Measures and Targets for the 

Quality Improvement Strategy 2002-03 and 2003-04

A Response from The Association for College Management.

ACM is a trade union and professional association and represents managers in post 16 education.

Questions for consultation: Measures

Q1  Are the measures proposed sufficient to ensure that the quality improvement strategy is effective and improves the quality of provision to learners?

      Q2.   Are there any measures that you see as inappropriate?

Q3.   Are there other key measures that would be more appropriate?

Q4.   Do you foresee any difficulty in using these measures as a basis to set national targets for 2003-04?  

· No reference is made to value added data.  Research suggests – and this is accepted by both DfES and OFSTED  -  that raw achievement rates on their own, are not sufficiently sensitive indicators.

· There is no mention of collecting data on the basis of  gender, ethnicity or class. Such data would provide us with better intelligence to analyse and act on equal opportunity issues at both regional and national levels.  A good quality improvement strategy must embrace equal opportunities since retention and achievement are undoubtedly correlated with ethnicity, gender and class.  Strategies based on good intelligence, and which focus sharply on the underperformance of specific groups could make a major impact in a short space of time.

· We hope that colleges and national organisations will  have an opportunity to comment on the proposed learner survey.  Many colleges have developed well-structured surveys, over several years experience, which have provided useful data for organisational improvement.  This experience could enrich the new national survey process.  It would be helpful to look for ways for the national and provider surveys to complement one another and thus avoid survey overload.

· The ‘measures’ proposed in the consultation paper are not strategies to lift quality.  They constitute proposals about  the indicators that  should be measured and monitored to assess progress. Identifying the right indicators is important but that process will not in itself improve quality. We agree that criteria for measuring and monitoring quality improvement are important, however they will not of themselves achieve our goals.  

Questions for consultation: National Targets

Q5.   Do you agree with the principles that national targets should be   

         challenging, achievable, clear and readily comprehensible?

Q6.   Do you agree with the proposed process for:

· setting targets on the basis of sound baseline data?

· consulting on the proposed targets?

Q7.   Do you agree with the proposals (contained in the appendix) for providing additional benchmark data on retention and achievement rates?

Q8.   Do you agree with the proposal to publish the baseline data as soon

         as it becomes available?

· We agree with all of these proposals.

Questions for consultation: Local targets

Q9.   Do you agree with the proposal that the only mandatory local targets should   be separate targets to improve retention and achievement for:

· learners aged 16-18

· learners aged 19 and over?

Q10. If you do not agree, which additional mandatory local targets would you

         propose?  

· The Association considers that targets should be disaggregated by level.  This would provide more meaningful data in relation to key national goals, and provide better intelligence for development planning.

Q11. Do you agree that local LSCs should determine their targets for retention and achievement rates by aggregating the targets set by the providers they fund?

· This suggests that the overall local LSC target will be a mathematical  average of those set by all providers.  There will need to be a mechanism to ensure that this is  sufficiently challenging, and leads that locality towards quality improvement. Also a mathematical model will need to take account of differences in the size and programmes of different types of provider:  some kind of weighting system would need to be built in.   

Q12. Do you agree with the proposal to align the cycles for target setting and  development planning, Standards Fund allocation, and local strategic planning?

Q13. Do you agree with the principle of addressing any difference between national and (aggregate) local targets for improving retention and achievement by specific interventions, possibly on the model of the Level 2 Targets initiative?

· The Association agrees with these proposals. 

We hope you have found our comments helpful.  We would be very happy to engage in further dialogue and discussion with the LSC on any of these issues.  
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