Safeguarding Children

Child Protection: Guidance about Child Protection Arrangements for the Education Service 


Introduction

This report has been based on 355 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:
Teachers/Head-teachers



104
LEAs






  87

Schools





  31
Representative Groups



  13

FE Institutions




  13

Governors





  12
Voluntary-Charitable Organisations

    8

Social Services




    5

Emergency and Protective Services

    5 

Health Representatives



    4 
Independent Schools



    2

Other






   71
Overview
The majority of respondents said it was extremely important that this guidance was issued as a hardcopy and sent directly to all schools.  Some said the guidance appeared to have omitted voluntary, Early Year’s providers, youth services, further education, and special schools and felt these should be included specifically so all knew what was expected of the LEA in liaison with these groups.  Many respondents were concerned with the lack of clarity about the reporting and referral route for independent schools.  They said the guidance implied that their procedures should be in line with LEA guidelines, and this in turn suggested that the guidance set an expectation that independent schools could and should seek advice and guidance from LEAs. Respondents felt this was not appropriate as these schools were independent of LEA procedures and their referral route was through the social services.
Some thought the guidance should explicitly state that it was necessary for schools to follow the local ACPC/LSCB procedures in conjunction with this document.  Most respondents strongly felt that child protection (CP) issues should figure more prominently in induction training for teachers and said the level of child protection knowledge amongst trainees was inconsistent.  Many felt there should also be a requirement for LEAs to provide training for newly qualified teachers in their first year of training.  Some LEAs were concerned that the guidance was unclear on funding issues and assumed that LEAs had responsibilities without the resources to comply with them.  Many respondents said issues regarding children educated at home were not adequately covered in the guidance.  They felt that all children should be registered with a school or LEA to guarantee that workable arrangements were in place to ensure that home educated children were kept safe.    

Many respondents said section 3 was confusing; that Annex C contained inconsistencies, and was not easy to read.  There was some confusion surrounding the role of nominated governor.  They felt there was a need for the chair of governors to handle allegations against the head teacher or principal, but there was a separate need for a nominated governor to implement and support the governing body duties in line with S175.  Some suggested this section should be clarified further, and it would help if the roles of the nominated governor and chair of governor were defined.
Most felt that sharing a designated teacher for child protection was inappropriate.  They suggested this would dilute responsibility, immediate response, trust and confidentiality.  Many respondents felt the requirement for work placements to have child protection policies would reduce work placement options as it raised the issues of costs in terms of training, criminal record bureau checks (CRB), and time and resource to write and implement CP policies.  Some did not understand why there was a distinction between short term working placements and extended work placements for CP matters.  The guidance appeared to imply that young people were not at risk during short term placements but were at risk on extended work placements. It was suggested with the development of the 14-19 curriculum, the boundary between these would become more difficult to define, and therefore the issue required further clarification

The majority of respondents would like to see model policies and procedures included in the guidance and said it would be an asset to schools who had not produced policies.  Many said although they would like model policies and procedures to be accessible they should not be included in the document but links should be provided to where they could be found.  Some thought the risk with providing such policies was they could become adopted as they stood, without consideration of local need and ownership.  A few did not think it was an appropriate time to release this guidance as there was a possibility that guidance to parts of the children’s bill would be in place by the end of the year, and therefore outdate this document.

Summary
Question 1.  Can you suggest other ways by which we might make Head teachers and Chairs of governors aware of the updated guidance?
There where 219 responses to this question.
132 (60%) said because this was such an important document, a hard copy of the guidance should be sent directly to all schools.  It was suggested that Head teachers did not have time to download the document or to go elsewhere to find information.  It was also felt that the guidance could be emailed to schools as this was a quick and reliable method of communication.  80 (37%) said that child protection (CP) should be a compulsory item placed on the school agenda at full staff meetings, and for discussion at governing body meetings.  It suggested as child protection was a statutory responsibility head teachers and governors should attend seminars and briefings to update them on policies and procedures.  60 (27%) thought it was essential that governors and head teachers received adequate and appropriate CP training to raise awareness and the importance of child protection.  48 (22%) said there should be a high profile media launch when the new guidance was produced to ensure that awareness of the provisions of the guidance was raised.  16 (7%) thought it was imperative to keep the guidance simple, using clear terminology.
Question 2a.  Does the executive summary clearly summaries who the guidance is for and what is expected of them?

