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A consultation on the machinery of government changes, published in March 2008 by DIUS and DCSF
Introduction

1. This paper describes the joint DIUS/DCSF consultation ‘Raising expectations: enabling the system to deliver’
, which was published March 17th, 2008. It outlines how the proposals in ‘Raising expectations’ will alter the funding and management infrastructure of post-14 education in England, creating two parallel structures for 14-19 and post-19 learning.
2. It will then analyse how these changes could affect FE providers, sector bodies and new sector-owned representative and improvement bodies.

Background
3. The consultation paper brings together several strands of reform that have wound their way through the education and skills system during Labour’s time in government, from the Leitch Review of skills to the new emphasis on localism.


4. The Government first laid out its plans for reforming 14-19 education in the White Paper ’14-19 Education and Skills’, published in February 2005
. This paper introduced the 14-19 Diplomas as a new qualification. The Diplomas are designed to bridge the divide between vocational and academic education, creating a single qualification that embraces both strands of learning.

5. In 2007, in his first days in office, Prime Minister Gordon Brown undertook a major reorganisation of Whitehall’s departmental structure. The most visible of these alterations was the reshaping of the bodies responsible for administering education.  The existing Department for Education and Skills (DfES) was split in two. . The parts of DfES that had been responsible for further and higher education became the core of a new body, the Department for Innovation, Universities and Skills (DIUS).
6. To this department were added the Government’s science and innovation portfolios, which heretofore had been the responsibility of the Department for Trade and Industry. (The remnants of DTI were incorporated into the Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform, a.k.a. BERR). John Denham was named secretary of state for DIUS.

7. The parts of DfES responsible for primary and secondary education became the Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF), which also has responsibility for children’s services. Brown named Ed Balls, one of his closest advisers, the secretary of state for DCSF. 

8. In November 2007, DIUS and DCSF formally announced the transfer of funding for learners aged 16 to 19 from the LSC to local authorities. This policy had been planned for several years, and was mentioned in ‘World class skills: Implementing the Leitch Review of Skills in England’ In the same month, the Government introduced legislation in the Queen’s Speech that would raise the school-leaving age to 18 by 2015.
9. These reforms reflect a trend in education policy towards a split in the administration of the education system into pre- and post-19 segments. This split has been developing for several years; DfES had separate divisions for adult education and pre-19 education. The grant letters to the LSC allocated funding in two silos, one for pre-19 and one for post-19 education; money could not be transferred between the two budgets. The LSC also had separate committees for pre-19 and post-19 matters, reflecting the funding structure. The creation of two separate central government departments took this separation to a new level.
10. Also, 14-19 education is itself increasingly seen as a separate, discrete phase of education, a trend that can also be seen in the development of the 14-19 Diplomas. This division poses a challenge for further education and skills providers, because their provision straddles the divide at 19, they must now deal with two increasingly different systems.

11. In July 2007, the Government published ‘World class skills: Implementing the Leitch Review of Skills in England
’. This document laid out the Government’s plans to introduce, among other measures, a further education system in which provision is in large part determined by customer and employer demand.
12. The education reform agenda is going forward amid a much broader agenda of change across all sectors of government. One of the salient features of this broader reform is the increasing emphasis on local delivery of public services. This new localism is strongly evident in the Government’s White Paper on local government reform
, and has influenced the restructuring of education.

13. In March 2008, DIUS and DCSF released ‘Raising expectations: Enabling the system to deliver’, which delineated the next stages of the reform agenda. 

The machinery of government changes: the split and the LSC

14. The main upshot of ‘Raising expectations’ is the creation of separate systems for pre- and post-19 education. The system being established for 14-19 education, will be primarily under the control of local authorities, either singly or through groups of local authorities working in partnership. The other, for post-19 learning, will be overseen by a central government agency, but will be primarily ‘demand-led’, with provision determined by user demand. This post-19 system will also be increasingly ‘self-regulating’. 
15. In the current system, funding for all post-16 education is routed through the Learning and Skills Council, which also has planning, oversight and intervention responsibilities for the further education sector. Under the consultation proposals, the LSC will be abolished in 2010. In its place will be two agencies, one for pre-19, the Young People’s Learning Agency (YPLA) and one for post-19, the Skills Funding Agency (SFA). The pre-19 agency will operate under the aegis of DCSF; the post-19 one will answer to DIUS.
The 14-19 system - proposals
16. As stated above, funding for 16-19 provision will, from 2010, be routed through local authorities, as 14-16 funding is already channelled. A Young People’s Learning Agency (YPLA)
 will be responsible for managing the disbursement of funds from the centre to the front-line, and will also retain limited commissioning responsibilities and reserve powers to ensure the smooth operation of the local commissioning apparatus.
The 14-19 system: local and sub-regional arrangements

