Introduction

This report has been based on 143 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%.  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 Authority
	41

	Charity/Voluntary Org
	28

	School
	21

	Educational Organisation
	14

	Other*
	8

	Government/NDPB/Partners
	8

	Other Children's Service
	6

	Parent
	4

	Governor
	4

	National/Professional Org
	4

	Union
	2

	General Public
	2

	PCT
	1


*Those which fell into the ‘other’ category included The National Institute for Health and Clinical Guidance; Christian Concern for Our Nation (CCfON); The Centre for Wellbeing (NEF);The Evangelical Alliance; NSCoPSE; Comprehensive Future; and Learning Through Landscapes and an individual.
The report starts with an overview, followed by a summary analysis of each question within the consultation. 

Overview
Respondents were of the general opinion that the level of effectiveness of children’s services in supporting and responding to schools was highly variable.  Although some respondents suggested that service levels were effective they then went on to describe variances in the level of service, and remarked on factors they considered to be relevant.  
Respondents identified many barriers and many enablers to collaboration between schools and other services. Understanding roles and responsibilities, and procedures within services was identified as a main barrier, and identification of lead roles and responsibilities was seen as a key enabler.   
They were supportive of the proposal to introduce national protocols setting out the roles and responsibilities of schools and other services, and tended not to think that this should be left to local agreement.  There was the view that national protocol which could be adapted to take into account local circumstances might be an effective approach.
A main key barrier to inter-school collaboration was thought to be competition between schools for example with school league tables, while partnership/federation and cluster-working arrangements were seen as main key enablers.  

They identified several areas where they thought schools needed support in the development of effective partnerships with parents/carers and non-resident parents, the main issue being the appointment of staff in designated roles and more staff resource.

Respondents were mainly in agreement with the core competencies and range of skills needed in schools to effectively support well-being.

Training and staff development opportunities were identified as both the biggest barrier and the main key enabler to schools in development of their workforce to match the 21st century school vision.

In order to help schools inform their self-evaluation of their contribution to well-being respondents agreed that case studies and good practice examples would be useful, and identified examples of how they thought this would be helpful.  They identified several other suggestions for guidance in the area of self evaluation.
Summary

Questions following paragraph 4.12 - Operational engagement with other services

Q1 a)
What is your experience of how effectively children’s services (including health) currently support and respond to schools?’
There were 100 responses to this question

Highly Effective 2 (2%)
Effective 44 (44%)
Not Effective 26 (26%)

No Answer Indicated 28 (28%)
There was no strong general opinion regarding the effectiveness of children’s services.  Many respondents commented on the question but did not indicate whether they found the services to be highly effective, effective or not effective, their views have been captured in the ‘no answer indicated’ category.  A considerable number of respondents commented that service levels were variable and their views are reflected below:

44 (44%) respondents indicated that there was significant variation in the effectiveness of children’s services.  They said there was disparity in service levels between agencies and schools, and also within different geographical areas. Although they said that service levels were variable, some respondents indicated that services were ‘effective’, some indicated that they were ‘not effective’ and others did not specify an overall answer.  Some felt that there were elements of excellent practice, but that services were generally ‘patchy’ and not universal across schools and localities.
14 (14%) were of the opinion that different service agendas, targets or values prevented some agencies from working well together.  It was thought that national strategies and initiatives, and individual service priorities/protocols impacted on the ability to respond to issues.
12 (12%) commented on the ‘Healthy Schools Programme’.  Respondents saw this as an effective means for children’s services to support and respond to schools in relation to well-being.  There was the view that this programme enabled schools to develop links with children’s services.  There was additional comment on the use of the programme as a mechanism to achieve improvement in this area.
11 (11%) mentioned that service levels were dependent on individuals and personalities involved within each particular service.  Personal levels of commitment, interpersonal relationships, and each individual’s degree of knowledge were factors which were taken into account.
11 (11%) commented on aspects of the Health service (including CAMHS and PCT) which they considered to be inadequate.  They felt that some services did not provide effective support and that it was difficult to work in partnership in some instances. Lack of resource within the Health service was thought to be a contributory factor with long waiting lists for the services in some areas. 