There where 312 responses to this question.
246 (79%) said yes, 39 (12%) said no, and 27 (9%) were not sure.

32 (10%) said there was no reference in the guidance to Early Years settings, and this should be covered.  29 (9%) felt that the audience and summary was very clear, and the document plainly illustrated roles and responsibilities.  27 (9%) said the guidance was very wordy with too much legal jargon making it hard to read and understand.  It was suggested more bullet points, and clearer paragraph headings could resolve this.  24 (8%) felt there was confusion between the guidance being about ‘infrastructure and arrangements’ when parts of the document could be seen as practical guidance.  4 (1%) respondents were pleased to see reference to Local Education Authority (LEA) and their responsibilities, and stated that LEA participation in the new safeguarding children’s board was good.       
Question 2b.  What should be added or removed?

There where 142 responses to this question.
64 (45%) respondents said although the summary clearly identified who the guidance was for, it was not very clear about what was expected of individuals or educational establishments and asked for more detailed guidance to be included.  It was also suggested that specific guidance was needed for non maintained special schools, the Youth service, PRUs and Higher Education i.e. HEI outreach work.  43 (30%) thought this section was very concise and did not require any additions or removals.  34 (24%) said the document did not provide specific guidance for Further Education (FE) institutions.  18 (13%) suggested there should be a key paragraph or reference to explain some of the other child protection acts and documents.  Some of these included:
· NEOST/Teacher Association guidance on education staff facing allegations;

· Local ACPC and LEA guidance;

· LEA support services;
· Section 27 and 47 of the children’s act 1989

· Section 176 of the Education Act 2002.

17 (12%) felt it would be helpful to add a full list of types of schools, and the agencies/services to whom the document addressed.
Question 3a.  We believe this introduction accurately and succinctly reflects the objectives of everyone involved in working with children to keep them safe.  Do you agree?

There where 309 responses to this question.
255 (82%) agreed, 33 (11%) disagreed and 21 (7%) were not sure.

25 (8%) respondents said that communication between agencies should be improved and enhanced data systems should enable the ready sharing of information between agencies.  18 (6%) thought the introduction was extremely clear and accurate and reflected the objectives of everyone involved in working with children.  7 (2%) said that Criminal Record Bureau checks (CRB) take too long, and schools were dependent on other sources to give them timely and relevant information.  It was suggested that the control by CRB was not strong enough and it was hoped that the Michael Bichard inquiry would strengthen these arrangements and the guidance would acknowledge learning from this inquiry.
Question 3b.  Should anything be added or removed?

There where 284 responses to this question.
101 (36%) said yes, 144 (50%) said no, and 39 (14%) were not sure.

64 (23%) stressed the importance of liaison between the various agencies involved, and that there should be a multi discipline approach to stop diversiveness emerging.  It was suggested it was a statutory duty for all agencies to work together and share information regarding children with welfare concerns.  24 (8%) said guidance should be included on what was appropriate at various ages, i.e. action to take in secondary education, further and higher education and early years.  17 (6%) said too many different documents had been mentioned in the guidance and suggested that all relevant guidance should be in one place.  7 (2%) felt that exemplars of best practice should be added to this section and said individuals should be encouraged to promote safe practice and challenge poor practice.  4 (1%) thought this section was concise and nothing needed to be added.
Question 4.  It has been suggested partly as a result of recent research carried out by the NSPCC that this area needs to be reviewed and strengthened.  We would be grateful for your comments on whether this needs to figure more prominently in induction training for teachers.