17. ‘Local authorities will discharge their responsibilities to provide a place in learning for every young person through strategic commissioning’ (MoG consultation, paragraph 9, p. 8). The authorities will be required to assess the provision needs in their areas, ensuring that their learners have access to Diplomas, apprenticeships, GCSEs, A-levels and other services to which they are entitled by statute. The local authorities will be responsible for deciding whether they have enough provision, or whether they need to commission more. 
18. The commissioning model proposed appears to imply that although local authorities will determine which providers deliver education services, the YPLA will actually channel the funding to providers, rather than it coming via local authorities. It appears that although local authorities determine the direction of the funding, they do not actually sign the cheques, so to speak.

19. Local authorities will also have the power to expand strong provision, shut down weak provision and reorganise 16-18 provision in their areas. However, local authorities must allocate funding in such a way that it ‘will follow the learner’s choice’. (Ibid, paragraph 11, p. 8) 

20. Local authorities will also have responsibility for providing for disabled learners to the age of 25 and will be primarily responsible ‘for the education and training of young people in juvenile custody’ (Ibid, paragraph 17, p. 10)
21. Because the 16-19 entitlements will increasingly be provided jointly by institutions in multiple local authorities, and because learners themselves move across boundaries in pursuing their courses, the MOG consultation plans require local authorities to work together to plan commissioning and provision.  As a result, local authorities will be required to join in sub-regional partnerships. These partnerships potentially have a wide range of powers and duties; at a minimum, they will:

‘share their 16-18 commission plans’;
‘analyse together how learners move across and within their borders and make sure that their collective plans accommodate them’;
‘aggregate demand for apprenticeships in each plan in order to commission the National Apprenticeships Service’; and
‘decide who is responsible for leading, planning, commissioning, funding and procuring for each college and provide in the area’ (Ibid, paragraph 13, p. 9)

22.  The consultation suggests that Multi-Area Agreements, a form of collaborative group created by recent local government reforms, might provide a ‘good basis’ from which to develop these partnerships (Ibid, paragraph 3.15, p. 27).

23. The consultation recognises that some providers, such as FE colleges, draw students from several local authority areas, which may require them to work with multiple local authorities and local partnerships simultaneously. The consultation states ‘we do not want such colleges to be required to manage multiple dialogues with local authorities. Achieving a workable model will therefore require local authorities to work together to develop and implement plans’ (Ibid., paragraph 12, p. 9). The Government wants FE colleges only to have ‘to plan their provision for young people in dialogue with a single commissioner’ (Ibid., paragraph 3.3, p. 24). Establishing lead authorities and appropriate sub-regional arrangements will be an early priority.
24. As these partnerships become more established, Whitehall is committed to devolving more powers to them (We will progressively devolve more power to sub-regional collaborative groupings as the strength of those groupings increases’ (Ibid., paragraph 14, p. 9)) though the consultation document doesn’t specify what powers precisely. It also notes that ‘where groups are less well established and less formally constituted, the Young People’s Learning Agency will have an important role especially in commissioning General FE Colleges’, (Ibid, paragraph 14, p. 9),  though the consultation document does say that sub-regional partnerships may take over this role as they become more established.
25. For all local authorities, there will be a regional level of planning. These regional groupings will be convened by YPLA and co-chaired by the Regional Development Agencies. They will ‘agree the regional commissioning plan’. The Skills Funding Agency (the post-19 funding agency, of more anon) and the regional Government Office will also be represented on these partnerships.

The 14-19 system: the centre
26.  As previously mentioned, central Government funding will be routed through a ‘slim’ Young People’s Learning Agency. This will ensure that money is routed in a manner that accords with ‘customers’ wishes’. YPLA will be a non-departmental public body (NDPB).

27. YPLA ‘will have reserve powers to step in to secure coherence of plans and budgetary control in the event that agreement cannot be reached’ (Ibid, paragraph 12, p. 9)
28. Money will still be allocated from the centre through a national funding formula, which YPLA will determine. It will distribute this money based on the numbers of students in an authority’s institutions, rather than the number of learners resident in an authority. ‘Comparable funding will be provided for comparable provision’ (Ibid., paragraph 8, p. 8).