10 (10%) remarked that there was a general lack of communication between services.  It was felt that there was the need to improve information sharing and referral processes, and to improve the systems needed to support this.
8 (8%) mentioned issues relating to funding. Respondents said that Services were limited and were unable to support schools effectively due to funding restraints.  It was also thought that the availability and effectiveness of Services varied around the country, partly due to differences in funding streams. 
5 (5%) were positive about health services, commenting on instances where support had been effective. 
Q1 b)
What are the key barriers to more effective collaboration between schools and other children’s services?
There were 88 responses to this question.
50 (57%) identified that a key barrier to effective collaboration was the lack of understanding regarding roles, responsibilities and operational procedures within schools and other Services. Respondents suggested the following in relation to these issues:

· that agencies did not understand how schools worked
· that schools did not understand how agencies worked, they were unaware of services and how to access them
· there was lack of ownership of problems, and responsibility was passed on

· variation in local policy had led to confusion regarding roles and responsibilities

· it was difficult for schools to decide which service to make a referral to
· organisational, cultural perceptions and stereotypes existed regarding what schools and children’s services offered/delivered
· that there needed to be recognition of the fact that all five outcomes highlighted within Every Child Matters applied to all sectors

· there was a lack of understanding and leadership regarding schools responsibility to promote pupils wider well-being, and
· that differences existed between school and health provider policies e.g. in relation to information sharing and confidentiality.
The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to these issues.
32 (36%) stated there was lack of continuity between services with different national, regional and local procedures in place.  They felt that the staff within various departments worked within different operational parameters, with different values and ways of working.  They mentioned a lack of clear common referral processes and threshold levels, and said that government developed social, educational and health policies separately which meant that staff followed different legislative procedure.  Respondents felt that rapid changeover of staff also contributed to inconsistency and problems in building and maintaining relationships.

31 (35%) commented on poor communication across services, with a lack of information/data sharing and inefficient communication systems. 

30 (34%) said staff were not able to deal with issues or work effectively with other services due to lack of time.  It was felt that colleagues across services did not have enough time or opportunity to meet regularly, and for teachers and schools it meant that time taken to access services was a potential drain on resource such as staff/teaching time.  It was also thought that the structure of the school time-table made it difficult for classroom based staff to respond flexibly to other children’s services or to attend multi-agency meetings.  There was also mention of the fact that new working practices and initiatives took time to embed.
20 (23%) respondents offered various remarks on funding, a selection of their comments follow:
· lack of parity for funding across geographical areas meant that some schools were not eligible for support

· funding was often short or fixed-term, resulting in projects terminating before they had time to make a measurable impact, and there was concern as to how some initiatives would be sustained after funding ceased
· agencies were reluctant to pool funding

· funding in one agency did not necessarily reflect need identified by another

· budgets for some services had been delegated to schools, meaning that schools decided how much to spend on these services, and 
· that there was limited funding for supply cover in schools to enable staff to be released to attend multi-agency meetings.
The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to funding.

20 (23%) mentioned overburdening or excessive workload and bureaucracy.  They felt that there was too much expectation on some staff, and commented that in some instances overall responsibility lay with one individual.  Documentation and administration was thought to be too time consuming, and respondents commented on the amount of information, advice and guidance that staff were expected to know and to communicate. They said that limited resource meant that there was little capacity to deal with issues at the time of need.
12 (14%) stated that there was limited staff resource and/or skill, and in some cases lack of authority, resulting in limited capacity to deal with issues or provide support. 
4 (5%) commented on transport and distance related issues.

Q1 c)
What are the key enablers to more effective collaboration between schools and other children’s services?
There were 94 responses to this question.

33 (35)% were of the opinion that specific roles and responsibilities and strong leadership was needed to enable more effective collaboration between schools and children’s services.  Respondents said that there should be clearly identified individuals at senior level, and that clarity was needed on roles and responsibilities across schools and other services, and clear accountability.
25 (27%) suggested that well planned and co-ordinated services were a key enabler.  Their views included the following:
· common professional terminology, protocols and understanding of integrated services was needed

· that strategic plans and key actions were required

· that mapping and data collection might be helpful in making informed decisions and in highlighting trends

· that more effective integrated services and processes were necessary with aligned systems and easier data sharing

· a single plan was needed across departments for the well-being of children with common goals and targets

· schools should be involved in strategic and operational decision-making.  It was thought that this would help to achieve a shared vision and to identify the role of schools in contributing to agreed outcomes, and
· clear protocols and service level agreements were needed.

The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to this issue.

25 (27%) felt that partnership working, multi-agency/disciplinary teams, networking opportunities across schools, and community partnerships were key enablers to collaboration between schools and other services.

22 (23%) respondents said that there needed to be more understanding of and respect for roles, services and integrated services. 
19 (20%) commented on issues relating to communication, stating that clear, consistent communication was needed between services.  There was the view that clearer links were needed to the Common Assessment Framework (CAF), and that systems and protocols should be communicated more concisely to schools.  They thought that regular and consistent dialogue, feedback, and one to one communication with named individuals was necessary.
18 (19%) mentioned training/joint-training and Continuing Professional Development (CPD). It was felt that joint training might help to build mutual understanding and trust, and that time was needed to enable staff to engage in professional development.  There was also the view that professionals across the children’s workforce should undertake pre-qualification training in collaborative and multi-disciplinary working.
13 (14%) were of the opinion that full engagement with the CAF, a review of the effectiveness of the CAF, and clearer links to this would aid collaborative working.