There where 289 responses to this question.
258 (89%) respondents felt strongly that child protection should be a compulsory part of induction training for teachers (ITT) suggesting that there was currently little or no training in this area.  92 (32%) said a national guidance standard was required to determine the duration, content and structure of ITT to ensure everyone received the same basic training.  It was felt that ITT training should not become a ‘lottery’ dependent on where you were trained and of the significance placed on it by ITT institutions and LEAs.  78 (27%) thought training should be considered as a condition of continuing practice and professional development, and that regular refresher training was undertaken during a teacher’s career, given their important role in child protection.  It was suggested that there should also be training for support staff.  71 (25%) recommended that there should be a requirement for LEAs to include training as part of their newly qualified teacher (NQT) support.  11 (4%) thought that CRB checks should be carried out before students were accepted on teacher training courses.  8 (3%) said in their experience current standards were good, and child protection training was well covered by ITT providers.
Question 5a.  Does this reflect what LEAs see as the role of the IRSC network?

There where 267 responses to this question.
125 (47%) said yes, 12 (4%) said no, and 130 (49%) were not sure.

28 (10%) respondents said they had no knowledge of the Investigation Referral Support Coordinators (IRSC) network and were not competent enough to comment on their role.  24 (9%) thought funding was an issue because of the increased level of meetings out of school time, and travelling costs to attend these meetings. 15 (6%) said the relationship between LEAs and their IRSC should be clarified to indicate how  the IRSC role acted in supporting the key objectives of the LEA. 
Question 5b.  How would this role be enhanced?

There where 79 responses to this question.
54 (68%) said there was a need for consistency in communication between the LEAs and the IRSCs. Clarification of duties should be discussed and agreed as there were concerns that the IRSC would lead rather than support the LEA lead officer. It was suggested there was tension between the strategic and operational roles of the IRSC and the LEA.  40 (51%) felt that the IRSC could have a role in raising the profile of safeguarding children, creating publicity and awareness.

Question 6.  Would you find it helpful to have a list of roles/responsibilities available for staff with designated responsibility for child protection either at LEA or school level such as the ones attached at annex A, B and C?

There where 311 responses to this question.
301 (97%) said yes, 2 (1%) said no and 8 (2%) were not sure.
77 (25%) said a list would be a very useful tool for reference and for clarification of roles and responsibility in terms of accountability, and development of strategic service plans.  24 (8%) requested a list of bullet points covering the main issues which stated who to go to, what to do, and when to hand on the responsibility.  21 (7%) suggested it would be helpful to have a list of names, addresses and telephone numbers of designated people to provide a clear line of contact which should be updated with any changes regularly.  6 (2%) thought it was crucial to have differentiated guidance on roles and responsibilities and actions to take. 
Question 7a.  Does this section clearly set out the roles and responsibilities of LEAs?

There where 301 responses to this question.

215 (71%) said yes, 33 (11%) said no, and 53 (18%) were not sure.

69 (23%) said the guidance did not deal with the indeterminate issue of LEAs and Independent schools and suggested this role should be more explicit because of the expectations LEAs had placed on them to liaise with the independent sector.  35 (12%) thought there should be a support mechanism in place to advise staff who undertake this responsibility, and for independent schools to use when there are any difficulties between them and the LEA.  31 (10%) said there were significant resource implications for LEAs and that LEAs were currently insufficiently funded to meet the demands with regards to child protection issues.  15 (5%) thought there were still gaps in the LEA roles and responsibilities, and concerns were raised about how the LEA could fulfil its duty without power, especially over elective home education, early years and independent schools.  Respondents said LEA roles and responsibilities should be clear and unambiguous so greater accountability could be achieved.  9 (3%) thought this was a very through and accurate section.
Question 7b.  Is there anything which should be added or removed?

There where 270 responses to this question.
99 (37%) said yes, 105 (39%) said no and 66 (24%) were not sure.

