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Executive Summary

Background

This report covers the findings from the Covid-19 Snapshot Survey, fieldwork for which
took place from 13 May to 31 May 2020. The survey examined the opinions of 1,576
leaders and 997 teachers in primary and secondary schools on a range of educational
topics while schools were closed to the majority of students during the coronavirus
(COVID-19) outbreak.

Curriculum delivery and social distancing
Curriculum

Predictably, very few schools had been able to deliver all of the school curriculum during
the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak (6%), with the remainder delivering most (27%) or
some of it (65%). In comparison, 3% of schools indicated that they had been able to
deliver none of the regular curriculum. Secondary schools had been able to deliver a
higher proportion of the regular curriculum during lockdown than primary schools: around
half of secondary schools had been able to deliver all (13%) or most (37%) of the regular
curriculum compared to around three-in-ten primary schools that had delivered all (4%)
or most (25%) of the curriculum.

Schools had used a wide variety of means to provide work for pupils at home during their
school’s closure due to coronavirus (COVID-19), most commonly emailing, phoning or
messaging parents (mentioned by 92% of schools), using online learning platforms such
as Google Classroom and Oak Academy (88%) and providing take-home physical
workbooks or worksheets (81%). More than half of schools also directly contacted pupils,
via email, phone or messaging (63%); a similar proportion posted hardcopy workbooks or
worksheets (58%). Contacting parents (93% vs. 84%) and providing physical workbooks
to take home (83% vs. 72%) were more common among primary schools, whereas the
other methods were more common among secondary schools (97% vs. 86% for online
learning platforms; 79% vs. 60% for directly contacting pupils; 68% vs. 55% for posting
hardcopies of workbooks or worksheets).

Primary and secondary schools with the highest proportion of pupils eligible for FSMs
were significantly more likely than those with the lowest proportion eligible for FSM to
have provided work via take-home physical workbooks or worksheets (91% vs. 70% for
primary; 78% vs. 31% for secondary).This likely reflects reduced access to devices
among pupils eligible for FSM.



Remote learning

It was common for leaders and teachers to feel they or their school needed additional
support with using technology, with this being most needed for monitoring pupil progress
(58% of leaders and 54% of teachers), engaging with pupils (63% of leaders and 50% of
teachers), and conducting remote meetings with parents (55% of leaders and 45% of
teachers).

There were felt to be extensive barriers to effective use of technology for remote learning.
Over three-fifths of schools mentioned pupils’ access to digital devices (87%), broadband
or connectivity for pupils (84%), parents’ or pupils’ digital skills (76%), costs (68%) and
the quality or availability of hardware and software (64%). A minority, though still at least
two-fifths of schools, felt the lack of awareness or knowledge about what technology or
approaches work well (45%), teachers’ safeguarding and data security concerns (45%),
broadband or connectivity for staff (44%) and parental concerns (40%) were also
barriers.

Schools with the highest proportions of pupils eligible for FSMs were significantly more
likely to face barriers related to pupils’ access to digital devices (93% vs. 64%),
broadband or connectivity for pupils (91% vs. 64%); and parents’ or pupils’ digital skills
(85% vs. 55%).

Most schools were providing a wide range of support for pupils that lacked digital
capacity (i.e. those that did not have access to the internet, digital devices or lacked
digital skills), most commonly providing hard-copy resources (mentioned by 93% of
schools) and guidance and technical support (76%). Almost half of schools (47%) had
provided some pupils with laptops or tablets, though this was much higher in secondary
schools (81%) than in primary (41%).

While schools had used a variety of approaches for pupils who lacked digital access,
secondary schools with the highest proportion of pupils eligible for FSM were less likely
to offer their pupils devices than those with the lowest proportion eligible for FSM (69%
vs 94%).

Social distancing

The vast majority of teachers (94%) did not think social distancing could be practically
implemented when their school reopened to higher numbers of pupils, indeed 73%
disagreed strongly that it would be possible to implement social distancing (higher among
primary teachers (78%) than secondary (69%). In comparison 4% of teachers agreed or
agreed strongly social distancing could be practically implemented.

Among teachers that felt practically implementing social distancing in schools would be
difficult upon the reopening to higher numbers of pupils, the most common barriers were
felt to be a lack of space on the school premises (75% overall; though more often an
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issue for secondary teachers (81%) than primary (69%)); children being too young to
understand social distancing (29%; 50% among primary teachers but mentioned by just
5% of secondary teachers), and that it is simply human nature for children to touch, hug
and play (24%).

Support for pupils
School status during Covid-19 closures

Nearly all schools were open to vulnerable children or children of key workers at the time
of the COVID-19 School Snapshot survey (96%).

Free school meals

Nearly all schools (97%) reported that they were continuing to provide food to free school
meal eligible pupils not attending school during the pandemic. These schools were doing
so in a range of ways, most commonly via the Department for Education national voucher
scheme supplied by Edenred (80%)." Other methods included delivering food to the
homes of pupils (37%) and having food collected from site (32%).

Schools were also asked whether they were offering free school meals to vulnerable
children or the children of key workers attending their school during the pandemic. Half
(49%) were offering them just to those that are usually eligible and two-fifths (38%) were
offering them to all pupils attending school during the pandemic. One-in-nine (12%) were
not offering any free school meals to children attending the school during the pandemic.
However, this is likely to be because none of their children attending those schools
during this period were eligible for free school meals.

Economically disadvantaged pupils

More than four-in-five schools (84%) were taking additional action beyond the regular
school support to help economically disadvantaged pupils (those that attract the Pupil
Premium and those supported by their school even though they fall just above the
threshold to qualify for free school meals) that were not currently attending school. Four-
fifths of schools were ensuring staff were in regular contact to encourage engagement
and promote wellbeing (82%), and three-quarters were providing hard copy resources
such as worksheets or textbooks (76%) and providing pupils with free online resources
such as courses or videos (75%). About two-thirds indicated that staff were setting
additional work or providing additional feedback for these pupils (63%).

More than two-thirds of teachers were taking additional action beyond the regular school
support to help economically disadvantaged pupils (69%, higher among primary school

" Use of the national voucher scheme continued to increase after fieldwork had concluded and the findings
in this survey do not represent the total number of schools who ordered vouchers through the scheme.
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teachers than secondary school teachers (74% vs. 65%)). This most often involved
making regular contact with pupils (63% of all teachers), providing hard copy resources
(55%) and providing lists of online resources to these pupils (40%).

SEND

This section looks at school support for pupils with special educational needs and
disabilities during the COVID-19. It includes questions on support for children with
Education, Health and Care (EHC) plans and on support for those children who are
identified as having SEND but who do not have an EHC plan (the ‘SEN support’ group).

Nearly all schools (96%) were providing additional support for pupils with EHC plans who
were not attending school during the pandemic: this typically involved additional support
for social, emotional, or mental health needs (90%) and providing access to remote
learning (85%). Schools offering additional support for pupils with EHC plans reported
that this took a range of forms, most commonly additional communication with parents
(97% of those offering additional EHC support), one-to-one telephone or video calls with
pupils (87%), additional support via email (84%) and additional paper-based resources
(80%).

Similarly, the vast majority of schools (97%) also indicated they were providing additional
support for pupils with SEND that do not have an EHC plan. Around nine-in-ten were
providing additional support for social, emotional, or mental health needs (90%) and / or
additional support to access remote learning (90%). Just under half (47%) reported
providing additional support related to medical or health needs. Each of these types of
support were more common in secondary schools than in primary schools.

Reflecting the school-level responses, 82% of teachers also reported to be providing
additional support for pupils with SEND that do not have an EHC plan. With two-thirds
(68%) of teachers reporting to do this by supporting pupils with SEND to access remote
learning and more than half (56%) said they were providing additional support for social,
emotional, or mental health needs

At the time of the survey in May 2020, half (50%) of schools reported, that they can
effectively support pupils with SEND during the COVID-19 pandemic, with the remainder
almost equally divided between those who disagreed (24%) and those who neither
agreed nor disagreed (25%). Two-thirds (68%) of teachers agreed that they know where
to go for advice and guidance on supporting pupils with SEND in accessing remote
learning and about one-in-six disagreed (16%) or neither agreed nor disagreed (15%).
However, teachers were relatively less positive about how equipped they felt to support
pupils with SEND during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic. Half (49%) did feel
equipped, compared to a quarter (25%) that disagreed - a quarter (25%) neither agreed
nor disagreed.
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The 24% of schools that disagreed that they could effectively support pupils with SEND
during the COVID-19 pandemic were asked what, if any, barriers were preventing them
from meeting the needs of these pupils. Over half reported that lack of access to
specialist services or professionals (cited by 60% of these schools) and pupils’ lack of
access to appropriate technology or equipment (54%) were barriers. Around two-fifths
that felt their school was unable to support pupils with SEND faced barriers relating to a
lack of relevant government guidance and advice (40%) and a lack of appropriate
technology or equipment (39%). Around a third spontaneously mentioned that a lack of
capacity within the school workforce (33%) and distance learning failing to meet pupil
needs (32%) were barriers. For teachers the key barriers to feeling equipped to support
pupils with SEND were pupils not having access to the appropriate equipment or
technology (70%), not having enough time to provided additional support to these pupils
(31%) and not having access to appropriate equipment or technology themselves (31%).

Schools spontaneously suggested a range of ways in which the DfE could best help them
support pupils with SEND during the COVID-19 pandemic. Those most commonly
mentioned included: DfE providing technology / electronic resources such as internet
access and laptops (cited by 20%); DfE reassuring parents and children by disseminating
clear information and guidance relating to SEND pupils (18%); providing increased
financial support to support the needs of SEND pupils (17%); and free online resources
specifically for pupils with SEND (15%).

Among teachers, two-in-five (40%) said they did not know what DfE could do to support
them in this respect. The types of support most commonly cited by teachers were to
provide technology / electronic resources such as internet access or laptops (18%), to
provide free online resources / programmes for pupils with SEND (12%) and / or to
provide increased financial support to help support the needs of pupils with SEND (10%).

At-risk pupils

Just over a third (37%) of schools reported that they identified new at-risk children where
the child is attending school during the pandemic.

Around half (62%) of schools indicated that they identified new at-risk children among
those not attending the school during the pandemic. This was more common among
secondary schools (66%) than primary schools (49%).