11 (12%) offered a range of comments relating to funding, their views included the following:

· there needed to be a better funded and supported provision of support organisations

· funding needed to meet needs and current arrangements were too short-sighted

· joint funding streams were required to provide a sufficient context for collaborative working, and

· sustainable funding was necessary to enable development across the majority of schools not just the minority of more proactive schools.

The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to funding.

11 (12%) indicated that allotted time allowing staff to attend meetings and work collaboratively, and to participate in training and developmental opportunities was needed.

11 (12%) mentioned a willingness to collaborate or to commit to collaborative working, with a sense of shared responsibility needed to resolve issues.
11 (12%) saw commitment to/working with The Children’s Trusts as a key enabler, there was also the view that a more robust approach by Children’s Centres and The Children’s Trust were effective ways forward, and that transparency and clear communication of decision-making by Children’s Trusts and Local Authorities (LAs) was needed. 
10 (11%) said that recognition of the benefits of well-being and collaborative working was needed.  It was thought that comprehension of the fact that investment in well-being and health might benefit academic progress, should be more widely recognised by schools and government. There was the view that lack of this recognition was more likely to be due to government policy on attainment.  There was also the idea that further understanding of the difference that collaborative working could make to children and families was needed.
9 (10%) mentioned the Healthy Schools programme which they saw as an effective means of enabling children’s services to respond to and support schools in relation to well-being, and for developing effective collaborative partnerships. 

9 (10%) stated that working relationships could be more effective if based on mutual trust and a more ‘open-culture’ 
8 (9%) referred to staffing and recruitment.  There was the view that staff on long-term or permanent contracts would enable the development of more effective working relationships.
Q1 d)
What further support do schools need in this area?
There were 73 answers to this question

29 (40%) felt that schools might benefit from more guidelines/further guidance, their views included the following:
· that national standards were needed for service provision, delivery and organisation

· guidance should be clear, succinct and simple

· that schools needed tighter guidelines and should be more aware that pupils’ well-being was one of their priorities
· access to up to date service directories was required
· case studies of good practice were called for
· clarity was requested on information sharing, confidentiality and data protection issues
· information regarding roles/responsibilities of Children’s Trusts should be disseminated to head teachers and cluster groups, and
· measures were needed to help schools identify success.

The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to this issue.
28 (38%) mentioned issues surrounding training and development, their opinions included the following:
· local, regional and national training events were needed
· training was necessary on how to overcome barriers to multi-agency working
· workshops/INSET was required to gain links with non government organisations working in and with schools
· training was needed about the benefits of improved access to health services and the opportunity to learn what specific services entailed
· that teachers/education staff should have training on factors that have a significant effect on children’s welfare such as domestic violence and bullying
· that joint training of the children’s workforce was required – to enable schools and the rest of the children’s workforce to have shared understanding of children’s needs, with particular emphasis on systemic approaches, and 
· that greater familiarity with new/merged data bases and processes such as e-CAF was needed.

The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to these issues.
20 (27%) respondents offered various comments on funding. They felt that more money was needed to appoint non-teaching staff to enable staff to attend meetings, and to allow meetings to take place.  There was the view that the National Healthy Schools programme was reliant on continued funding, to maintain the support of schools in promoting pupil well-being.  There was also the opinion that more funding was needed to support outreach services to children, young people and their families. 
17 (23%) explained that more/additional staff were needed, with personnel appointed to dedicated roles such as family support workers, or on-site health and social care staff.  
12 (16%) thought that designated or ring-fenced time was needed to allow staff to attend meetings and allow meetings to take place.  Dedicated time was also required to attend training, to plan effectively and work in collaboration with agencies and other schools.  There was also mention of the fact that time should be invested in areas of school development that did not necessarily have a direct link with increased attainment.
12 (16%) mentioned clear communication.  Among the comments offered, was the need to be able to engage quickly and effectively with people who could deliver what was required.  There was also the view that more effective reporting back on referrals was required, that more information should be shared and that opportunity to meet on regular occasions with key professionals was needed.  
7 (10%) felt that more could be done to celebrate or promote success, via publication of models of excellent practice, and encouragement to see the benefits that closer working offered.  It was thought that schools which met or exceeded the expectations deserved proper recognition through mechanisms that helped to motivate good practice.
Q1 e)
Should DCSF develop national protocols setting out the roles and responsibilities of schools and other services?
There were 97 responses to this question

Yes 60 (62%)
No 15 (15%)

Not Sure 22 (23%)
Respondents were of the general opinion that DCSF should develop national protocols in these areas.

22 (23%) maintained that national protocols were useful, but should allow for adaptation to take into account the needs of local areas. It was felt that national protocols should establish base-line standards allowing flexibility for local areas to regulate the framework to suit. 
22 (12%) recognised the need to establish a framework, to set service standards and to provide a degree of clarity/consistency for services regarding roles and responsibilities.  Some respondents thought that ‘protocols’ were not necessarily what was needed.
8 (8%) felt there was a need to offer best practice models/models of exemplar practice, a few respondents said that this should be offered as an alternative to national protocol regarding roles and responsibilities. 