52 (19%) expressed concern that current legislation and legal precedents prevented LEAs from meeting their responsibilities toward home or ‘otherwise’ educated children.  LEAs had no formal right to see a child who was home educated by their parent, and therefore it was not possible for these children to be monitored.  24 (9%) said it was vital that the LEA had a role in regular high quality training for all staff in education.  22 (8%) thought the guidance should make it explicit that LEAs should have a designated lead officer who has a discrete role to co-ordinate the LEA functions effectively.  18 (7%) respondents from schools said the least satisfactory area for them was links with other agencies, and that real communication between them was extremely difficult.  5 (2%) said the section clearly reflected the LEA roles and responsibilities and nothing needed to be added or removed. 
Question 8.  In the context of child protection should the role of nominated governor be limited to acting in the event of allegations of abuse being made against the Head teacher or Principal?

There where 312 responses to this question.
127 (41%) said yes, 126 (40%) said no, and 59 (19%) were not sure.

71 (23%) said that the expertise of governors was paramount, and all governors should be required to undertake training to achieve a level of competence and experience.  It was felt that the quality of governors was variable in schools and this had implications for the extent to which they actioned their CP responsibilities.  68 (22%) thought it was important that the governing body as a whole had a corporate responsibility for child protection in schools and not just one individual.  62 (20%) said a nominated governor (NG) should only have a monitoring role in a schools CP procedures and practices, and should ensure that training was undertaken.  They felt this role should be separate from the governor nominated as child protection liaison between school and governors (Chair of Governors).  They were concerned other nominated governors could be a parent and it was inappropriate for them to have access to confidential information about families.
60 (19%) said the role of nominated governor should not be restricted to taking action in the event of allegations against the Head teacher only.  The NG should be fully engaged with all allegations and child protection issues and they should regularly report back to the full governing body.  52 (17%) thought that child protection was a complex subject and it was vital to have a NG with specialist knowledge.  Their view was the NG did not necessarily need to be the chair but the governor most suited to the role, and they brought any CP issues to the attention of the Governing Body.  They suggested that limiting responsibility to a nominated governor would secure the relationship of the other governors and Head teacher.
41 (13%) thought it should be the chair of governors who acted in the event of any allegations made against head teachers/principals.  The chair of governors should always be directly involved and accountable.  5 (8%) said all Head teacher allegations should be a collective responsibility of the full governing body.  It was suggested that governors gave their time voluntarily and it was difficult to find volunteers for named governor roles.  12 (4%) felt clear guidance and instructions should be issued to all governing bodies to ensure child protection was given a high profile, was regulated and carefully monitored.  
Question 9.  In schools should the responsibility for child protection always be delegated to a senior member of the teaching staff or should the requirement be reworded more flexibly along the lines suggested?

There where 314 responses to this question. 

Because there were two questions being asked respondents were unsure which part of the question to answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to, so the response rate for ‘not sure’ was high.  The ‘yes’ response was that a senior member of staff should have the responsibility for child protection. 
190 (60%) said yes, 47 (15%) said no, and 77 (25%) were not sure.

150 (48%) said that the responsibility for child protection must always be designated to a senior member of staff because it was important that they held sufficient authority and influence to make the role credible.  Also their lesser teaching commitment would ensure a more immediate response.  94 (30%) felt that flexibility was advisable and the most suitable person, which may not be a senior member of staff, should have this responsibility.  It was thought; particularly in large schools, one person would find it difficult to manage the administration involved and to attend meetings.  The following were mentioned as good substitutes to take on this role:
· Learning mentors;

· SENCOs;

· Manager of Care (Residential schools)

73 (23%) thought it was irrelevant what the title of the staff member was, but it was paramount that they had the training, knowledge commitment and support to carry out their responsibilities.  21 (7%) said this role was too big a responsibility to be delegated and the head teacher should take responsibility for all child protection issues.    

Question 10.  Could small primary schools share a designated teacher and do you have any examples of good practice among designated teachers you can share especially in relation to small primary schools?

There where 300 responses to this question.
36 (12%) said yes, 185 (62%) said no, and 79 (26%) were not sure.

