector.




Option 2 Strategic commissioning with reconciliation
13 On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being 'not at all' and 5 being 'completely', to what degree do you believe this option would meet the three objectives of the white paper?

· Providing incentives to respond to learner choices, increase participation and achievement 

· Providing stability to allow future planning 

· avoiding bureaucracy

	X
	1
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	2
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	3
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	4
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	5
	
	


	Comments:

This would be destabilising and would undermine the trust relationship that has been developing between the sector and the LSC since plan-led funding was first introduced.

It would also lead to colleges becoming more risk-averse and would therefore undermine the focus on recruiting NEETs and the harder-to-reach learners.

A further impact might be to increase the casualisation of the workforce as this is the most common way of managing uncertainty.  This is not in the interests of learners. 




14 In what other ways could we incentivise schools, colleges and providers to recruit additional learners?

	Comments:

There are sufficient incentives to recruit new learners now, except where providers are constrained by space requirements.  Where growth in capacity is needed, there needs to be a stronger link between meeting targets and access to capital funds to support growth.

Funding stability is essential if providers are to be incentivised.  Instability leads to risk-aversion.




15 Which funding and payment mechanism do you think will be most effective in supporting the delivery of 16-18 apprenticeships within 14-19 planning and budgeting arrangements?
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	16-18 model
	X
	Employer responsive model


	Comments:

Apprenticeships are work based and therefore form part of a total employer solution that may also include recruitment services, business planning and innovation support, qualifications and action learning sessions.  To this end apprenticeships should be part of the total workforce development offer and funded as such.  In addition, were employers required to pay a flat % of the total workforce development solution (say 15%) it would encourage employers to engage in bespoke development rather than just the fully funded provision.




16 Do you support the changed data collection timetable to allow schools more time to ensure the data properly reflects the subjects learners are following?
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	Yes
	X
	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

We can see no reason to move away from the 1st October as the 1st census date for funding purposes for long programmes in schools and in colleges.  We agree, however, that there needs to be a common census date for all.




17 Do you agree with the move away from allocating disadvantage funding based on free school meals?

	X
	Yes
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	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

Disadvantage uplift should be applied in a consistent way in all parts of the system




18 Do you support the allocation of Additional Learning Support for School Sixth Forms to support those recruiting learners with lower prior achievement?

	X
	Yes
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	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

ALS needs to be managed and funded on the same basis for all providers.




19 What are your views on the outlined proposals for funding specialised Diplomas delivered in partnership at Key Stage 4? Are there alternative approaches you would recommend?

	Comments:

The new diploma should be funded at a national rate and in a manner that is consistent with the overall approach to funding. The distribution of funds between partners in a locality should be a matter for the partnership as national prescription will be bureaucratic and inappropriate.




Adult Learner Responsive Model / Learner Accounts
20 Do you agree with the scope as described in this section?  If not, please explain what types of provision should be funded by this approach.
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	Yes
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	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

It is inappropriate to consider the detail of how learner accounts are managed across the sector, in advance of the pilots.  The pilots may demonstrate that ILAs do not have the intended consequence of stimulating demand for learning.

It may be more appropriate to think in terms of developing the concept of entitlement for all adults who do not have a full level 3 qualification and link that entitlement to the Adult Learning Grant to stimulate demand for learning.  The model as described in par 145-147 will lead to the development of at least 5 different funding streams for adult learning and this is not consistent with the stated aim of reducing bureaucracy and simplifying funding. 




21 Do you agree with the approach to mid-year and end-year reconciliation? If not please suggest alternatives
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	Yes
	X
	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

Past experience reconciliation and claw-back is that it is:

· time-consuming

· destabilising

· difficult to do on a timely basis

We believe that this will make colleges risk-averse and less likely to seek to recruit more challenging student groups.  It will also encourage an increase in the casualisation of the workforce and this is not in the interests of students.




22 Do you agree that there should be a second outturn estimate near the end of the year as set out in this section of the document?  If not please suggest alternatives.
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	Yes
	X
	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

We can see no merit in this




23 Should additional funding be made available for shorter courses?

	X
	Yes
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	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments

The short course modifier is an effective way of reflecting the additional fixed costs associated with short courses and does not add significantly to bureaucracy.  




24 Would you prefer a funding adjustment to involve a tolerance or a reduced rate?  If neither, give reasons.

	X
	Tolerance
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	Reduced rate
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	Neither


	Comments:




25 What contribution do you see Learner Accounts making to the development of a more demand led system for adult learning?