5 (5%) commented that schools needed stronger guidelines to help identify responsibilities.  It was thought that schools were focussed more on attainment rather than well-being, and that the independent nature of schools meant that working relationships were ad-hoc and that duty to co-operate should be more explicit.
Q1 f)
Should we leave this for local agreement?
There were 92 responses to this question.

Yes 27 (29%)
No 51 (56%)

Not Sure 14 (15%)
Over half the respondents who answered this question thought that this should not be left to local agreement.

29 (32%) preferred national guidance or a regulatory framework set out centrally, which could then be adapted locally.  
21 (23%) were concerned that local agreement would not go far enough to address inconsistency in provision levels and standards across services and authorities.  It was felt that central drivers were needed to address this and to ensure that all pupils were offered the same opportunities.
Questions following paragraph 4.15 - School to school collaboration and well-being.

Q2 a)
What are the key barriers to collaboration between schools? 
There were 74 responses to this question.
43 (58%) thought that a key barrier to collaboration between schools was the fact that schools were often in competition with each other.  League tables and the focus on SATs results and academic targets, admission policies and declining pupil numbers, and funding were cited as areas which contributed to a competitive culture.
34 (46%) mentioned time/lack of time as being a key barrier to collaboration.  Management of collaborative relationships was thought to be a significant additional time burden on schools.  There was limited time available outside classroom/teaching time and the demands of working towards new initiatives.  

17 (23%) commented on funding issues or costs.  Among the comments made by respondents the following points were raised:
· there was reluctance to share funding

· funding for specific initiatives that required collaboration was often short-term, and
· there was lack of clarity around accountability for shared budgets.
The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to these issues.

12 (16%) discussed distance and transport related issues.  There was mention of the fact that some schools were in more rural or isolated areas making access more difficult and time-consuming, and that there was poor communication between schools in different geographical areas for example at pupil transition.
11 (15%) considered staff-related issues.  Respondents said that short term staff contracts resulted in projects not being followed through, and led to problems in forming effective staff relationships.  While some staff were thought to be highly trained and committed to working collaboratively, others were thought to be ill-equipped or were not committed to meet the challenge.  Staff capacity was also believed to be limited.
10 (14%) were concerned at the level of new initiatives, and national and local expectations/requirements. It was thought that different government policies required the formation of separate formal and informal partnerships e.g. 14-19 provision, and the Early Years Foundation Stage provision.  Some respondents reported that they felt overwhelmed by new initiatives.
9 (12%) commented on workload demands, the pressure of curriculum restraints and delivery of performance targets.  
6 (8%) said that admission policies were a barrier to collaboration.  There was comment that a division lay between schools which set their own admission criteria and those where the LA was the admission authority. There was also mention of ‘back door’ selection processes and breaches in admission policies. 
Q2 b)
What are the key enablers to collaboration between schools?
There were 82 responses to this question.

25 (30%) identified engagement with partnerships or federations, and cluster working arrangements as key enablers to effective collaboration between schools.  Respondents considered the following to be effective:
· sharing of Extended School coordinators across cluster support links
· externally facilitated network meetings e.g. PSHE coordinator network meetings

· alignment of school cluster footprint between different service providers e.g. Healthy Schools, Extended Services, PCT localities and school nursing service
· Head teacher networks/partnerships
· secondary schools where federations were formed within a 0-19 Trust with feeder primaries through Building Schools for the Future

· effective partnerships such as behaviour partnerships and
· resources allocated to clusters of schools for inclusion, which would be used in cost effective and innovative ways

The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to these issues.

19 (23%) suggested that clear protocols, and common aims and goals were needed to enable effective collaboration between schools.  It was thought that national agendas, codes of practice or the dissemination of more central guidance would be helpful in achieving clarity of purpose of collaboration, and shared vision.
17 (21%) recommended best practice be shared or success be show-cased. It was  thought that good role modelling from local and national government was required, and that LAs were well placed to help schools share good practice in promoting well-being.  There was the view that collaboration should be seen as an element of good practice in improving well-being.
15 (18%) mentioned that general willingness/commitment to co-operate, and support from head teachers etc. was an enabler to collaboration with other schools.  There was the opinion that school leaders with a broader vision who promoted a sense of willingness/responsibility in their school were key enablers to success.  
12 (15%) said that relationships between schools and staff were needed, where key staff knew and trusted each other.  They felt it was important for collaborative and supportive relationships to be developed across the range of provision. 
11 (13%) offered a range of ideas regarding funding, including the following views:

· that central funding was needed to enable partnerships to grow
· funding for staff release

· funding was needed to innovate and plan freely without constraints from targets/action plans and

· pooling of budgets

The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to funding issues.