29.  YPLA will also commission those educational services that can only be commissioned at the national level. It will also agree, with local authorities, a national planning and commissioning framework, and it will operate, until 2013, support services for adults and young people. 
30.  Local authorities will be held to account by the centre for 16-19 provision. However, this responsibility will fall to neither YPLA nor DCSF; instead, the Department for Communities and Local Government (CLG) will handle oversight through that department’s national indicator set, much as it monitors local government in other fields of responsibility.
The post-19 system - proposals
31. In post-19 funding, public money will funnel into the system through the Skills Funding Agency (SFA), a national agency which, like the LSC, will also have a regional and sub-regional presence. The SFA will retain significant powers, but it will have much less control over the adult skills system than the LSC does now. Most of the SFA’s funding will be channeled through customer-directed public programmes, namely Train to Gain (for employers) and Skills Accounts (for individual learners). Thus, it will be a ‘funding, not a planning’ body, in that it will not plan provision (at least, not directly) (Ibid, paragraph 28, p.12), unlike the LSC, which does have a planning responsibility.
32. The SFA will be responsible for funding some activities outside the customer-directed routes. The agency will be responsible for co-funding adult informal learning (specifically, ‘a wide range of more local, informal opportunities for education and activity which does not lead to qualifications or employment, but is undertaken for personal enrichment and fulfilment’) (Ibid., paragraph 8.12, p. 66).  The SFA will ‘support this range of local activities, using available public funds to leverage and complement the wide array of learning activities initiated and funded by others’ (Ibid).
33. The SFA will work closely with DIUS; the consultation paper explicitly compares their putative relationship to the way Jobcentre Plus works closely with its sponsor department, the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP).
34. The SFA will also be responsible for funding provision for learners with disabilities and learning difficulties who are over the age of 25; it will oversee the National Apprenticeships Service and the National Employers Service, currently within the LSC; it will also be responsible for the new unified adult careers service, and will set targets for the Offenders Learners and Skills Service (OLASS), in cooperation with a National Offender Management Agency. Local authorities, as stated before, will be responsible for commissioning the National Apprenticeships Service to provide apprenticeships for pre-19 learners.
35. The SFA will also have significant oversight powers over FE. ‘The Skills Funding Agency will … be responsible for the performance management of FE Colleges
. It will also be the single point of intervention where either pre- or post-19 performance of FE Colleges does not meet nationally agreed minimum standards’ (Ibid, paragraph 29, p. 12).  


36. The SFA will also ‘respond to strategic skills pressures’. These are defined as skills shortages caused by the demands of major economic or infrastructure projects (Crossrail and the Olympics), economic turmoil, or ‘from strategic change within sectors or regions’ (Ibid., paragraph 8.16, p. 66). These pressures, the consultation document argues, cannot be solely dealt with through demand-led approaches. Instead, they will require active planning with Jobcentre Plus, other Government agencies and regional and local partners to devise a ‘holistic’ skills strategy for a project, economic sector or region facing strategic skills pressures (Ibid., paragraph 8.17-8.18, p. 66-7). There will, as in pre-19 provision, be a national funding formula to ensure equity of provision and adherence to national priorities. 
37. The SFA will be responsible for ‘securing dynamic market exit and entry’ in the adult skills system (Ibid., paragraph 28, p. 11), a role which would seem to mimic the local authorities ability to reward good pre-19 provision and shut down poorly performing provision. The SFA will also work to encourage demand-led practice. The UK Commission for Employment and Skills, another product of the Leitch Review, will advise the SFA and DIUS on ‘how we can make it simpler for employers and individuals to access the welfare and skills system. The new system and self-regulation’ (Ibid., paragraph 7.18, p. 60).
38. In 2006, the then-secretary of state for education, Alan Johnson, called on the FE sector to develop a proposal for the self-regulation of the sector. This call led to the creation of a sector-owned representative body called the Single Voice, which comprises the main membership organisations in the sector.
 According to ‘Raising Expectations’, the Government expects that the Single Voice ‘will come to represent the collective view of the sector on matters of interest that go across the breadth of the sector through strategic dialogue with Government and its agencies’ (Ibid., paragraph 11.8, p. 85). The Government also expects that it should engage in ‘sector owned action to address provision which is either poor or satisfactory but not improving’. 
39. However, the paper also restates that it is the Government’s ultimate power and duty to intervene to ensure the quality of further education: ‘There will be occasions, however, when there are issues with performance of colleges and providers which self-regulation has not been able to address swiftly or effectively enough … In such cases, intervention is necessary’ (Ibid, paragraph 9.8, p.72). 
40. The consultation document mentions the creation of the sector-owned improvement body, which will be formed in June 2008 through the merger of the Centre for Excellence in Leadership (CEL) and the Quality Improvement Agency (QIA). However, the paper doesn’t specify its precise relationship with the SFA, only that it will work with the Single Voice and be generally responsible for improvement and development.
Key issues
41. The consultation and its proposals raise several pressing questions for the FE and skills sector, touching on its future direction, funding, structure and autonomy. 