During the survey, schools were asked about what they think the DfE could be doing to
ensure that all children get the help they need. Where suggestions were given, these
were most commonly for the DfE to lobby for improvements to social services (17%), to
ensure greater co-operation and easier communication across services such as schools,
the police, healthcare services and social services (14%) and for the DfE to be given
powers to ensure that at-risk and vulnerable children are in school (9%).
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Vulnerable pupils

Vulnerable pupils were defined as “children that receive support through social care,
have EHC plans or have been identified as vulnerable by the school or local authority”.
During the school closures to most pupils, more than half of school leaders (61%) and
teachers (54%) thought that there were vulnerable children enrolled at their school who
ought to be attending school during the closures, but these pupils were not attending.

School leaders and teachers that reported that vulnerable pupils enrolled at their school
were not attending during the school closures to most pupils, were asked why they
thought these pupils were not attending. The majority of leaders and teachers felt thought
that vulnerable pupils were not attending because the parent or carer thought the child
may be exposed to the virus in school (88% of leaders and 71% of teachers) or because
the parent refuses to send the child for another or an unspecified reason (82% of leaders
and 56% of teachers). About half of these leaders (54%) and teachers (50%) felt the
reason was that the parent or carer does not consider their child to be vulnerable.

Nearly all schools with vulnerable pupils not attending school had tried to phone, text or
email the family or carer to encourage the attendance of these pupils (99%). More than
four-in-five schools had also contacted children’s social care (86%) or tried to
communicate via online learning (83%). Close to two-thirds of schools had used existing
face-to-face contact, such as when delivering free school meals or food vouchers, to
check on the family (64%).

Close to half (48%) of schools reported that there had been occasions when their school
had been unable to contact the parent or carer of a vulnerable child, with secondary
schools being significantly more likely to report this (55% vs. 47% of primary schools). In
these instances, the vast majority (88%) of schools had contacted children’s social care
with significantly more secondary schools reporting contacting children’s social care
(95% vs. 87% of primary schools). Close to two-fifths of schools (38%) had been in touch
with health care professionals and more than a quarter (26%) had contacted the police.

Alternative provision

Schools were asked whether the number of alternative provision placements
commissioned by them had changed since the partial closure of schools. Almost half
(45%) reported that this was not relevant for their school, around a third (36%) reported
the number of commissioned placements had stayed the same, one in ten (10%)
reported an increase and a slightly lower proportion (7%) reported a decrease.

Primary schools were far more likely to say the issue was not relevant for their school
(50% vs. 24% of secondary schools). Where there had been a change, more primaries
reported an increase than a decrease (12% vs. 5%), whereas the reverse was true for
secondary schools (5% reported an increase compared with 18% reporting a decrease).
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Pupil mental health and wellbeing

Of the schools that provided support to pupils with mental health needs before
coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures, 85% of primary schools and 95% of secondary
schools reported that at least some of these pupils had retained access to mental health
support during the closures to the majority of pupils.

The vast majority (around nine-in-ten) of schools reported that during the school closures
to the majority of pupils, they were providing information and signposting pupils to local or
national support (92%), providing a designated staff contact for pupil or parent advice
(89%) and providing guidance about self-care (85%). Around two-thirds (67%) were
adapting existing support services to be able to deliver them remotely. A third (34%) had
commissioned new online or telephone support services. Secondary schools were
significantly more likely than primary schools to be supporting pupils with mental health
needs in each of these ways.

Leaders and teachers were presented with five statements about supporting pupil mental
health when schools reopen to a higher number of pupils and asked how concerned they
were about each.? For each statement, over three-fifths of leaders and teachers (at least
65%) were somewhat or very concerned. More than nine-in-ten leaders (96%) and
teachers (93%) were concerned about funding the level of support required. The vast
majority of leaders (82%) and teachers (92%) were also concerned about the ability to
balance activities to promote mental health and wellbeing with curriculum catch up and
about delivering targeted mental health support for all pupils with identified needs (86%
of leaders and 85% of teachers concerned).

Attendance and behaviour

Leaders and teachers were asked to think about what additional support, if any, would be
the most useful with helping their school deal with potential attendance and behaviour
issues when schools reopen.

Additional government support through reassurances on safe opening (21%) and clear,
timely guidance on attendance (17%) were the two key areas where leaders and
teachers suggested additional support would help them to deal with potential attendance
issues. Compared to leaders, teachers were significantly more likely to say they ‘don’t
know’ what sort of additional support might help with potential attendance issues (34%
vs. 9% of leaders).

2 The five statements were: providing information and signposting to local or national support; providing a
designated staff contact for pupil or parent advice; providing guidance about self-care; adapting existing
support services to deliver remotely; commissioning new online or telephone support services such as
counselling. There was also an option to specify any other types of support that were provided.
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Leaders and teachers in secondary schools were significantly more likely than leaders
and teachers in primary schools to report that the following would help with potential
attendance issues: having specific staff that deal with attendance issues (10% vs. 5% of
primary respondents), supporting pupils’ readjustment (7% vs. 5%), availability of PPE
(7% vs. 4%), more time to plan and follow up on issues (6% vs. 2%) and support or
funding for arranging safe transport (3% vs. 1%). Leaders and teachers in primary
schools were significantly more likely to suggest that no additional support was required
(17% vs. 12%) and that suspending fines for non-attendance (6% vs. 2%) would be
useful.

When considering what additional support might be useful in addressing potential
behavioural issues, there were three key areas of support that were top of mind for
leaders and teachers: hiring additional support staff such as school counsellors or
pastoral staff that can provide one-to-one support or mentoring (19%); changes to the
curriculum, for example by introducing more flexibility, changes to exams or less focus on
attainment (14%) and more access to external agencies through things such as quicker
referrals (14%).

Leaders and teachers at primary schools were significantly more likely than those at
secondary schools to mention that more access to external agencies (16% vs 13% of
secondary respondents), changes to the curriculum (17% vs. 10% secondary
respondents), training for staff (13% vs. 10% of secondary respondents) and resources
of support materials to use in class (11% vs. 2% of secondary respondents) would be
useful. Whereas secondary school leaders and teachers were significantly more likely to
mention that greater access to school counselling services would be useful (19% vs. 6%
of primary respondents) and they were also more likely to say they don’t know what
support would be useful (23% vs. 16% of primary respondents).

Workforce
Working situation and COVID-19 vulnerability

During the school closures to the majority of pupils, school leaders and teachers were
most commonly combining working from home with working on the school premises,
although leaders were significantly more likely to do so (66%, compared with 60% of
teachers). Both primary leaders and teachers were significantly more likely to be
continuing working only on school premises (35% and 5% of primary leaders and
teachers, compared with 20% and 1% of secondary leaders and teachers).

In the context of the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak, teachers were slightly (though
statistically significantly) more likely than leaders to be considered high risk themselves
(9% of teachers vs. 6% of leaders) and to be living with, or caring for, someone
considered high risk (23% of teachers vs. 19% of leaders).
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Workload

Leaders reported that they were spending more time on general administrative work
(73% of leaders reported an increase, just 7% reported a decrease) and communication
with parents or guardians (70% reported an increase compared with 9% reporting a
decrease), and less time on planning and responding on pupil assessment, marking
pupils’ work and monitoring pupil performance data.

Teachers reported that they were spending more time communicating with
parents/guardians (53% of teachers reported an increase; 20% reported a decrease),
doing general administrative work (45% vs. 19%) and planning online lessons and
resources (42% vs. 26%), and less time on analysing pupil performance (54% of
teachers reported a decrease; 12% reported an increase), pastoral support (30% vs.
14%) and marking (57% vs. 16%).

Leaders were more likely to say their current workload was less manageable than usual
(45%) than more manageable (15%). In contrast, 43% of teachers reported their
workload was more manageable than usual (vs 18% reporting it being less manageable).

Flexible working opportunities offered by schools

The survey highlights that, when schools were originally closed to most pupils in Spring
2020, schools made extensive changes to the flexible working opportunities available to
teaching staff. The most common forms of flexible working practices, offered by over nine
in 10 schools, were: working on a rota with other staff to share responsibilities, regularly
working from home during ‘in-school’ hours, and flexibility in usual working hours. Broadly
consistent with the school-level findings, teachers reported most commonly accessing
the following flexible working opportunities within their own role:

e Regularly working from home during ‘in-school’ hours (72%);
e Flexibility in usual working hours (70%); and

e Working on a rota with other staff to share responsibilities (68%).

Over half (55%) of teachers who reported taking up new flexible working practices while
schools were closed to most pupils agreed that accessing these opportunities had made
them more open to considering forms of flexible working within their role in the future.

Teacher recruitment

More than half (57%) of schools did not expect the number of trainee placements that
their school was able to host to change in the 2020/21 academic year. Less than one-
third (29%) expected the number of trainee placements to decrease and 7% expected it
to increase. Primary schools were significantly more likely to expect a decrease in their
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trainee placements (31% vs. 21% of secondary schools), whereas secondary schools
were significantly more likely to not expect any change (65% vs. 55% of primary
schools).

More than three-quarters of primary (78%) and secondary schools (80%) did not expect
the number of teachers they were going to recruit in the next academic year to change
due to the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak. Of the 15% of schools that did expect
recruitment to change, 10% of schools expected to recruit fewer teachers and 5%
expected to recruit more teachers.

About half (53%) of all schools did not expect any changes to the timing of their
recruitment of teachers due to coronavirus (COVID-19); with secondary schools being
significantly more likely to say this than primary schools (65% vs. 50%) and primary
schools being significantly more likely to expect a delay to their recruitment for teaching
staff (14% vs. 4%).

Career progression

Unlike in the Winter 2019 survey — when leaders were significantly more likely than
teachers to expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time — leaders and teachers were
equally likely to expect to stay in the same role in the COVID-19 School Snapshot Survey
(79% among teachers and 81% among leaders). The teacher figure represents an
increase on the result in the Winter 2019 survey (73%), whereas the leader figure
represents a statistically significant fall from the 85% in the Winter 2019 survey.

There was also a significant change between the Winter 2019 and COVID-19 surveys in
the proportion of leaders reporting that they are planning to leave the teaching profession
entirely. In the COVID-19 survey, almost one in five (18%) leaders that did not expect to
be in the same role in 12 months’ time were planning to leave the teaching profession
entirely, significantly more than the proportion (6%) in the Winter 2019.

The impact of coronavirus (COVID-19) on leaders’ and teachers’ expectations for their
role was substantial. One in five (20%) of all leaders and teachers reported that the virus
had influenced whether they expected to be in the same role.

CPD

Since school closures the majority of primary (70%) and secondary (60%) teachers
reported that they had to postpone or cancel at least some of their CPD.

Schools were asked to what extent they thought their school would consider bidding for
the delivery of CPD initiatives from DfE if schools re-open in the Autumn term. About two-
in-five (43%) schools agreed or strongly agreed that they would consider bidding, one-
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fifth disagreed or strongly disagreed (20%) and a quarter neither agreed nor disagreed
(24%).