133 (44%) felt this proposal was unsafe, and every school should take responsibility and accountability by having its own designated teacher.  96 (32%) said it was important that the designated teacher knew the school and children with concerns really well to establish strong and trusting relationships.  64 (21%) thought if a teacher was shared between schools it would cause problems in terms of availability and it would not be possible to have access to a  teacher urgently enough.  It was also suggested there was a risk if more than one school had a pressing need at the same time.  29 (10%) respondents said schools could be grouped in ‘clusters’ to support designated staff, share or pool appropriate training and guidance,  and share a designated LEA officer, but the role of child protection lead should be on site.  25 (8%) welcomed the idea of sharing a designated teacher, especially in small schools were there was a lack of trained teachers, and this would also help to reduce the work load of the head teacher.  10 (3%) said there would be funding and resource implications.  Respondents asked who would employ the designated officer, and where the funding would be held.  Contingency funding would be needed to provide supply cover in the case of a child protection emergency.  8 (3%) respondents provided examples of best practice.  
Question 11a.  Does this section clearly set out roles and responsibilities?

There where 310 responses to this question.
227 (73%) said yes, 59 (19%) said no and 24 (8%) were not sure.

35 (11%) suggested there was a lack of clarity surrounding work placements and how these would be monitored.  They asked for further guidance on how work placements would be checked, and what child procedures were in place, including designated personnel, training and reporting arrangements.  29 (9%) said the current arrangements for short term work placements were inadequate, and pupils were often placed with establishments who had not been checked or vetted other than a health and safety visit.  It was suggested a model policy and procedures should be provided that employers could adopt.  12 (4%) thought this section was very explicit.
Question 11b.  Should anything be added or removed - do you have examples of procedures that we could usefully provide as examples or other sources of advice we could quote?
There where 292 responses to this question.

89 (30%) said yes, 128 (44%) said no, and 75 (26%) were not sure.
75 (26%) respondents requested a set of instructions or educational package which could be followed prior to work experience.  They said that responsibility was sometimes delegated to other organisations such as TRIDENT, or Education business partnerships, so a quality standard or statement of good practice should be provided.  71 (24%) thought the proposal that all employers who provided extended work experience to young people was fundamentality flawed.  Many employers, especially SMEs would not have child protection policies in place.  Therefore work opportunities would be lost because many employers would be unwilling to go through the bureaucracy of complying with the time consuming and expensive safeguarding guidance arrangements.  64 (22%) said the vetting and CRB checking of supervisors in the workplace was unworkable.  The probability was that extended work placements would collapse and employers would not participate in these programmes.  There were concerns about the following issues:

· Who would pay for CRB checks and training;

· Who would be responsible for CRB the LEA or Employer;

· Employers not entitled to police check staff when not relevant to the post;
· Changing employees;

· CRB cannot cope with the current demand, how could it cope with the huge new demands this would bring. 
21 (7%) respondents provided an example of procedures or sources of other information.   
Question 12.  Does this section set out what is expected of schools, FE institutions and LEAs clearly in relation to OfSTED inspections?

There where 299 responses to this question.
225 (75%) said yes, 50 (17%) said no and 24 (8%) were not sure.

24 (8%) suggested there was a need for training for Ofsted inspectors because a great deal depended on their judgement, awareness and understanding of CP issues.

Question 13a.  Is this type of information helpful and something schools what in the guidance?

There where 302 responses to this question.

235 (78%) said yes, 28 (9%) said no and 39 (13%) were not.

50 (17%) said this type of information was extremely helpful, and the more information available to schools the better.  40 (13%) respondents felt it was inappropriate to have this information in the guidance because it was not comprehensive enough to cover all issues.  It was suggested the guidance was duplicating information from other sources, and in particular risked replacing other documents and procedures such as ‘Working Together’ and local ACPC procedures.  They thought it would be better for the guidance to ‘signpost’ readers to where the information could be found.  22 (7%) thought this guidance was only relevant to schools and had omitted Further Education institutions.  They said if the Government wanted child protection to have a higher profile then FE requirements needed to be clarified. 
Question 13b.  Are there any particularly types of abuse that we have left out which you would like information about?

There where 309 responses to this question.
136 (44%) said yes, 128 (41%) said no and 45 (15%) were not sure.