10 (12%) considered adequate resource of staff time to work jointly and invest in collaboration to be a key enabler. 

10 (12%) regarded effective transition programmes and personnel to be key enablers, they suggested:
· time spent in feeder schools with pupils, by the schools who receive them

· parental involvement in transition processes

· reintegration of the most vulnerable, transient pupils into mainstream schooling

· early start for transition processes e.g. year 5 in Key Stage 2 – 3 transition, and years 9 and 10 for KS-5 transition, and

· the provision of school home support workers who spent time in feeder primary schools. 

The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to transition.

9 (11%) thought that good effective communication links and attendance at meetings was needed.

8 (10%) believed training/joint training, Inset and national training programmes to be key enablers.   
8 (10%) mentioned the Healthy Schools programme which they viewed as a key enabler of successful collaboration between clusters of schools and across Boroughs, and a means for schools to share good practice, learning and experience.   
7 (9%)commented on staffing arrangements, suggesting that key staff or staff in designated posts were needed, or that more staff resource was necessary. 
6 (7%) felt that strategic support from LAs, and LA staff was key to collaboration between schools.

6 (7%) said that a more flexible curriculum, the personalised learning agenda and the development of the 14-19 curriculum would be key enablers.

5 (6%) stated that guidance was a key enabler to collaboration between schools.

Q2 c)
What action would you like to see to support inter-school collaboration?
There were 61 responses to this question

21 (34%) respondents requested that best practice and case studies be provided, on collaborative working and programmes organised by schools and how they had organised them.  Networking opportunities to inform schools of positive initiatives in other schools and authorities was suggested, as well as creation of a website to share ideas and resources. 
19 (31%) discussed a range of funding ideas, their responses included the following:
· a designated standards fund was needed to support collaboration and networking

· that budgets be devolved to clusters or partnerships of schools to support children and young people in the cluster as a whole e.g. cluster Pupil Retention Units (PRUs), Education Welfare Officers (EWO’s) etc.
· funding for maintained and non maintained schools to enable staff to share skills and good practice was needed

· that funding be made available through the Children’s Plan to support networks of schools in focussing on small-scale initiatives, and

· that funding for the Healthy Schools programme continue.
The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to funding.
16 (26%) said that guidance or clear standards were needed. Comments made by respondents included the following:

· statutory guidance was needed to LAs including a framework for school partnerships, protocols, delivery standards and designated funding
· that schools needed guidelines on creating community cohesion between schools

· same standards, or a code of practice was needed, and
· that clear guidance on the purpose, methods and expected outcomes of collaboration was needed.
The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to these issues.

13 (21%) mentioned that schools needed to be able to attend necessary meetings to develop inter-school collaboration, or forums/conferences to improve communication.  LA’s needed to effectively plan meetings for schools and provide messages of support for schools to work collaboratively.  Meetings to share success or good practice was also mentioned and rooms to facilitate such meetings.  
8 (13%) considered allocated time to make contact and to attend meetings necessary.
7 (11%) said that designated roles such as inter-school counsellors or non-teaching staff were needed, there was mention that this would support the work of teachers and not take them out of the learning environment.
4 (7%) thought that rewards/incentives for staff who invested time in inter-school collaboration could be formalised.  It was also felt that recognition of the fact that collaboration could yield reward could be beneficial.  
4 (7%) felt that involvement with school support organisations such as the Healthy Schools programme would help encourage inter-school collaboration.
Questions following paragraph 4.17 - Schools working with parents to promote well-being

Q3
What further support would be helpful to schools in developing effective partnerships with and support for fathers and mothers, including non-resident parents?
There were 84 responses to this question.

36 (43%) stated that designated staff roles, or more staff in such roles were needed to help schools develop effective partnerships with parents, examples of these roles included:

· Social Workers that were attached to schools

· extension of the Parent Support Advisory Service/Parent Support Advisor role
· Family Liaison Officers/Family Support Workers
· named support staff so relationships could be built with parents
· Behaviour Improvement Officers
· staff who had less of a teaching role and more of a pastoral role, or Teaching Assistants (TAs) who could fulfil such a role

· Education Welfare Officers (EWOs)

· Outreach services, and
· home-school liaison workers.
The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to these issues.