Teacher wellbeing

The opportunity to work flexibly was the most common way teachers felt they could
effectively manage their health and wellbeing (reported by 43%) since schools closed to
most pupils. Other common means were access to wellbeing and mental health online
resources (26%) and access to a peer support system (22%). One in five secondary
teachers reported confidential counselling with a mental health professional would help
them (20%).

Wellbeing scores are highly interconnected. Around three-in-five (61%) leaders were
happy, and of these, over nine-in-ten were also: satisfied with their life (92%); and felt the
things they did were worthwhile (99%). Teachers’ wellbeing scores were also
interconnected. Of the 60% that reported they were happy yesterday, 87% and 96% were
satisfied with their life, and felt the things they did were worthwhile, respectively.

Generally speaking, leaders and teachers were most likely to report that the things they
do in their life are worthwhile (87% and 79%, respectively), and least likely to be not
anxious (39% and 38%, respectively).
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Background

This report covers the findings from the COVID-19 Snapshot Survey. The survey sought
to understand the opinions of leaders and teachers in primary and secondary schools on
a range of educational topics while schools were closed to the majority of students during
the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak. The COVID-19 School Snapshot Survey has
replaced the Summer 2020 wave of the School Snapshot Survey.

Methodology

A sample of 5,197 schools was drawn from the Department’s database of schools, ‘Get
Information about Schools’ and a further 729 schools that had agreed to be re-contacted
in previous waves of the School Snapshot Survey were invited to take part in both the of
the COVID-19 School Snapshot Survey. A further 1,410 teachers that had agreed to be
re-contacted were also invited to take part in the teacher component. Further information
is provided in the technical annex.

At each school, one leader was surveyed (predominantly via a telephone methodology)
and up to three teachers were surveyed (using a combination of online and telephone
interviewing). A total of 1,576 surveys were conducted with school leaders and 997 with
teachers. Within both groups, slightly more responses were obtained from primary than
secondary leaders and teachers, as shown in Table 1. Of the leaders, most were
headteachers (69%), just less than one in six were deputy headteachers (15%) and close
to one-in-ten were assistant headteachers (9%) (see the accompanying tables for more
details).

Table 1. Completed surveys by teacher level and school type

Primary Secondary Primary Secondary
Leaders Leaders Teachers Teachers
Completed surveys 802 774 504 493

To reduce survey length whilst covering all relevant topics, school leaders were randomly
assigned to one of two routes through the survey. 787 leaders (396 primary and 391
secondary) completed the ‘Route 1’ survey, which covered topics such as Free School
Meal (FSM), at-risk pupils and SEND, while 789 leaders (406 primary and 383
secondary) completed the ‘Route 2’ survey, which explored topics such as remote
learning, workload and support for returning to school.

Fieldwork took place between 13 May — 31 May 2020.
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Interpreting the findings

Data presented in this report are from a sample of teachers and senior leaders rather
than the total population of teachers and leaders. Although the leader sample and the
teacher sample have been weighted to be nationally representative (by school type and
by teacher demographics), the data is still subject to sampling error. Differences between
sub-groups and previous waves are only commented on in the text if they are statistically
significant at the 95 percent confidence level, unless otherwise stated. This means there
is no more than a 5 per cent chance that any reported differences are a consequence of
sampling error.

Depending on the question, responses from school leaders have either been weighted to
represent the school view or to represent their individual view as a senior teacher. Where
the report refers to schools, this represents responses from school leaders. The report
attempts to make this distinction clear by referring to responses from schools when the
school-based weighting has been applied, and referring to leader responses when the
teacher-based weighting (which utilises individual demographic details) has been
applied. At the school-level we have used the general population of schools for
weighting. However, when comparing results by academy status or by phase (i.e. primary
schools vs. secondary schools) it is worth noting that in the general population the
majority of secondary schools (69%) are now academies whereas only 33% of primary
schools are academies.

Free School Meal (FSM) entitlement is used as a proxy for deprivation levels at the
school. All schools in England were put into a list of ascending order of the proportion of
pupils that they have that are entitled to FSM. This ordered list was then split into five
equal groups (or quintiles). Quintile 1, which is referred to as the ‘lowest proportion’
throughout the report represents the schools with the lowest proportion of pupils entitled
to FSM. The proportion of pupils entitled to FSM increases progressively as the quintiles
increase. Schools in the ‘highest proportion’ quintile (quintile 5), represent the schools
with the highest proportion of pupils entitled to FSM. In the report, significant differences
tend to be tested between schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils and schools
with the highest proportion of FSM pupils.

Due to rounding to the nearest whole number, percentages may not total to exactly 100%
or precisely reflect statistics provided in the data tables.
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1. Curriculum delivery and social
distancing

Leaders and teachers were asked for their views and experiences on a number of areas
relating to the curriculum and the impact of the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak on
curriculum delivery. This section explores remote learning and leaders’ and teachers’
views towards social distancing when schools reopen.

1.1 Curriculum

School leaders were asked to indicate the extent to which their school was able to deliver
the regular curriculum during the lockdown due to coronavirus (COVID-19).

Overall, 6% of schools delivered all of the school curriculum, while 27% could deliver
most of it, 65% some of it. In comparison 3% indicated that they had been able to deliver
none of it.

Figure 1. The extent to which schools were able to deliver the regular curriculum during
coronavirus (COVID-19)

All schools 3% 65% 27% 6%
Primary 3% 68%* 25% 4%
Secondary 2% 48% 37%* 13%*

None Some Most All

Question: U1. How much of the regular curriculum is your school still able to deliver? Base: All
Route 2 schools (n=789), Primary (n=406), Secondary (n=383).

* Indicates statistically significant differences between primary and secondary schools.
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Secondary schools had been able to deliver a higher proportion of the regular curriculum
during the lockdown than primary schools. Around half of secondary schools had been
able to deliver all (13%) or most (37%) of the regular curriculum compared to around
three in ten primary schools (4% had delivered all and 25% most of the curriculum). It
was most common for primary schools to have been able to deliver some of the regular
curriculum (68%, compared with 48% of secondary schools). There was little difference
by phase in the proportion not able to deliver any of the regular curriculum.

1.2 Remote learning

Leaders and teachers were asked how they were providing work for pupils at home
during their school’s closure due to coronavirus (COVID-19).

How schools provided work for pupils at home

The majority of schools had emailed, phoned or messaged parents (92%) in order to
provide work for pupils at home; a smaller proportion had emailed, phoned or messaged
pupils directly (63%). The majority of schools had used online learning platforms such as
Google Classroom and Oak Academy (88%) and a similar proportion had provided pupils
with take-home physical workbooks or worksheets when schools closed (81%). Around
six in ten schools had posted hardcopy workbooks or worksheets to pupils (58%).

A smaller proportion of schools had used online chatting e.g. instant messaging (27%),
online video conferencing (24%) and the school website (16%) to provide work for pupils
studying at home.
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Figure 2. The ways in which schools provided work for pupils at home during coronavirus (COVID-
19) school closures

All schools
- . . 93%*
Emailing, phoning or messaging parents 849 92%
0
Via online learning platforms (e.g. Google 86% 88%
Classroom, Oak Academy) 97%* °
. . 83%*
Via take-home physical workbooks/worksheets 729% 81%
(1]
. . . . 60%
Emailing, phoning or messaging pupils 63%
79%*
. 55%
By posting hardcopy workbooks/worksheets 68%* 58%
0
. ) . . 27%
Online chatting (e.g. instant messaging) 27%
30%
. . . 21%
Online video conferencin 249
9 42%" %
%* Spont.
Via school website o 19% pontaneous response 16%
(+]
2% N
Other Primary 2%
3% °
Secondary
Question: K1. How are you providing work for pupils at home during Covid-19 school closures? Base: All Route 2 schools (n=789), Primary (n=406), Secondary (n=383).
* Indicates statistically significant differences between primary and secondary schools.

Primary and secondary schools differed in the ways in which they had provided work for
pupils at home during coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures.

A significantly higher proportion of primary schools emailed, phoned or messaged
parents (93% vs. 84%), provided pupils with take-home physical workbooks or
worksheets (83% vs. 72%) and used the school website to provide work for pupils (19%
vs. 3%).

In comparison, secondary schools were significantly more likely to provide work via
online learning platforms (97% vs. 86%), by directly emailing, phoning or messaging their
pupils (79% vs. 60%), by posting hardcopy workbooks or worksheets (68% vs. 55%) and
via online video conferencing (42% vs. 21%).

Secondary schools with the highest proportion of pupils eligible for FSMs were
significantly more likely to post hardcopy workbooks or worksheets (78% vs. 34%) and
provide take home physical workbooks or worksheets (78% vs. 31%). Among primary
schools, the same trend emerged for the proportion providing take-home physical
workbooks or worksheets (91% of primary schools with the highest proportion of pupils
eligible for FSMs used them vs. 70% of those with the lowest proportion). It is likely that
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this reflects reduced access to devices such as laptops among pupils eligible for FSM, as

discussed below.

How teachers provided work for pupils at home

The most frequently cited method mentioned by teachers was online learning platforms
(90%), while three-quarters emailed, phoned or messaged parents (72%). More than half
also provided pupils with take-home physical workbooks or worksheets (57%) and
emailed, phoned or messaged pupils (51%).

Around two-fifths of teachers said they posted hardcopy workbooks or worksheets (42%)
and one-fifth provided work using online chats (18%) and online video conferencing
(17%). An additional 8% provided materials via the school website.

Figure 3. The ways in which teachers provided work for pupils at home during coronavirus (COVID-

19) school closures

Via online learning platforms (e.g. Google
Classroom, Oak Academy)

Emailing, phoning or messaging parents

Via take-home physical workbooks/worksheets

Emailing, phoning or messaging pupils

By posting hardcopy workbooks/worksheets

Online chatting (e.g. instant messaging)

Online video conferencing

17%
19%

1%

84%
96%*
80%*
65%
66%*
47%
32%
70%*

36%
48%*

24%*

All teachers

90%

72%

57%

51%

42%

18%

17%

Via school website

14%*
2%

Spontaneous response

8%

Other

1%
1%

Primary

Secondary

Question: K1. How are you providing work for pupils at home during Covid-19 school closures? Base: All teachers (n=997), Primary (n=504), Secondary (n=493).
* Indicates statistically significant differences between primary and secondary teachers.

1%

Primary teachers were significantly more likely than secondary teachers to email, phone
or message parents (80% vs. 65%), while secondary teachers were significantly more
likely to provide work direct to pupils, via email, phone or messaging (70% vs. 32%).
Primary teachers were also more likely than secondary teachers to provide pupils with
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take-home physical workbooks or worksheets (66% vs. 47%) and use the school website
to provide work (14% vs. 2%).