	Comments:

Learner accounts will only contribute to making the system more demand-led if learners are able to use them in any curriculum area or for any type of qualification for which they want to study.  As this is not intended, they have little potential to make the system any more demand-led that it has been thus far.




26 How can the Learner Accounts model best be made to work in the interests of learners?

	Comments:

ILAs are more likely to work against the interests of learners.  They will be:

· open to fraud

· expensive to administer

· complex and difficult to understand for the learner

· likely to encourage learners to sign up for programmes that have been sold to them rather than to programmes that fit their real needs




27 Are there any other sources of support/services that you think could be included in Learner Accounts? 

	Comments:

ILAs need to be supported, if the pilot shows any signs of effectiveness with

· high quality independent advice and guidance

· a clear link to the adult learning grant




28 How can Learner Accounts best support the most vulnerable learners?

	Comments:

The use of Learner Accounts with vulnerable learners would be high risk unless there was a very strong guarantee of independent advice and guidance for the learner.




Employer Responsive Model / Train to Gain
29 Do you agree with the scope as described in this section of the document?

	X
	Yes
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	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

We agree with the scope as described and would suggest a further expansion to include funding for business services and brokerage.  

Many Further Education Colleges offer a range of business services to employers bringing together a full HRD solution to employer partners and clients. This has been diluted with the provision of separate brokerage services and we often find ourselves re-doing the brokers work.  It would seem sensible to build on the strong and effective relationships employers have with the FE sector and engage in a business responsiveness model that requires the providers to carryout the business review and identification of a range of solutions to employers and their workforce.  

We would also argue that the issue of 1st level 2 is inappropriate in the skills arena, you may have a graduate working in an employment setting without the specific vocational skills required and therefore vocational skills development is just a important for that individual as for the employee with no level 2 qualification.  

In addition the learning requirement in the T2G model should be more rigorous, currently the minimum requirement will not, in my opinion, give the skills enhancement to move a business forward at the rate required to impact on productivity and competitive response. Innovation within industry will not be realised from a simple accreditation of current skills, therefore innovation development, supported by FE and led by employers and their workforce should also be funded via T2G.  In this way the outcome required would be realised.




Characteristics of the Employer Responsive Model / Train to Gain
30 Do you agree that reviews be undertaken twice a year or more frequently to ensure budgets are revised more accurately – upward or downward – to reflect employer demand?
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	Yes
	X
	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

Any review must also take into account the amount of business development activity undertaken by the institution.  Current the use of T2G funds is linked not only to the adequate provision of brokerage but of the training providers own business development activity.  Therefore if the provider can show the potential to use the indicative funding allocation, no adjustment should be made.




31 Do you agree with the proposal for applying the area costs uplift?  If not, please outline your reasons and indicate alternatives.

	X
	Yes
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	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

Area costs uplift  is not the only issue that needs to be considered.  

There is a flaw in the funding calculation, in a truly demand led market place you can not pre-plan your offer, it will be different for each learner and employer therefore the average programme weighting is not reliable.  It would be better to use a flat rate per qualification level  with additional payments for business support and add in a requirement for the employer to pay a percentage of the total business solution. In this way the employer will be encouraged to invest in the whole solution, not just the funded parts and there is funding built in to link learning to business innovation and planning.  In this way employers will be better placed to identify the business reasons for building the skills of their workforce and they will be better placed to measure the impact of the activity. 




32 Should the Employer responsive model include a disadvantage factor? If you think it should be applied, please state reasons why this is the case.
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	Yes
	X
	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:




33 Should payments be made monthly, or is quarterly sufficient?

	X
	Monthly
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	Quarterly
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	Other


	Comments:

Cash flow is important to ensure any capacity building is enabled.




34 Should 25 per cent of funding be paid on achievement or an alternative proportion?

	X
	Yes
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	No
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	Alternative


	Comments:

This is an appropriate amount.




35 Do you agree with the proposal to transitionally protect providers on the current payment system?

	Comments:

We agree with the proposal to offer protection to providers on the current payment system and would suggest this should be for a period of one contract year or the duration of programme for any learners carried over from the old system.  All new learners should go on to the new system and although there will be issues with running the two systems in one, the benefit will be an eventual convergence with no dip in income for providers.




Provision for Special Educational Needs (SEN), Learning Difficulties and Disabilities (LDD) and Additional Learning Support (ALS) needs

36 Do you agree that the system as described will achieve simplification and facilitate better value for money?
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	Yes
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	No
	X
	Not Sure


	Comments:

We agree that any proposal for achieving simplification and facilitating better value for money is to be welcomed, but are concerned about the proposed arrangements for higher level claims.  We need to be satisfied that provider duties under legislation such as the DDA can be met without difficulty once the new arrangements are in place.