41 (13%) said Internet abuse i.e. grooming on the Internet – chat rooms etc. was a type of abuse they would like to see included.  34 (11%) felt guidance was required on specific signs and indicators to look for in each type of abuse.  28 (9%) asked for more detailed information on emotional abuse such as what constituted emotional abuse and the harm it could do.  28 (9%) respondents felt neglect was often more difficult to detect and further explanation would be helpful.  Also minor neglect, were children receive an adequate level of care but were not parented properly, i.e. were not supported in terms of their behaviour, hobbies, homework or education.  28 (9%) said it would be helpful for schools to be reminded of issues such as domestic violence.  26 (8%) suggested bullying should be explicitly identified as a form of abuse, because bullying was often a child’s main concern in connection with abuse.  24 (8%) felt the drug and alcohol abuse section failed to mention the dependence of parents on prescribed or illegal drugs. 
20 (6%) said a clear statement should be issued on the distinction between non-abusive underage sex and abusive or coercive under age sex in the child on child paragraph.  14 (5%) thought the guidance had not addressed self harm and teachers said they were dealing with cases of self mutilation more often.  12 (4%) thought it was unwise to include ‘Fabricated or induced illness – Munchausen’s Syndrome by proxy’ given the recent controversy about this theory.  12 (4%) felt that challenging or extreme behaviour i.e. verbal or violence from a child to a teacher should also be included in the guidance. 

9 (3%) were concerned that there was no mention of child trafficking in this section, and thought a paragraph should be included to support the general UK strategy on trafficking children. 
Question 14.  We are particularly interested in your comments on whether further guidance is required for issues covered in 5.3 - 5.5 and if so which areas in particular?

There where 232 responses to this question.
140 (60%) said an information hub was vital and felt there must be a climate of trust between agencies and schools to ensure a child’s well being.  There were concerns that sometimes agencies failed to keep everyone informed and updated, and said it was imperative that the issue of information sharing was made clear.  69 (30%) respondents suggested that informing parents was a difficult area and the paragraph under ‘Parental Involvement’ lacked clarity in places.  Teachers expressed their anxieties of the relationship breakdown if they had to tell parents of their child’s referral, and also of dealing with parents who could become abusive and violent.  64 (28%) felt that training and support were vital to give teachers the skills and confidence to handle disclosures, deal with situations when they arise, and to interview parents.  49 (21%) thought this section was very detailed and no further guidance was needed.  37 (16%) said further comprehensive advice was needed on record keeping procedures, in particular guidance on the legalities of what they could and couldn’t do, and the length of time records should be kept.  30 (13%) respondents wanted clearer guidance on specific questions that could and should be asked during interviews with children who reported abuse.  25 (11%) said schools should be encouraged to promote their child protection policies and procedures in their school prospectus.  23 (10%) felt Personal Social and Health Education (PSHE) should be given a higher profile and that more time in the curriculum should be allowed to teach about child protection so children could learn about keeping safe.  12 (5%) said the guidance should emphasise the need to maintain the guidance, keeping it up to date and to revisit it regularly.  9 (4%) had concerns that some children could be put at more risk if parents were informed of a referral action and that is should be made clear that if a school felt this would happen they had the right not to disclose this.   
Question 15.  Would flow charts such the one at Annex D (allegations of staff misconduct) be useful with more detailed guidance made available on the website in regard to allegations?

There where 304 responses to this question.
266 (88%) said yes, 15 (5%) said no and 23 (7%) were not sure.

66 (22%) thought that flowcharts were excellent, extremely useful and should be used in the whole area of child protection.  29 (10%) said more advice and guidance should be given on false or malicious allegations as teachers feel very vulnerable.  Information should be included on what type of support should be made available to accused members of staff.  19 (6%) said more detailed guidance should be part of the document in hard copy form, not just placed on a website.  Flow charts should support the written guidance not replace it.  
Question 16.  Is there any other information you would like to see in this section or would web links be more appropriate to further guidance?

There where 283 responses to this question.
128 (45%) said yes, 89 (32%) said no and 66 (23%) were not sure.