On the other hand, significantly more secondary teachers provided work via online
learning platforms (96% vs. 84%), by posting hardcopy workbooks or worksheets to
pupils (48% vs. 36%) and via online video conferencing (24% vs. 11%).

Differences also occurred according to FSM status; those teachers at schools with the
highest proportion of FSM eligible pupils were significantly more likely than those at
schools with the lowest proportion to provide work via take-home physical workbooks or
worksheets (73% vs. 43%) and by posting hardcopy workbooks or worksheets (48% vs.
23%). Again, this likely reflects reduced access to devices such as laptops among pupils
eligible for FSM.
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Support with using technology at home

Leaders and teachers were asked to what extent they, or their school, needed additional
support with using technology for different kinds of tasks. As shown in Figure 4, there
was general agreement that support was most needed for monitoring pupil progress
(58% of leaders and 54% of teachers), engaging with pupils (63% of leaders and 50%
among teachers), and conducting remote meetings with parents (55% of leaders and
45% of teachers). For all six measures covered, except for school admin, leaders were
significantly more likely than teachers to feel support was needed for the school or for
themselves.

Significantly more leaders than teachers felt a great extent of support was required for
monitoring pupil progress (16% vs. 9%) and engaging with pupils (10% vs. 6%).

Figure 4. The extent to which leaders and teachers felt their school/they needed additional support
with using technology for different tasks

To any extent To any extent
Leaders Teachers

Monitoring pupil progress -. 26%* 16%* -- 21% 9% 54%
Engaging with pupils -. 33%* 10%* --18%6% 50%

Conducting rz:gt:t?eetings with -. 26%* 12%" - 7% 59% 45%
Setting pupil work -.17%* 4% -% 3% 31%

School admin -.4%* 2% -1% 2% | 30%

Communicating with colleagues -l%:* 2% _I/o 3% 14%

= Not at all = A small extent Some extent A great extent
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Leaders

Among leaders only, those from secondary schools were significantly more likely than
those from primary schools to feel their school required support for using technology to
set pupil work (42% vs. 35%).

In terms of monitoring pupil progress, a similar proportion of primary and secondary
leaders felt support was needed, but a significantly higher proportion of primary leaders
felt this was needed to a great extent (18% vs. 11%).

There were some subgroup differences by Ofsted rating.® Where school leaders in
schools with a ‘good’ (60%) or ‘requires improvement’ Ofsted rating (64%) were
significantly more likely to report needing additional support using technology to monitor
pupil progress than leaders in schools with an ‘outstanding’ rating (46%). Similarly,
leaders in schools with a ‘requires improvement’ (66%) rating were significantly more
likely to report needing additional support with using technology to conduct remote
meetings with parents than school leaders in ‘good’ (54%) or ‘outstanding’ (48%)
schools.

Teachers

Similar to the pattern among leaders regarding monitoring pupil progress, primary
teachers were significantly more likely than secondary teachers to say that additional
support was needed in this area to a great extent (12% vs. 6%) and secondary teachers
were more likely to say that it was not needed at all (48% vs. 39%).

However, in contrast to leaders, there were differences amongst teachers according to
school type in terms of the extent to which they required support engaging with pupils,
with secondary teachers significantly more likely to feel that they needed support in this
area than primary teachers (55% vs. 46%).

Teachers at schools with the highest proportion of pupils eligible for FSMs were
significantly more likely than those with the lowest proportion to need help monitoring
pupil progress to a great extent (12% vs. 5%).

3 Additional support needs were analysed for subgroup differences by FSM and Ofsted rating where 50 or
more leaders or teachers had mentioned the support.
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Barriers to effective use of technology for remote learning

Leaders were asked about barriers to the effective use of technology for remote learning
at their school.

The most common barriers to effective use of technology for remote learning, each
experienced by over three-quarters of schools were pupils’ access to digital devices
(87%), broadband or connectivity for pupils (84%) and parents’ or pupils’ digital skills
(76%). Around two-thirds felt that cost (68%) and the quality or availability of hardware
and software (64%) were barriers. A minority, though still mentioned by at least two-fifths,
felt the following were barriers: lack of awareness or knowledge about what technology or
approaches work well (45%), teachers’ safeguarding and data security concerns (45%),
broadband or connectivity for staff (44%), parental concerns (40%) and teachers' ability
to incorporate technology into teaching (39%).

Figure 5. Barriers to effective use of technology for remote learning

Pupils' access to digital devices
Broadband or connectivity for pupils

Parents' or pupils' digital skills

76%

87%

84%

Cost 68%

Quality or availability of hardware or software 64%
Lack of awareness or knowledge about what 459%
technology or approaches work well °

Teachers' safeguarding and data security concerns 45%

Broadband or connectivity for staff 44%

Parental concerns (e.g. safeguarding, data security, _ 40%
screen time etc) °

Teachers' ability to incorporate technology into _ 399
teaching °

Teachers' unwillingness to use technology

0%

My school has not experienced any barriers I 1%

Question: K3. Which of the following, if any, represent barriers to effective use of technology for remote learning? Base: All Route 2 schools (n=789).

Primary schools were significantly more likely to experience barriers related to parents’ or
pupils’ digital skills (77% vs. 70%) and parental concerns (42% vs. 29%).

On the other hand, broadband or connectivity for pupils (93% vs. 82%) and teachers’
safeguarding and data security concerns (51% vs. 44%) were issues for significantly
more secondary than primary schools. This may be because secondary schools were
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more likely to use online learning platforms, online chatting and video conferencing, as
discussed previously.

Differences also emerged between schools with the highest and lowest proportions of
pupils eligible for FSMs; those with the highest proportion were significantly more likely to
face barriers related to:

e Pupils’ access to digital devices (93% vs. 64%);
e Broadband or connectivity for pupils (91% vs. 64%);
e Parents’ or pupils’ digital skills (85% vs. 55%).

On the other hand, schools with the highest proportion eligible for FSMs were
significantly less likely to say teachers’ ability to incorporate technology into teaching was
a barrier (29% vs. 45% among those with the lowest proportion on FSMs).

Amongst secondary schools, cost presented a more significant barrier for those with the
highest proportion of pupils eligible for FSMs (76% vs. 43%), while at primary schools
with the lowest proportion of pupils on FSMs, the teachers’ ability to incorporate
technology was a notable barrier (45% vs. 28% of primaries with the highest proportion of
FSMs).

Support for pupils that lack digital capacity

Leaders were asked about the types of support their school was providing for pupils that
lacked digital capacity (i.e. those that did not have access to the internet, digital devices
or lacked digital skills).

Most schools (93%) provided hard-copy resources (e.g. worksheets and textbooks),
while three-quarters (76%) offered guidance and technical support. Almost half (47%)
had provided laptops or tablets to some pupils. Far fewer (12%) had provided devices to
access the internet (e.g. dongles).
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Figure 6. The types of support provided for pupils that lacked digital capacity

All schools
0/ *
Hard-copy resources (e.g. worksheets, 94% 93%
textbooks) 89%
, _ 74% N
Guidance and technical support 76%
84%*
41%
Laptops or tablets 47%
81%*
, , 7%
Devices to access the internet (e.g. dongles) o 12%
37%
5% Spontaneous responses
Support over the telephone 5%
4%
) ) 1%
Allow pupils onsite to access computers etc. 1%
4%*
4% Primary
0,
Other 2% Secondary 4%
(\
Question: E1. Thinking about pupils that do not have digital capacity (i.e. they do not have access to the internet, digital devices or they lack digital skills) is your school
providing any of the following support to those pupils? Base: All Route 2 schools (n=789), Primary (n=406), Secondary (n=383). * Indicates statistically significant differences
between primary and secondary schools.

Some differences existed between primary and secondary schools, with primary schools
significantly more likely to provide hard-copy resources (94% vs. 89%), while significantly
more secondary schools did the following:

e Provided guidance and technical support (84% vs. 74%);
e Provided laptops or tablets (81% vs. 41%);

e Provided devices, e.g. dongles, to access the internet (37% vs. 7%);

A significantly higher proportion of schools with the highest proportion of pupils eligible
for FSMs provided hard-copy resources (97% vs. 86%) and guidance and technical
support (79% vs. 68%), in comparison to those with the lowest proportion.

Amongst secondary schools, there was also a significant difference in the proportion
offering laptops or tablets according to FSM status; those with the highest proportion of
pupils eligible for FSM were less likely to offer their pupils devices than schools with the
lowest proportion eligible for FSM (69% vs 94%).
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1.3 Social distancing

Feasibility of social distancing at school

Teachers were asked the extent to which they agreed or disagreed that social distancing
measures could be practically implemented when their school reopened to higher
numbers of pupils, in addition to just children of key workers or those who were
vulnerable.

Among all teachers, over nine-in-ten disagreed (21%) or strongly disagreed (73%) that it
would be possible to implement social distancing in schools, compared with 4% who
agreed or agreed strongly. A further 2% neither agreed nor disagreed.

Figure 7. The extent to which teachers agreed or disagreed that social distancing measures could
be practically implemented when their school reopened

94% disagreed or
strongly disagreed
A
I 1
All teachers 73% 21% 3% 1%
95%*
|
I 1
Primary 78%* 18% 2% 1%
92%
A
I 1
Secondary 69% 24%* 3%|1%
Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree

As shown in Figure 7, primary school teachers were significantly more likely than
secondary school teachers to disagree strongly that social distancing could be practically
implemented upon the return to school (78% vs. 69% respectively), and overall primary
teachers were slightly though statistically significantly more likely to disagree or disagree
strongly (95% vs. 92%).
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In addition, general disagreement was significantly higher among teachers at schools
with the lowest proportion of pupils eligible for FSM (97%), in comparison to those with
the highest proportion eligible (91%).

Barriers to implementing social distancing

Teachers that felt practically implementing social distancing in schools would be difficult
upon the reopening to higher numbers of pupils were asked what they saw as the main
barriers to doing so.

Three-quarters (75%) said that social distancing was not feasible due to a lack of space
on the school premises (e.g. classroom size, limited outside space, narrow corridors).
This was by far the most cited barrier to implementing social distancing, but around three
in ten (29%) also mentioned that children would be too young to understand social
distancing, while around a quarter said that it was simply human nature for children to
touch, hug and play (24%), around a fifth felt it would create difficulties around fulfilling
their job role (e.g. teaching, pastoral care, first aid) (22%), or said that it was not practical
due to the number of pupils in the school or class sizes (21%).