20 (24%) suggested that parenting support groups/programmes/classes/evenings, and guidance to parents on issues such as alcohol use, bullying or general parenting issues could be delivered by schools.  It was thought that schools, or extended school programmes such as the Starting Schools project could sign-post parents to information from local or national services which offered families information, and advice and support.  There was also mention that schools could provide information/resources for parents to use at home with their child.  There was the view that parenting classes offering literacy and numeracy support could also be offered, or that parents could be invited into schools to take part in the school day to enable them to support their child’s learning.
18 (21%) recommended that staff involved in such roles be properly trained, and that schools be offered training, induction and CPD on information sharing and positive management of partnerships with, and support for parents.
17 (20%) thought that parents could be given information electronically via ICT, on websites, or by text etc, however some respondents indicated that not all families had access to ICT availability or might not be ICT literate, and that on-line reporting might widen the gap between these families and others.  There was the view that some families might need support – both financially and practically to enable them to use ICT.
13 (15%) discussed funding.  Among the comments made the following points were raised:
· funding might be needed to allow families to buy computers to communicate with schools

· that funding was needed to enhance the school environment to make it more parents/carer-friendly

· financial support was required for staff to take on roles

· funding was needed for development of parenting classes 

· that translation budgets might be required, and
· funding was necessary for all schools to employ a Family Support Worker or Family Outreach Worker.
The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to funding.

12 (14%) thought that schools could offer support to parents and families at particular educational phases or transition points, such as when a child first starts school or makes the move to secondary school. They felt that this kind of contact was reassuring at a time when families were uncertain of what to expect.  Methods suggested included parent/pupil days during the first few weeks at a new school, information on the role of the parent/carer in preparation for secondary school, and use of the Parent Information Session initiative at transfer and transition points.

12 (14%) indicated that best practice examples that demonstrated methods of engaging the full range of parents and carers including the hard to engage, would be helpful.  It was also mentioned that guidance from the Parenting Strategy would be valuable, and formats for parent evenings.
11 (13%) mentioned issues relating to families with cultural or language differences, and parents/carers with more special need or disability. It was felt that efforts should be made to ensure that communication and mechanisms such as on-line reporting were fully accessible to disabled parents/carers and families whose first language was not English. There was mention that Outreach for groups like Gypsy Roma Travellers was needed by Traveller Education Services to develop trust issues, and training for schools on cultural awareness, and an inclusive curriculum. There was also the view that equality and diversity protocols or training be developed for schools.
11 (13%) commented that children/young people should be involved in developing or identifying the routes to partnership, and that children/young people should be encouraged to learn about their own and other people’s well-being.

11 (13%) called for better co-ordination/collaboration between services or a multi-agency approach, or a community programme where agencies were drawn together in the school setting. 
10 (12%) recommended that parents be asked for their views on what type of support and information they needed and how schools could improve.  They said it was important to ensure that parents’ comments were taken into account regarding planning and delivery improvement.
8 (10%) suggested that parental roles and responsibilities be reinforced with regard to school, and it be made clear to parents what was expected of them in respect of their child in school.  Some respondents felt that parents whose behaviour was a barrier to their child’s well-being should be properly challenged along the lines of fines imposed by courts.
8 (10%) mentioned the Extended Schools programme/extended services which they felt offered a successful approach in promoting family friendly practice and work with the community.
7 (8%) said that schools needed facilities/rooms to meet with parents/carers that were easily accessible within the school or community.

7 (8%) thought that parents/carers could be used as mentors or support to other parents/carers, or that their expertise could be utilised by asking for volunteers – for example play-work volunteers.
6 (7%) regarded parent’s forums as a method of communicating with and engaging with parents/carers.
Questions following paragraph 4.19 - The workforce and leadership of the 21st century school.

Q4 a)
Do you agree with the outline of the core competences and range of skills which schools need to develop in order to effectively support well-being?
There were 92 responses to this question.

Yes 68 (74%)
No 9 (10%)

Not Sure 15 (16%)
Respondents were mainly in agreement with the outline of the core competencies and skills needed by schools to effectively support well-being.

13 (14%) offered a range of comment on training in general, including the following:

· that in practice they felt they were rarely supported by proper training and staff development
· that teachers might not necessarily see well-being as part of their role so training was required
· training was needed to develop specialist skills and subject knowledge of the wider workforce

· staff would need to be trained through a multi-agency model, including senior and strategic staff as well as classroom staff, and
· that there needed to be a whole-school approach with training and support for those in non-standard roles.

The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to training.

10 (11%) suggested that a wide range of skills/competencies was needed, their views included the following:
· there was no reference to working with the private, voluntary and community sector
· knowledge and understanding about play and its importance to children’s development should be included in both Qualified Teacher Status (QTS) and head teacher professional standards

· that there was a wide range of skills and competencies needed to give holistic support

· that it was important for school staff to have a good understanding of what constitutes well-being and the factors which affect it, and that a broad understanding of these two areas needed to be developed, and
· that it should also include learning about the UN Convention on the Rights of the child.

The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to these issues.