Again because there were two questions being asked, respondents were unsure which part of the question to answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to.  ‘Yes’ means that web links would be more appropriate, and ‘no’ to any other information being added to this section 

94 (33%) agreed that if the guidance was to be accessed primarily from the web, then links to further guidance would be helpful and sensible.  35 (12%) said the guidance should be produced as a hard copy and any further information which was needed should be included in it.  Respondents felt it was quicker to find information in hard copy format than find it on the web in an urgent situation, and Internet facilities may not be available or suffer system errors.  27 (10%) thought restraint was an issue and it would be useful to include basic criteria on when physical intervention was needed or justified.  It was suggested that the only current guidance assisting schools and services in appropriate methods of physical restraint related to young people with special educational needs (SEN).  19 (7%) thought that reference to the connexions service was inappropriate and respondents were not clear why this had been singled out for special mention when other organisations dealt with children of all ages not just the 13-19 age group.  13 (5%) said more information on Connexions should be provided.  They said Connexions was independent of the LEA which meant that specific references and examples of their work should be given in guidance documents to ensure the service followed all the relevant child protection procedures and correct polices were in place.    
Question 17.  We intend to support this guidance by providing additional information through the Teacher net website. What supporting material would you find helpful to assist you in developing good child protection practice and procedures? 

There where 166 responses to this question.
97 (58%) asked for examples of case studies and best practice.  They felt it would be useful to have case studies on the Internet showing how they were dealt with and what the outcomes were.  53 (32%) said training materials would be helpful to assist in developing good CP practice and procedures.  The following aids were mentioned:
· Video training packs;

· Booklets;

· Posters to display in schools;

· Information on specific training courses;

· Specific Further Education training pack.
34 (20%) respondents thought it would be helpful to have bullet pointed information on recognising signs of abuse and what to look for, i.e. photographs of normal/abnormal marking and bruises, and the process and procedures to take if a child did begin to talk of, or disclose abuse.  32 (19%) asked how this guidance and information would be accessible for professionals who had limited or no access to a computer.  24 (14%) respondents would like more guidance on thresholds for referrals, and information of completing referral forms.  4 (2%) said a list of frequently asked questions and answers would be useful.
Question 18.  Would you like to see model policies and procedures included in the guidance?

There where 307 responses to this question.
277 (90%) said yes, 20 (7%) said no and 10 (3%) were not sure.

49 (16%) thought guidance through model policies was essential and extremely helpful.  22 (7%) said this was excellent and would allow schools to compare its own policies and procedures.  3 (1%) thought model policies would be good in the form of flow diagrams for quick reference.
Question 19.  General Comments
There where 188 responses to this question.
79 (42%) said it was vital for all schools and services to attend child protection training, and for LEAs to provide the training to ensure it was of high quality.  LEAs should also have a child protection training strategy which corresponded with, and was supported by the Local Children Safeguarding Board (LSCB).  72 (38%) had concerns about confidentiality within schools i.e. how much and who should know what.  It was felt there should be some guidelines as to how to evidence the information given these confidentiality concerns as both the Freedom of Information Act the and Data Protection Act had the potential to be applied differently.  They were also worried about the failure of agencies to keep everyone informed and said schools often found they did not have a full picture of a child who could potentially be at risk.  71 (38%) thought that financing child protection training was low down on the list of staff development priorities in most schools, and the government should provide more funding to allow for this training to take place and for supply teacher cover.  
37 (20%) said there was no mention or not enough clarification for special needs schools or voluntary independent schools in the document.  27 (14%) thought the greatest difficulty was caused by the lack of trained social services personnel to deal with child protection issues and unless this fundamental issue was resolved then a child protection plan would be ineffective.  21 (11%) welcomed the guidance and said it was comprehensive and well structured and that it was reassuring to know that procedures and recommendations were in place.  21 (11%) respondents were concerned about the safety and welfare issues of children on school trips and exchange visits, and thought this should be included in the guidance.  They also said there was a need for protocols on transporting children, child employment, child entertainment and chaperon licenses.  18 (10%) felt there should be more reference to extended schools, and the use of school facilities by others, since this had been emphasised as an area for expansion in the Green Paper. 