Other barriers to social distancing mentioned by teachers included:

e Alack of available staff (13%);
e Alack of resources or equipment, due to sharing resources (12%);
e Alack of toilets and hand washing facilities (12%);

e Pupils not taking social distancing measures seriously (8%).
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Figure 8. The barriers to implementing social distancing in schools (spontaneous)

All teachers
Lack of space on school premises (e.g. classroom 69% 75%
size, lack of outside space, narrow corridors) 81%*
Children are too young to understand social 50%* 29%
distancing 5%
Human nature (e.g. children want to touch, hug, 25% 24%,
play) 24%
Difficulty in fulfilling job role (e.g. teaching, pastoral 30%* 229,
care, first aid) 13%
I . 13% )
Number of pupils in school / size of classes 30%* 21%
(o]
0,
Not enough staff available 1??% 13%
Lack of resources / equipment (e.g. shared 12% 129
resources no longer suitable) 1% °
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Not enough toilets / hand washing facilities 1112@ 12%
(o)
Pupils not taking social distancing measures | 1% o
seriously 16%* 8%
Layout of school premises 6% 6%
7% Primary °
Explaining to pupils with SEND / behavioural 5%
issues 3% Secondary 4%
11%
Other 15%* 13%
Question: T2. What do you see as the main barriers, if any, toimplementing social distancing in your school? Base: Teachers that feel unable to practically
implement social distancing (n=936), primary (n=481), secondary (n=455). * Indicates statistically significant differences between primary and secondary teachers.

The barriers to implementing social distancing differed somewhat between primary and
secondary teachers. Primary teachers were significantly more likely to say that children
would be too young to understand social distancing (50% vs. 5%) and that they would
have difficulties fulfilling their job role as a result of it (30% vs. 13%).

On the other hand, a significantly higher proportion of secondary teachers felt that social
distancing was impractical due to a lack of space on the school premises (81% vs. 69%),
the number of pupils in school or class sizes (30% vs. 13%) and because pupils would
not take social distancing measures seriously (16% vs. 1%).

Teachers at primary schools with the highest proportion of pupils eligible for FSMs were
significantly more likely to feel that children would be too young to understand social
distancing (56%) than those at primary schools with the lowest proportion of pupils
eligible for FSMs (40%).
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2. Support for pupils

School leaders and teachers were asked how schools and they personally were
supporting pupils during coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures. This section explores
whether FSMs are being delivered; the additional support provided to economically
disadvantaged pupils, pupils with an EHC plan or with SEND, at-risk pupils, vulnerable
pupils; the impact on alternative provision placements and the support that will be
available for pupils when mental health needs when school re-open as well as leaders’
and teachers’ views on how the DfE could help when potential behaviour and attendance
issues when schools reopen.

2.1 School status during Covid-19 closures

Nearly all schools (96%) were open to vulnerable children or children of key workers at
the time of the COVID-19 survey and urban schools were significantly more likely to be
open to these pupils than rural schools (97% vs. 93%). There were no significant
differences in whether they were open or not by school phase (primary or secondary), the
proportion of pupils entitled to FSMs or Ofsted rating.
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2.2 Free school meals

Nearly all schools (97%) reported they were continuing to provide food to free school
meal eligible pupils not attending school during the pandemic (the figure was the same
for primary and secondary schools).

Schools that were providing food to these pupils were doing so in a range of ways, most
commonly via the Department for Education national voucher scheme supplied by
Edenred (80%).4 Other methods included delivering food to the homes of pupils (37%)
and having food collected from site (32%). Figure 9 illustrates the full range of ways
schools were providing food to free school meal eligible pupils not attending school
during the pandemic, and compares responses of primary and secondary schools.

Figure 9. Ways schools are providing food to free school meal eligible pupils not attending school

All schools

Department for Education national voucher scheme 79%
supplied by Edenred 86%* 80%
Food deli d to their h food I 38%
ood delivered to their home (e.g. food parcels) 34% 37%
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C2. How is your school providing food to free school meal eligible pupils who are not attending school during the pandemic? Base: Route 1 schools providing free school
meals to those not attending school during the pandemic (n=761), Primary (n=383), Secondary (n=378).
* Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools. <1% said dont know.

4 Use of the national voucher scheme continued to increase after fieldwork had concluded and the findings
in this survey do not represent the total number of schools who ordered vouchers through the scheme.
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23% of secondary schools) and to be providing food or meals prepared by community
organisations such as foodbanks or charities (27% vs 20%).

The 18 schools not providing food to free school meal eligible pupils not attending
schools during the pandemic were asked why this was the case. This is a low base, and
hence results should be treated with caution, but the barriers most commonly mentioned
were staffing constraints (cited by eight schools), difficulties accessing the Department
for Education national voucher scheme supplied by Edenred (cited by 6 schools), the
school having limited facilities (cited by five schools) and budget constraints (cited by four
schools). Results did not appear to differ between primary and secondary schools.

Schools were also asked whether they were offering free school meals to vulnerable
children or the children of key workers attending their school during the pandemic.

Half (49%) reported offering free school meals only to those that are usually eligible, with
this a more common approach in primary (51%) than secondary schools (35%). A
sizeable minority (38%) reported offering free school meals to all pupils attending school
during the pandemic. This was a more common approach in secondary schools (51%)
than primary (36%).

In comparison, over one-in-nine (12%) were not offering any free school meals to
children attending the school during the pandemic. This is likely to be because none of
the children attending during this period were eligible for free school meals.

Figure 10. Types of children attending schools during the pandemic that are being offered free
school meals

All schools

49%

36%
0,
51%* 38%

My school is not offering free school meals to any - 12%
children attending school at this time - 12% 12%

Only the children who are usually eligible for free
school meals

All of the children attending school

® Primary
1%
Don't know m Secondary

1% 1%

C4. For vulnerable children and children of key workers attending your school during the pandemic, who are you offering free meals to?

Base: Route 1 schools open to vulnerable children / children of key workers (n=761), Primary (n=379), Secondary (n=382).

* Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools. <1% of schools reported that their school does not have any pupils eligible for free
school meals




2.3 Economically disadvantaged pupils

School leaders and teachers were asked to consider the support given to economically
disadvantaged pupils. Economically disadvantaged pupils were defined as pupils that
attract the Pupil Premium as well as those that might be supported by their school even
though they fall just above the threshold to qualify for free school meals. The choices in
relation to free schools meals were multiple choice and therefore teachers and leaders
could choose more than one type of support.

School-level support

More than four-in-five (84%) schools reported that their school was taking additional
action beyond the regular school support to help economically disadvantaged pupils that
were not currently attending school. This was consistent across primary schools (83%)
and secondary schools (87%). Schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were
significantly more likely to report supporting disadvantaged pupils than schools with the
lowest proportion of FSM pupils (86% vs. 74% respectively).

Four-fifths of schools were ensuring staff were in regular contact to encourage
engagement and promote wellbeing (82%), and three-quarters were providing hard copy
resources such as worksheets or textbooks (76%) and providing pupils with free online
resources such as courses or videos (75%). About two-thirds indicated that staff were
setting additional work or providing additional feedback for these pupils (63%).
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Figure 11. Ways schools are supporting economically disadvantaged pupils that are not attending
school

engagement and promote wellbeing 86%
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Question D2. What types of additional support is your school offering to help the leaming of disadvantaged children not in school during the pandemic?
Base: Route 1 schools (n=787), Primary (n=396), Secondary (n=391). * Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools.

Primary schools were significantly more likely than secondary schools to report that their
staff set additional work and provided additional feedback to disadvantaged pupils (65%
vs. 55% respectively). In comparison, secondary schools were significantly more likely to
support disadvantaged pupils by providing access to digital devices (78% vs. 40% among
primary) and through one-to-one tuition (29% vs. 20%).

Schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely than
those with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils to have supported their economically

disadvantaged pupils by:

o Staff keeping in regular contact to encourage engagement and promote wellbeing
providing access to devices (86% vs. 74%).

e Providing free online resources such as lists of courses or videos (80% vs. 69%).

e Providing paid for online resources such as subscriptions for courses with fees
(47% vs. 34%)

e Support from other agencies such as social workers (7% vs. 2%).
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Schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely than those
with the highest proportion of FSM pupils to not be taking any additional action to support
their economically disadvantaged pupils (26% vs. 14%).

Schools that provided disadvantaged pupils with access to devices or one-to-one or
small group tuition were asked how they funded or resourced this support. The vast
majority of these schools reported to use school funds (96%). Less than one-in-five
schools also reported that they used local authority, charity, community organisation or
private donations (18%) or the national devices scheme (18%; this was used by more
secondary (25%) than primary schools (17%)). Schools with the highest proportion of
FSM pupils were significantly more likely to use the national devices scheme than
schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils (27% vs. 10%).

Support provided by teachers

More than two-thirds of teachers (69%) reported that they were taking additional action
beyond the regular school support to help economically disadvantaged pupils. Primary
school teachers were significantly more likely to provide this support than secondary
school teachers (74% vs. 65%). Teachers at schools with the highest proportion of FSM
pupils were also significantly more likely to report providing support to economically
disadvantaged pupils than teachers at schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils
(75% vs. 63% respectively).

The most common ways that teachers provided support tended to align with the ways
that school leaders reported their school was assisting; 63% of teachers reported that
they make regular contact with pupils, 55% said they provided hard copy resources and
40% of these teachers provided lists of online resources to these pupils.
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Figure 12. Ways teachers are supporting economically disadvantaged pupils that are not attending
school

All schools

Make regular contact with pupils to IR 70%* 0
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Question D4. Which of the following, if any, are you currently providing for disadvantaged pupils not in school during the pandemic?

Base: Teachers taking additional action beyond the regular school support to help these pupils that are currently not attending school (n=997), Primary (n=504), Secondary
(n=493).

* Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary teachers

Primary teachers were significantly more likely than secondary teachers to report making
regular contact to encourage engagement and promote wellbeing (70% vs. 55%) and
providing pupils with lists of online resources such as courses or videos (46% vs. 34%).
As with school level responses, secondary teaches were significantly more likely to
support disadvantaged pupils through one-to-one tuition (9% vs. 4% primary).

Teachers working in schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly
more likely than those in schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils to have
supported economically disadvantaged pupils by:

e Making regular contact with pupils to encourage and promote wellbeing (62% vs.
45%)

e Providing free online resources such as lists of courses or videos (54% vs. 34%).

e Setting additional work and providing more regular feedback (35% vs.24%)

e Food provision such as vouchers, parcels or access to foodbanks (5% vs. 1%).°

They were also significantly more likely to not be taking any additional action beyond
those identified above to support their economically disadvantaged pupils (37% highest
proportion of FSM pupils vs. 25% lowest proportion of FSM pupils).