8 (9%) said that further clarity was needed, for example by making reference to possible types of problems, or going further in describing what schools needed to do to meet their responsibilities in relation to children and young peoples’ well-being.  There was mention of the fact that some of the wording needed to be more specific and contain greater detail, as the current guidance was felt to be too vague to ensure a common approach.
6 (7%) discussed skills that they thought were needed to work with parents/families.  One respondent said that there was no mention of these skills in the document, and another stated that the guidance did not recognise the need to develop a more diverse workforce reflective of the children and families they served.  There was mention that the ability to build effective relationships with parents/carers including communication skills was also a prerequisite. There was comment on School Home Support courses which offered training on different aspects of family support. 
5 (5%) implied that the document posed a narrow view on wellbeing which focussed primarily on attainment and achievement, and there was the opinion that that the skills should also reflect the social, economic and environmental context of the problems that the guidance was trying to solve.  There was the view that schools needed to plan for and monitor children’s whole learning experience in a way that was broader than the development of subject-based academic knowledge.  There was also mention that PSHE was a non-academic subject which impacted on pupil wellbeing.
5 (5%) suggested that a broader understanding of emotional health and well-being was required, and that the core competencies needed to extend to greater knowledge of the meaning of well-being. 
Q4 b)
What are the key barriers for schools in developing their workforce to match the 21st century school vision?
There were 84 responses to this question.

32 (38%) offered a range of comment on training and staff development opportunities, their views included the following:
· there was a general lack of accessible training and development opportunities

· staff time was generally devoted to the national curriculum and schools were reluctant to give time to staff development for pupil well-being

· there were not enough specialist trainers
· resources for CPD had been cut in some schools to ensure that the emphasis remained on the needs of the child

· that there was lack of opportunity to coach, shadow or second across the agency divides

· there was limited access to staff training suites or meeting rooms

· knowing where to get high quality appropriate training was sometimes an issue, and 
· that challenge faced school leaders in how to provide relevant training, performance management and CPD for an increasingly diverse workforce.
The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to these issues.

29 (35%) considered issues relating to funding/cost related matters which they thought were key barriers to the development of the school workforce.  Concerns included the general lack of funding to support new areas of training and development, to pay for support or supply cover, and to pay staff for taking on roles.
26 (31%) believed that time constraint was a key barrier, and that it would take time to implement change.
25 (30%) commented on effective recruitment and staffing issues, key barriers in this area included the following:
· the age profile of staff 

· there needed to be more qualified and good entrants to the profession

· that the employment prospects of staff were not properly protected by LAs

· that schools did not recruit effectively

· there were not enough staff in some areas

· significant pay differentials existed
· different terms and conditions existed, and

· that there was a considerable level of responsibility for a low paid workforce

The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to these issues.

18 (21%) were of the opinion that there a lack of understanding of certain issues existed.  These included: recognition of individual and collective responsibilities; understanding issues that certain groups or communities faced; acceptance of the concept of a 21st Century Vision; defining appropriate measures of/and awareness of well-being; and lack of knowledge of other issues such as children’s communication skills. 
16 (19%) suggested that there was an overload of government initiatives/academic targets, and ‘changing goal-posts’. 
11 (13%) expressed a feeling of work overload, commenting that this added another layer of accountability and further contributed to increasingly prescriptive roles and duties. Teachers were described as overworked and as such it was thought that they might find it difficult to address well-being needs also.
6 (7%) felt there was too much emphasis on academic achievement and frequent National Tests or SATS, which some believed led schools/parents/carers to focus on a narrower range of contexts.
Q4 c
What are the key enablers for schools in developing their workforce to match the 21st century school vision?
There were 71 responses to this question.

39 (55%) offered a range of comments regarding training and access to training.  Suggestions of key enablers in this area included the following:
· equality in access to training

· that the core skills should be built into current training and be reflected in Initial Teacher Training (ITT) 

· training for other staff including new governors

· rigorous CPD to develop staff understanding and skills

· staff with specific roles and training for these staff

· a whole school approach to workforce development and training, and 
· training on how to assess wellbeing.
The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to training.

27 (38%) referred to matters surrounding staffing/the right staff/attitude and commitment.  They viewed the following as key enablers:
· staffing structures/profiles  

· the well-being of the school workforce itself 
· use of the skills of TAs and other support staff in supporting the development of wellbeing

· attitudes and school ethos 
· strong leadership 
· ‘experts’ in specific areas e.g. self-harm, depression etc. 

· head teachers with a vision of a more holistic approach to education

· allotted staff responsibilities to ensure effective working relationships with children’s services
· staff willingness

· understanding roles and responsibilities

· the ability to utilise people with skills best suited to a role rather than fitting someone into a slot

· staff who were prepared to take risks in driving forward their passion for a great education system, and
· higher staffing levels.

The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to these issues.

16 (23%) respondents said funding.  There was mention of the need for funding for staffing and resources, and more personalised provision such as one to one or small group intervention.  Pooled funding/budgets was referred to, as well as financial investment in the physical environment of schools.
9 (13%) mentioned pay and conditions, including payment to reflect training courses attended. 
9 (13%) viewed appropriate time as a key enabler. 
8 (11%) commented on communication, with a few mentioning ICT as an appropriate means of improving communication and information.