42. Perhaps the most salient feature of the consultation is the definitive split it makes in the education system at 19. This creates a number of serious issues for FE providers. They will now have to respond to a local authority-led system for any provision they offer students under 19, and a different, semi-market system for the post-19 world. Both systems are supposed to be customer-driven, but the extent to which that will work in practice remains unclear.
43. Some aspects of the consultation proposals also seem to contradict the Government’s drive towards a ‘market-led’ system. For example, the apprenticeships service will be commissioned not by the market, but by local authorities.

44. Although the paper states that the SFA will be a ‘funding, not a planning’ agency, it is possible that the two functions cannot be so cleanly divided. Firstly, not all of its funding will be customer-directed (for example, in adult informal learning and learners with disabilities and learning difficulties). More significantly, given that the SFA will control the funding, it will have to make choices about allocation of that funding, and thus will have at least a de facto role in planning.
45. The system suggested by the consultation proposals is highly complex, especially in the pre-19 system with its multiple levels of partnerships. Will the lines of accountability and responsibility be sufficiently clear? This is especially important for FE colleges and other providers, who may become responsible for engaging with two central government agencies and an unknown number of potential commissioning bodies. 
46. There is also some concern about the increased role of local authorities in the system. It remains to be seen whether local authorities have the ability to commission provision on such a large scale. Also, will local authorities be able to forge strong links and effective communication with education providers? Local authorities may also risk overlooking smaller FE and skills providers, who are less well-known in the community that general FE colleges.
47. The machinery of government changes also complicate the self-regulation agenda. The placement of the sixth-form colleges under the ‘local authority family’ is problematic – sixth forms have already signed up for the self-regulation agenda via the Sixth Form Colleges Forum, which is a member of the Single Voice.  However, the consultation proposals seem to imply they will be directly regulated by local authorities. 
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�See:� HYPERLINK "http://www.dfes.gov.uk/consultations/downloadableDocs/Raising%20Expectations%20pdf.pdf" ��http://www.dfes.gov.uk/consultations/downloadableDocs/Raising%20Expectations%20pdf.pdf�


�� HYPERLINK "http://www.dfes.gov.uk/14-19/documents/14-19whitepaper.pdf" ��http://www.dfes.gov.uk/14-19/documents/14-19whitepaper.pdf�


� ‘World class skills’ can be accessed at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.dfes.gov.uk/skillsstrategy/uploads/documents/World%20Class%20Skills%20FINAL.pdf" ��http://www.dfes.gov.uk/skillsstrategy/uploads/documents/World%20Class%20Skills%20FINAL.pdf�


� ‘Strong and Prosperous Communities’, which can be accessed at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/localgovernment/strongprosperous" ��http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/localgovernment/strongprosperous�


� The pronunciation of the acronym is as yet undetermined. ‘Eep-lah’ and ‘youp-lah’ are suggested options.


� However, it appears this is not the case for Sixth Form Colleges, which will be brought within the performance management system of the local authorities. From the consultation: We anticipate that the key differences in the system between the position of Sixth Form and FE Colleges will be a closer relationship between Sixth Form Colleges and their home local authority and a single commissioning and performance management relationship with that authority. We hope that bringing Sixth Form Colleges back within the local authority family will give added impetus to the growth of the sector’ (Ibid., paragraph 3.36, p. 33).


� Specifically, the Association of Colleges (AoC), the Association of Learning Providers (ALP), HOLEX (a national network of local adult learning providers), Landex (Land-Based Colleges Aspiring to Excellence), the Mixed Economy Group (MEG), The Association of National Specialist Colleges (NATSPEC), the National Institute of Adult Continuing Education (NIACE), the Sixth Form Colleges Forum (SFCF) and the 157 Group (which represents the largest English FE colleges).
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