5 Please note the use of food parcels will likely be in addition to the voucher scheme as the response
options were multiple choice.
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2.4 SEND

This section looks at school support in place at the time of the survey in May 2020 for
pupils with special educational needs and disabilities (SEND) in mainstream schools
during COVID-19. It does include support for pupils in special schools or other settings.

Under the Children and Families Act 2014, a child or young person has Special
Educational Needs (SEN) if they have a learning difficulty or disability which calls for
special educational provision to be made for them. A child of compulsory school age or a
young person has a learning difficulty or disability if they:

e Have a significantly greater difficulty in learning than the majority of others of the
same age, or

e Have a disability which prevents or hinders them from making use of facilities of a
kind generally provided for others of the same age in mainstream schools (or
mainstream post-16 institutions).

This section includes questions on support for children with Education, Health and Care
(EHC) plans and on support for those children who are identified as having SEND but
who do not have an EHC plan (the ‘SEN support’ group).

An EHC plan details the education, health and social care provision that is to be made for
a child or young person. It is drawn up by the local authority after an EHC needs
assessment of the child or young person has determined that an EHC plan is necessary,
and includes assessments from relevant partner agencies.

School-level views of the support provided to pupils with SEND during
COVID-19

Additional school support offered to pupils with Education Health and Care (EHC)
plans

Schools were asked whether they were providing any additional support for pupils with
EHC plans who were not attending school during the pandemic.

Nearly all (96%) were providing some additional support, with this significantly higher
among secondary schools (99%) than primary (95%). The vast majority reported
providing additional support for social, emotional, or mental health needs (90%) and
providing access to remote learning (85%). Fewer than half (44%) were providing
additional support related to medical or health needs. Figure 13 shows how the types of
additional support offered varied between primary and secondary schools.

Figure 13. Types of additional support being offered by schools for pupils with EHC plans who are
learning from home during the pandemic
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All schools
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F1. Is your school providing any of the following types of additional support for pupils with Education, Health and Care plans who are learning at home at this time?
Base: All Route 1 schools (n=787), Primary (n=396), Secondary (n=391).
* Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools.

Secondary schools were significantly more likely to offer each type of additional support
for pupils with EHC plans, with nearly all secondary schools reporting that their school
was offering additional support for social, emotional or mental health needs or access to
remote learning (97% and 95% respectively, compared with 88% and 83% of primary
schools). Primary school leaders were significantly more likely than secondary school
leaders to report that their school was not offering additional support to pupils with EHC
plans who were learning from home (5% compared to 1% of secondary school leaders).

Schools offering additional support for pupils with EHC plans who were learning from
home reported that this involved a range of activities; those most commonly mentioned
included additional communication with parents (cited by 97% of those offering additional
support for those with EHC plans), one-to-one telephone or video calls with pupils (87%),
additional support via email (84%) and additional paper-based resources (80%). Figure
14 shows the full range of responses in terms of what was involved in the additional
support for pupils with EHC plans being offered by schools.



Figure 14. What is involved as part of the additional support being offered by schools for pupils

with EHC plans who are learning from home during the pandemic
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As Figure 14 shows, secondary schools were more likely than primary schools to report

that they provided one-to-one telephone or video calls with pupils (94% vs. 85%

respectively), additional support via email (89% vs. 83% respectively) and small group
telephone or video calls with pupils (25% vs. 16% respectively). On the other hand, five
percent of primary schools reported they provided additional support for pupils with EHC
plans via contact with external agencies, which was the case for a significantly lower

proportion of secondary schools (2%).
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Additional school support offered to pupils in the ‘SEN support’ group

Schools were asked whether they were providing any additional support for pupils with
SEND that do not have an EHC plan (the ‘SEN support’ group). Nearly all were (97%).

The types of additional support provided was offered at similar levels to pupils with SEND
that do not have an EHC plan and pupils with an EHC plan:

e Social, emotional or mental health needs: 90% of pupils with SEND without an
EHC plan, and 90% of pupils with an EHC plan were offered this support.®

e Support with remote learning: 90% of pupils with SEND without an EHC plan, and
85% of pupils with an EHC plan were offered this support.

e Support related to medical or health needs: 47% of pupils with SEND without an
EHC plan, and 44% of pupils with an EHC plan were offered this support.

e Other additional support: 30% of pupils with SEND without an EHC plan, and 27%
of pupils with an EHC plan were offered other types of support.

As shown in Figure 15 it was more common for secondary schools than primary schools
to provide additional support to access remote learning (93% vs. 89%) and support
related to medical or health needs (54% vs. 46%). Whereas primary schools were
significantly more likely to report that they provided no additional support (3% vs. 1% in
secondary schools) and primary schools that provided support were significantly more
likely to provide another form of support (31% vs. 24% than secondary schools).

8 Please note that these pupils with SEND that do, or do not have an EHC plan do not reflect the proportion
of pupils with SEND where social, emotional or mental health needs are their primary type of need. For
example, in the 2019/20 Special Education Needs in England publication, 14% of pupils with SEND who
had an EHC had a social, emotional or mental health need as their primary type of need. https://explore-
education-statistics.service.gov.uk/find-statistics/special-educational-needs-in-england . Further the Covid-
19 School Snapshot Survey questions did not invite responses relating to other types of Primary Types of
Need (PTON).
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Figure 15. Additional support offered to pupils with SEND that do not have an EHC plan
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G1. Additional support offered to pupils with SEND that do not have an EHC plan. Base: All Route 1 schools (n=787), Primary (n=396), Secondary (n=391).
* Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools.

Schools providing additional support for pupils with SEND were asked who was involved
in delivering the support. Almost all reported that classroom teachers (96%) and their
school Special Educational Needs Coordinator (SENCO) or SENCO team were involved
(95%) and just over three-quarters (78%) mentioned their senior leadership team. Figure
16 illustrates the full range of responses in terms of who was involved in delivering
additional support to pupils at SEN support.



Figure 16. Who is involved in delivering support to pupils with SEND (whether or not they have an
EHC plan)
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G3. At this time, who is involved in delivering support to pupils with SEND, whether or not they have an EHC plan?
Base: Route 1 schools providing additional SEND support during the pandemic (n=765), Primary (n=383), Secondary (n=382).
* Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools.

As shown in Figure 16, primary schools were significantly more likely than secondary
schools to involve classroom teachers (97% vs. 89% respectively) and external sources
of support such as therapy workers and charities (15% vs. 8% respectively, though it
should be noted that this answer was given spontaneously rather than being one of the
options read out to respondents). On the other hand, secondary schools were
significantly more likely to involve a school SENCO or SENCO team (98% vs. 94%
respectively, though the figures are clearly very high for both school types), teaching
assistants (81% vs. 55% respectively) and a pastoral team (10% vs. 4% respectively, this
again a spontaneous response).



Additional teacher support offered to pupils with SEND

The vast majority of teachers (82%) were providing additional support for pupils with
SEND that do not have an EHC plan; 7% said they had no pupils with SEND without an
EHC plan, leaving 11% reporting no additional support was being provided for these
pupils. The additional support was most commonly in relation to access remote learning
(68%) and / or additional support for social, emotional or mental health needs (56%). It
was far less common for teachers to be providing additional support related to medical or
health needs (15%) and / or other additional support (16%).

Figure 17. Additional support offered to pupils with SEND that do not have an EHC plan (teachers)

All teachers
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G1. Additional support offered to pupils with SEND that do not have an EHC plan. Base: All Teachers (n=997), Primary teachers (n=504), Secondary teachers (n=493).
* Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary teachers.

Secondary school teachers were significantly more likely than primary school teachers to
be providing support to access remote learning (71% vs. 65% respectively), while
primary school teachers were more likely to be providing other additional support beyond
the three listed (19% vs 13%).
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Teachers that were providing additional support to pupils with SEND were asked what
this involved. Most commonly, it related to additional communication with parents or
carers (86%), additional support via email (77%), use of additional paper resources such
as additional worksheets (60%) or online resources (55%). Figure 18 shows the full
range of responses to this question.

Figure 18. What is involved in additional support provided by teachers for pupils with SEND during
the pandemic

All teachers
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Base: Teachers providing additional SEND support (n=816), Primary teachers (n=410), Secondary teachers (n=406).
* Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary teachers.

As Figure 18 illustrates, primary school teachers were significantly more likely than
secondary school teachers to be communicating with parents or carers as part of
additional support being delivered to pupils with SEND (92% vs. 80% respectively), using
additional paper resources such as additional worksheets (63% vs. 56% respectively)
and delivering this support via one-to-one telephone or video calls with pupils (56% vs.
44% respectively). On the other hand, secondary school teachers were significantly more
likely to be providing this type of additional support via email (88% vs. 67% of primary
school teachers).
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Views on the effectiveness of additional support offered to pupils with
SEND (leaders and teachers)

School views

In May 2020, half (50%) of schools agreed they can effectively support pupils with SEND
during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, with the remainder almost equally divided
between those who disagreed (24%) and those who neither agreed nor disagreed (25%).

Figure 19. Whether schools agreed that they school can effectively support pupils with SEND
during the COVID-19 crisis

Strongly disagree Disagree u Neither / nor H Agree m Strongly agree

All schools 3% 25%

|
50% agree

Primary 3% 44%

|
49% agree

Secondary 2% 45%

53% agree

G4. To what extent do you agree or disagree that your school can effectively support pupils with SEND during the COVID-19 crisis?
Base: All Route 1 schools (n=787), Primary (n=396), Secondary (n=391).

*Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools.

Due to rounding combined figures do not always add to the sum of their parts or to 100%.

As shown in Figure 19, primary schools’ and secondary schools’ views on the
effectiveness of support offered to pupils with SEND did not differ significantly.



Classroom teacher views

Around two-thirds (68%) of teachers agreed that they know where to go for advice and
guidance on supporting pupils with SEND in accessing remote learning. One in six
disagreed (16%), with a similar proportion (15%) neither agreeing nor disagreeing — see
Figure 20.

Figure 20. Whether teachers agreed that they know where to go for advice and guidance on
supporting pupils with SEND in accessing remote learning

Strongly disagree Disagree ® Neither / nor m Agree m Strongly agree
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G7-2. To what extent do you agree or disagree with...? | know where to go for advice and guidance on supporting pupils with SEND in accessing remote learning.
Base: All teachers (n=997), Primary teachers (n=504), Secondary teachers (n=493).

*Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary teachers.

Due to rounding combined figures do not always add to the sum of their parts or to 100%.