7 (10%) thought that a more flexible/wider curriculum would be a key enabler.  For example, involvement of children/young people in different curriculum areas to enhance creativity and engagement during school hours, and more focus on wellbeing in inspection criteria rather than just academic benchmarks.
6 (8%) were of the opinion that the Healthy Schools programme was a key enabler to schools in development of their workforce.
Q4 d)
What further support would schools find useful in developing their workforce?
There were 55 responses to this question.

31 (56%) thought that schools could be further supported by training and inset.  Comments made by respondents included the following suggestions:

· that trained LA staff could provide support on an extra inset day such as the additional day allowed for the introduction of the secondary curriculum
· inset days on developing staff well being could be provided – and schools be given room to include this on staff training agendas
· that training needed to be inclusive of everyone in the school workforce

· that wider CPD was needed with resources available to ensure staff could access it
· that staff needed to be well trained in Personal Health and Social Education (PSHE)
· ready made flexible training models would be useful

· training was needed for specific roles

· funding was needed to support training and release of staff to attend training
· that training was required on a range of topics such as knowledge of areas and roles
· the promotion of generic skills and emotional intelligence across training for the children’s workforce would be helpful, and
· that schools could improve their knowledge and understanding of the Training and Development Agency (TDA) for Schools and make full use of the national occupational standards and career development framework to develop the wider workforce.
The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to training and inset.
13% (24%) respondents said that more funding would be useful, to support and train staff to be to undertake their responsibilities in relation to pupil health and well-being.

13 (24%) mentioned that shared expertise/resource such as cluster-working arrangements for example, and provision of good practice models or case-studies would be useful to them.
12 (22%) thought that staff could be given specific roles/posts or tasks in relation to well-being, with clarity on the responsibilities of each role.  
9 (16%) once again mentioned that time was needed, to allow the initiative to embed and to enable staff to undertake their duties. 
Questions following paragraph 5.7 - Planning and review of school contribution to well-being.

Q5
What further guidance would be helpful to schools to inform their self-evaluation of their contribution to well-being?
There were 70 responses to this question.

26 (37%) agreed that case studies/good practice examples and guidance would be useful to schools to inform their self-evaluation of their contribution to well-being.  Areas where respondents’ felt examples would be helpful included the following: 
· suggestions for systems and activities which enabled schools to capture the views of pupils on how well school is contributing to pupil well-being
· guidance as to how the impact of well-being could be measured and OFSTED - style descriptors
· examples of what self-evaluation would look like
· how to measure well-being and what outcomes the school should be working to

· clear guidance to schools on good consultative practice

· examples of good practice in improvement planning following self-evaluation

· feedback on what had worked well in this area and what had failed, and 

· guidance on every-day and long-term well-being objectives and how to achieve them.

The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to these issues.

23 (33%), respondents commented on the inclusion of pupils’ views. There was mention that this was vital in a school’s understanding of pupil well-being, and that pupil voice should be an integral part of school development.  As such, some respondents felt that guidance on gathering and assessing pupils’ views in a meaningful way would be useful to them.
22 (31%) recommended information sharing with other agencies/schools.  Suggestions on this included the following:

· information could be linked and shared with the Healthy Schools programme

· sharing information between schools at transition from primary to secondary

· feedback from careers guidance providers

· links with OFSTED and School Improvement Partners (SIPs)

· external evaluation from partner agencies on how they viewed schools

· use of Youth Services and Connexions to inform self evaluation and involvement of the learner-voice
· guidance on working effectively with other services with training on service availability and understanding the scope, roles and limitations of local services, and

· use of the National Framework for Sustainable Schools and the tools that were linked to it.

The above list is not a complete list of comments made by respondents in relation to this issue.

18 (26%) made reference to the Healthy Schools programme. They saw this initiative as a valuable vehicle in the support and development of schools’ contribution to pupils’ and families’ well-being in this area.  It was thought that the Healthy Schools criteria for each of its four themes could be used as evidence to support self-evaluation.
16 (23%) indicated that data relating to the local community would be helpful, for example: information on those Not in Education, Employment or Training (NEETs); incidents of domestic violence; information from Child and Adolescent Mental Health Services (CAMHS); gang activity; unemployment; health statistics; and youth crime or alcohol related incidents.  
13 (19%) felt that it was important to assess parental views/concerns and initiatives, and some respondents asked for guidance or offered suggestions on how to collect this information.
8 (11%) mentioned issues relating to PSHE, which was viewed by some respondents as having a significant contribution to well-being.  There was the view that the position of PSHE needed to be strengthened, or should be made statutory within the curriculum, in order to ensure the effective promotion of well-being.  
5 (7%) considered issues surrounding the Social and Emotional Aspects of Learning (SEAL) with a view that these resources could be developed further to help with issues such as bullying and anti-social behaviour.  The contribution that SEAL could make to PSHE education was also recognised.  