37 Do you consider the timetable realistic? If not, why not, and what would you change?

	X
	Yes
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	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

The proposed timetable is realistic providing:

Adequate safety net arrangements are agreed and in place, and the elements in the new arrangements where there is not a consensus are satisfactorily resolved.




Funding the Foundation Learning Tier (FLT)

38 Do you have a preference for either of the two principles outlined? 

	[image: image78.png]



	Funding by unit of learning/qualification
	X
	Funding by time
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	No preference


	Comments:

Funding by time is likely to be the most effective way of supporting learners to progress to level 2.  Rates of progress through qualifications at Entry and Level 1 currently vary significantly and this is not likely to change.  Funding by qualification is likely to create a disincentive to recruit learners at this level.




39 Do you have any views on how the three aspects of the FLT should be funded? 

	Comments:

Load-banded GLH with programme weighting factor applied where appropriate.




Section 5  - Next Steps
40 Do you think that any of the proposals will have an impact on Equality and Diversity, whether positive or negative?  
Please also identify for which groups of people you think this impact applies.

	X
	Yes
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	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

The move towards a common set of funding arrangements for all in the 16 to 18 age range is welcome.  There are some concerns however, in the context equality and diversity and these can be summarised as:

· The use of a maximum SLN of 1.75 perpetuates a funding inequality that means we continue to invest most in 16 to 18 provision on the most successful learners.  A learner taking 4 or more A Levels will be worth almost double the value of a learner studying for a level 2 vocational qualification.  This suggests that the mix of the qualification and funding framework is not yet appropriate for all learners and does not begin to address the needs of those who have reached key stage 4 without having successfully completed a full level 2 qualification.

· The focus on differential rates for 16 to 18 and 19 plus is straightforwardly discriminatory.  Many learners aged 19 currently draw down entitlement funding and it is not clear that this will continue – but it needs to or those who take longer to get through post-16 learning will be disadvantaged and those colleges which focus on inclusion rather than selection will also be disadvantaged.

· The contraction of adult learning will be likely to continue as a result of the proposals in this document.  It would be helpful to monitor whether that contraction is adversely affecting groups traditionally under-represented in post-compulsory education.

· The income effect of gaining qualifications is most significant for learners who successfully find their way through traditional academic routes.  By making it more difficult for adult learners to take qualifications other than those skills-based qualifications that are in the DfES “demand-led” supply chain.  This is likely to have the effect of further reducing social mobility in England.




Technical Annex
41 Do you agree that maximum size of programme that will be funded per learner per year is 1.75 SLNs, which is the equivalent of 4.25 AS/A2 subjects plus the 16 to 18 entitlement studied?
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	Yes
	X
	No
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	Not Sure


	Comments:

See answer to question 40




42 Should the short course modifier apply to learners of all ages, or to adults aged over 19 only?
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	All ages
	X
	Adults aged over 19 only
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	Neither


	Comments:

The modifier should only apply to adults – younger students should be encouraged to study full-time or be placed in apprenticeships with training.




43 Please let us have your views on responding to this consultation (E.g. the number and type of questions, was it easy to find, understand and complete? etc.) 

	Comments:




Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge individual responses unless you place an 'X' in the box below.

Please acknowledge this reply  (
Here at the Department for Education and Skills we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be alright if we were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents?

	xYes
	[image: image86.png]


No


All UK national public consultations are required to conform to the following standards:

1. Consult widely throughout the process, allowing a minimum of 12 weeks for written consultation at least once during the development of the policy.

2. Be clear about what your proposals are, who may be affected, what questions are being asked and the timescale for responses.

3. Ensure that your consultation is clear, concise and widely accessible.

4. Give feedback regarding the responses received and how the consultation process influenced the policy.

5. Monitor your department’s effectiveness at consultation, including through the use of a designated consultation co-ordinator.

6. Ensure your consultation follows better regulation best practice, including carrying out a Regulatory Impact Assessment if appropriate.

Further information on the Code of Practice can be accessed through the Cabinet Office Website: http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/regulation/consultation-guidance/content/introduction/index.asp

Thank you for taking time to respond to this consultation.
Completed questionnaires and other responses should be sent to the address shown below by 30 March 2007

Send by post to:

Consultation Unit
Department for Education and Skills
Area 1a
Castle View House
East Lane
Runcorn 
Cheshire
WA7 2GJ

Send by e-mail to: FEsystem&funding.consultation@dfes.gsi.gov.uk 