Secondary school teachers were significantly more likely to agree that they know where
to go for advice on supporting pupils with SEND than primary school teachers (74% vs
62% respectively). Around one-in-five (22%) primary school teachers disagreed (6%
strongly), in comparison to 11% of secondary school teachers (among whom 2% strongly
disagreed).
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In comparison to knowing where to go for advice and guidance, teachers were relatively
less positive about how equipped they felt to support pupils with SEND during the
coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic in May 2020. Half (49%) did feel equipped, compared
to a quarter (25%) that disagreed - a quarter (25%) neither agreed nor disagreed. Views
differed relatively little between primary and secondary teachers.

Figure 21. Whether teachers agreed that they feel equipped to support pupils with SEND during the
pandemic
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G7-1. To what extent do you agree or disagree with...? | feel equipped to support pupils with SEND during the Covid-19 crisis
Base: All teachers (n=997), Primary teachers (n=504), Secondary teachers (n=493).

*Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary teachers.

Due to rounding combined figures do not always add to the sum of their parts or to 100%.
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Barriers to offering support to pupils with SEND (Leaders and
teachers)

School-level barriers and service access concerns for supporting pupils with
SEND

The 24% of schools that disagreed that they could effectively support pupils with SEND
during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic were asked what, if any, barriers were
preventing them from meeting the needs of these pupils. Over half reported that lack of
access to specialist services or professionals (cited by 60% of these schools) and pupils’
lack of access to appropriate technology or equipment (54%) were barriers. Around two-
fifths that felt their school was unable to support pupils with SEND faced barriers relating
to a lack of relevant government guidance and advice (40%) and a lack of appropriate
technology or equipment (39%). Around a third spontaneously mentioned that a lack of
capacity within the school workforce (33%) and distance learning failing to meet pupil
needs (32%) were barriers. Figure 22 shows the full list of barriers identified, and how
these differ between primary and secondary schools.

Figure 22. Barriers faced by schools preventing them from effectively meeting the needs of pupils
with SEND

All schools
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Gb5. What are the barriers to meeting the needs of these pupils? Base: Route 1 schools that cannot effectively support SEND pupils (n=181), Primary (n=95), Secondary
schools (n=86). Less than 1% of schools said ‘dont know when asked this question.
« Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools.

As Figure 22 illustrates, primary schools were more likely than secondary schools to cite
that a lack of Government guidance or advice (42% vs. 28%) and a lack of engagement /
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support from parents (26% vs. 8%) were barriers to meeting the needs of pupils with
SEND.

Schools that cited a lack of access to specialist services or professionals as a barrier to
their effectively supporting pupils with SEND were asked which services they had
concerns about accessing. As Figure 23 illustrates, those most commonly mentioned
were speech and language therapists (81%), educational psychologists (70%), behaviour
support services (60%) and autism specialist teachers (53%). Responses did not differ
significantly between primary and secondary schools.

Figure 23. Specialist services or professionals to which schools reported lacking access during the
lockdown, contributing to them not effectively meeting the needs of pupils with SEND
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G6. Which services do you have concerns about accessing?

Base: Route 1 schools that cannot effectively support SEND pupils because access to specialist services is a barrier (n=105), Primary (n=60), Secondary (n=45).
All Route 1 schools (n=787), Primary (n=396), Secondary (n=391).

* Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools.
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Classroom teacher views on the barriers to effective support

Teachers that did not feel equipped to support pupils with SEND during the coronavirus
(COVID-19) pandemic were asked what, if any, barriers were preventing this. Seven-in-
ten (70%) cited their pupils not having access to the appropriate equipment or
technology, while 31% said they did not have enough time to provide additional support
to these pupils and the same proportion (31%) said they did not have access to
appropriate equipment or technology themselves. Figure 24 presents all the barriers cited
by teachers.

Figure 24. Barriers faced by teachers preventing them from effectively meeting the needs of pupils
with SEND

All teachers

My pupils don't have access to appropriate equipment 68% 70%
or technology 73% °
| don't have enough time to provide additional support 27% 319
to these pupils 35% °
| don't have access to appropriate equipment or 35% 31%
technology 26%
Schools / teachers lack access to appropriate 27% 27%
technology or equipment 26%
| don't feel | have the right expertise to support these 22% o
- 26%
pupils 31%

Lack of engagement / support from parents E 9%* 6%
0

Learning without close proximity fails to meet pupils’ I 4%

sensory and learning needs 8% 6%

H Primary
. 2% o
Lack of engagement from pupils 3% u Secondary 3%
2% o
Other 39, 2%
Don't know 1% 1%

G8. What are the barriers to meeting the needs of these pupils?
Base: Teachers that don'’t feel equipped to support SEND pupils (n=245), Primary teachers (n=128), Secondary teachers (n=117).
* Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary teachers.

As was the case with leaders, primary school teachers were significantly more likely than
secondary school teachers to cite a lack of engagement / support from parents as a
barrier (9% vs. 3% respectively). Other than this, the barriers cited by primary school
teachers and those cited by secondary school teachers did not differ significantly.
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How the DfE might support pupils with SEND during the coronavirus
(COVID-19) pandemic

School views

Schools spontaneously suggested a range of ways in which the DfE could best help them
support pupils with SEND during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic. Those most
commonly mentioned included: DfE providing technology / electronic resources such as
internet access and laptops (cited by 20%); DfE reassuring parents and children by
disseminating clear information and guidance relating to pupils with SEND (18%);
providing increased financial support to support the needs of pupils with SEND (17%)
and free online resources specifically for pupils with SEND (15%). Secondary schools
were significantly more likely than primary schools to report that DfE could support them
providing technology / electronic resources such as internet access and laptops (32% vs.
18% respectively).

Figure 25. How schools think DfE could best help them to support pupils with SEND during the
coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic (spontaneous)

All schools

Provide technology / electronic resources (e.g. internet 18%
access, laptops)

Reassuring parents and children through clear guidance and
information relating to SEND pupils 13%

Increased financial support to support the needs of SEND
pupils (e.g. one-to-one provision, hard-copy resources)

Free online resources / programmes specifically for pupils

19%

32%* | 20%

18%

17%

with SEND 15%
Advice on SEND pupils returning to school m 9% 8%
Allow teachers / schools to do what is best for their pupils m 9% 8%
Access to other professionals (e.g. mental health support, I 8% 8%
mentors) BN 7% = Primary °
Advice on best practice for schools and teachers 4% 4%
P 5% = Secondary
Equip parents with the skills to support their SEND children I 1% 1%
athome B 1%
Consider curriculum pressure on SEND students around <1%

exams M 2%

Advice regarding technology (e.g. safeguarding) o 2%* <1%

Nothing currently 5%

Other 6%

19%

Don't know 19% 19%

G9: Thinking about the current situation, how could the Department for Education best help your school to support pupils with SEND during the Covid-19 crisis?
Base: All Route 1 schools asked question (n=349), Primary (n=182), Secondary (n=167).
*Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools.
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Classroom teacher views

Teachers were also asked how the Department for Education (DfE) could help them to
support their pupils with SEND during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic. Two-in-five
(40%) said they did not know what DfE could do to support them in this respect. The
types of support most commonly cited by teachers were to provide technology /
electronic resources such as internet access or laptops (18%), to provide free online
resources / programmes for pupils with SEND (12%) and / or to provide increased
financial support to help support the needs of pupils with SEND (10%). Figure 26 shows
the full range of responses to the question.

Figure 26. How teachers think DfE could best help them to support pupils with SEND during the
pandemic

All teachers
Provide technology / electronic resources (e.g. internet | 11%
access, laptops) EEEENEITN 25%*

Free online resources / programmes specifically for pupils | 14% 12%
with SEND R 10%

Increased financial support to support the needs of SEND ‘900
pupils (e.g. one-to-one provision, hard-copy resources) 12%

Equip parents with the skills to support their SEND children at |l 12% 99
home RN 6%* °

6%

Advice on best practice for schools and teachers 7%
Advice on SEND pupils returning to school 5602/"
Reassuring parents and children through clear guidance and H%
information relating to SEND pupils 6% = Primary
Access to other professionals (e.g. mental health support, r 7% 5%
mentors) 3%* m Secondary

Allow teachers / schools to do what is best for their pupils =30/50% 4%

Advice regarding technology (e.g. safeguarding) HO{‘;%* 2%

Consider curriculum pressure on SEND students around JJ 1% 1%
exams M 2%*

. 0,
Nothing currently =34%A’
4%
Other é%

Donftknow | o] 43% [ 40%

G9: Thinking about the current situation, how could the Department for Education best help you to support pupils with SEND during the Covid-19 crisis? Base: All teachers
(n=997), Primary (n=504), Secondary (n=493). *Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary teachers.

° o o ° o [e]
o
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Secondary school teachers were significantly more likely than primary school teachers to
report that DfE could provide technology / electronic resources such as internet access or
laptops (25% vs. 11% respectively) and give advice regarding the use of technology (3%
vs. 1% respectively). On the other hand, primary school teachers were significantly more
likely than secondary school teachers to suggest the DfE could support them by equip-
ping parents with the skills to support their SEND children at home (12% vs. 6% respec-
tively).
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2.5 At-risk pupils

Just over a third (37%) of schools reported they have identified new at-risk children
where the child is attending the school during the pandemic.

In comparison, around half (52%) of schools reported that they identified new at-risk
children where the child is not attending the school during the pandemic. This was more
common among secondary schools (66%) than primary (49%).

Overall, 18% of schools reported they have had children at home approach them directly
to raise safeguarding concerns about themselves or their siblings. Again, secondary
schools were significantly more likely than primary schools to report this (41% vs. 13%
respectively).

During the COVID-19 survey, schools were asked about what they think the DfE could be
doing to ensure that all children get the help they need. Almost three-in-ten (27%) said
they did not know and an additional one-in-ten (10%) felt there was nothing additional
that DfE could do in this respect. Where suggestions were given, these were most
commonly for the DfE to lobby for improvements to social services (cited by 17% of
schools), to ensure greater co-operation and easier communication across services such
as schools, the police, healthcare services and social services (cited by 14% of schools)
and for the DfE to be given powers to ensure that at-risk and vulnerable children are in
school (9%). Figure 27 shows the full range of responses in terms of what schools think
the DfE could be doing to ensure all children get the help they need.
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Figure 27. What schools think DfE could be doing to ensure all children get the help they need

All schools
Lobby government for improvements to social services (e.g. more 16%
. . . . i
funding, more social workers, social care to pick up more cases) 18%
Ensure greater co-operation and easier communication across 14%
services (e.g. schools, police, healthcare, social services) 13%
0,
Nothing additional the DfE can do -W1 0% 10%
0
o * 9%
Powers to ensure at-risk and vulnerable children are in school m 10%
J
National campaign showing where parents / children can get help (e.g. 8%
social media campaigns, organisations available, helplines) 11%
Increased funding (e.g. for additional support staff or CAMHS 7%
services) 1%
H Primary
Provide technology to those who need it (e.g. laptops, dongles, WiFi) m 119
0
m Secondary
Clear, timely guidelines from the DfE 99%*
0
Resources for regular contact with at-risk children and their families 4%
(e.g. PPE for home visits, staff to contact families) 7%*
0,
Hire additional support staff (e.g. pastoral support) - 202
Lower the threshold for action (e.g. provide help to families earlier) 1% 4%
0/ * 0,
otver [ o
0
H4. What do you think the DfE could be doing to ensure all children get the help they need? Base: All Route 1 schools (n=787), Primary (n=396), Secondary (n=391).
*Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools.

Responses were relatively similar between primary and secondary schools (all within six
percentage points). Even so, primary schools were significantly more likely than
secondary schools to suggest that the DfE be given powers to ensure that at-risk and
vulnerable children are in school (10% vs. 5% respectively). On the other hand,
secondary schools were significantly more likely to suggest that the DfE:

e Provide technology (e.g. laptops, dongles and WiFi) to those who need it (11% vs.
6% of primary schools);

e Produce and disseminate clear, timely guidelines (9% vs. 4% of primary schools);
and,

e Help ensure there are resources for regular contact with at-risk children and their
families e.g. PPE for home visits, staff to contact families (7% vs. 4% of primary
schools).
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2.6 Vulnerable pupils

For this survey, vulnerable pupils were defined as “children that receive support through
social care, have EHC plans or have been identified as vulnerable by the school or local
authority”. The introduction of the next set of questions to respondents acknowledged
that during the school closures, when schools were open for vulnerable children and
children of key workers, “for some vulnerable children staying at home will be the safest
option, but for others being in school will be the safest option”.

Attendance of vulnerable pupils

During the school closures more than half of school leaders (61%) and teachers (54%)
thought that there were vulnerable children enrolled at their school who ought to be
attending school during the closures to most pupils, but these pupils were not currently
attending. In addition, around a fifth of teachers (22%, though only 1% of leaders) did not
know if there were vulnerable children at their school that ought to be attending who were
not. This leaves 37% of leaders and 24% of teachers who believed all the vulnerable
pupils who ought to be attending school were doing so.

Figure 28. Whether leaders and teachers thought there were vulnerable children at their school who
ought to be attending but were not during the pandemic

All 19% 26% 55%

Leaders 19 37%* 61%*

Teachers 22%* 24% 54%

Don'tknow ®Vulnerable pupils are attending ®Vulnerable pupils are not attending

Question: V1. Are there any vulnerable children at your school who you think ought to be in school, but are not attending? Base; All route 1 leaders and teachers
(n=1784), Leaders (n=787). Teachers (n=997).
* Indicates a statistically significant difference by between primary and secondary schools.

Leaders and teachers at primary schools were significantly more likely to think all
vulnerable pupils that ought to attend school were doing so (42% of primary leaders and
35% of primary teachers, compared with 29% of secondary school leaders and 12% of
secondary teachers). Related to this, secondary leaders were significantly more likely
than primary leaders to report that vulnerable pupils that ought to be attending school
were not (68% compared with 58% of primary leaders). Differences between primary and
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secondary phases were not significant among teachers, but that is likely due to the
greater proportion of secondary teachers reporting that they did not know whether
vulnerable pupils who ought to be attending were or not (36% of secondary teachers vs.
9% of primary teachers).

Reasons for non-attendance of vulnerable pupils

School leaders were presented with a list of potential reasons for why vulnerable pupils
who should be attending during school closures were not — see Figure 29. More than
four-in-five leaders thought that vulnerable pupils were not attending because the parent
or carer thought the child may be exposed to the virus in school (88%) or because the
parent refuses to send the child for another or an unspecified reason (82%). Close to
two-thirds (64%) of leaders said these pupils were not attending because the household
is self-isolating, and over half felt the reason was that the parent or carer does not
consider their child to be vulnerable (54%) or that the child refused to attend (51%).

Figure 29. Leaders' views on why vulnerable pupils they felt ought to be attending school during
school closures were not attending

All leaders
Parent or carer thinks their child may be exposed to 88% 88%
the virus in school 87%
. 80% 82%
Parent refuses to send child 85% o
The household is self-isolating to protect vulnerable 62% 64%
members 68%
Parent or carer does not consider their child to be 48% 54%
vulnerable 62%*

. 34% o
onva s o aven | 7 o1%

Parent or carer thinks the journey to and from school 31% 40%
is too risky 54%* °

Pupils or parents are worried about the stigma 25% 28Y%
associated with being a vulnerable child 33% °

The child is unable to make the journey to school for m 24%
other reasons 31%*  mPrimary leaders i

0,
4"7/) = Secondary leaders 6%

Other

Question V2. Which of the following reasons, if any, do you think reflect why these vulnerable children are not attending school? Base: Route 1 leaders that have vulnerable

pupils not at school (n=495), Primary leaders (n=229), Secondary leaders (n=266).
* Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary leaders.

As shown in Figure 29 there were some significant differences in the responses between
primary and secondary leaders. Notably, secondary leaders were significantly more likely
to report that vulnerable children were not attending school during school closures
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because their parent or career does not consider their child to be vulnerable (62% vs.
48% of primary leaders), because the child refuses to attend (76% vs. 34% of primary
leaders) or because of the concerns that the journey to school would be too risky (54%
vs. 31% of primary leaders).

Teachers that reported having vulnerable pupils that should be attending school, but
were not, were asked the same question. As can be seen in Figure 30 the top two
reasons given by teachers were the same as those most mentioned by leaders; with 71%
of teachers saying that these pupils do not attend because their parent or carer thinks
their child may be exposed to the virus in school and 56% saying that the parent or carer
refuses to send their child. Half (50%) of these teachers also said that the non-
attendance was because the parent or carer does not consider their child to be
vulnerable. Apart from the statements ‘parent or carer does not consider their child to be
vulnerable’ and ‘pupils or parents are worried about the stigma associated with being a
vulnerable child’ a significantly higher proportion of leaders than teachers reported that
vulnerable children were not attending school for each of the other reasons shown in
Figure 29 and Figure 30.

Figure 30. Teachers' views on why vulnerable pupils they felt ought to be attending school during
school closures were not attending

All teachers

Parent or carer thinks their child may be exposed to _ 77%* 719
the virus in school 64% °
Parent refuses to send child -WGOO% 56%
Parent or carer does not consider their child to be 46% o
o/ * 50%
vulnerable 55%
Child refuses to attend “ 67%* 43%

The household is self-isolating to protect vulnerable 34% o
members 35% 34%

Parent or carer thinks the journey to and from school -24% 25%
is too risky 27% °

Pupils or parents are worried about the stigma ﬂ 249
associated with being a vulnerable child 31%* °

The child is unable to make the journey to school for . 10%
other reasons 26%*

Do not meet criteria / school can only take those most | 2%

vulnerable | 1% m Primary teachers 1%

Other ?ZI(ZZ m Secondary teachers 3%

. 5% 7%
Don't know L 9%*

Question V2. Which of the following reasons, if any, do you think reflect why these vulnerable children are not attending school? Base: Teachers that have vulnerable pupils
not at school (n=537), Primary teachers (n=280), Secondary leaders (n=257).
* Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary lteachers.
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There were some significant differences between the reasons for non-attendance cited
by primary and secondary teachers. Notably, significantly more primary teachers thought
the reason vulnerable children were not attending was because parent or carer thinks
their child may be exposed to the virus in school (77% vs. 64%), whereas significantly
more secondary teachers reported that non-attendance was because the parent or carer
does not consider their child to be vulnerable (55% vs. 46%) or because the child refuses
to attend (67% vs 22%).

Actions taken to encourage attendance of vulnerable pupils

School leaders were presented with a list of seven actions, as shown in Figure 31, and
asked which of these actions, as well as any others, their school had taken in relation to
the non-attendance of vulnerable pupils.

Nearly all schools with vulnerable pupils not attending school had tried to phone, text or
email the family or carer to encourage the attendance of these pupils (99%). More than
four-in-five schools had also contacted children’s social care (86%) or tried to
communicate via online learning (83%). Close to two-thirds of schools had used existing
face-to-face contact, such as when delivering free school meals or food vouchers, to
check on the family (64%). Around half had tried contacting the young person directly by
phone, text or email (54%) or through ad hoc home visits (49%), although both were far
higher among secondary schools where non-attendance was an issue (75% and 58%
respectively vs. 49% and 48% among primary schools). Close to a quarter (23%) had
contacted the police in relation to the non-attendance of vulnerable children, and again
this was far more common among secondary schools (41%) than primary (19%).
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Figure 31. Actions taken by schools in relation to the non-attendance of vulnerable children

All schools

Phoning, texting or emailing the family or carer _ 8822 99%
Contacting children's social care _5;/8% 86%
Communication via online learning _;%oé"% 83%
Using existing face-to-face contact to check on the - 65% 64%
family 59% °
Phoning, texting or emailing the child or young person m 759, 54%,
i 47%
; ; 19%
Contacting the police h 41%* 23%

Contacting with other community groups and other [ 3% 39
agencies M 3% °

Spontaneous responses
Contacting sibling / other family member or friend of | 1% P P 1%
OO L. N L S s
Other 2% ® Primary
We are not taking any action at the moment 1% u Secondary

Question V3. Which of the following actions, if any, has your school taken in relation to the non-attendance of vulnerable children? Base: Route 1 schools that have vulnerable
pupils not at school (n=495), Primary (n=229), Secondary (n=266).
* Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools.

64



Contacting parents or carers of vulnerable pupils that are not attending
school

Close to half (48%) of schools reported that there had been occasions when their school
had been unable to contact the parent or carer of a vulnerable child. Secondary schools
were significantly more likely to report this than primary schools (55% vs. 47%).

Schools were asked whether they had engaged with a range of services (as shown in
Figure 32) in the cases where they had been unable to make contact with the parent of
carer of a vulnerable child. The vast majority (88%) of schools had contacted children’s
social care in these instances (rising to 95% of secondary schools, significantly more
than the 87% of primary schools). Close to two-fifths (38%) of schools that had been
unable to make contact had been in touch with health care professionals and more than
a quarter (26%) had contacted the police. Again, it was more common for secondary
schools to contact the police than for primary schools (48% vs. 21%). Sixteen percent of
schools engaged with community groups and 5% spontaneously mentioned that they had
engaged within school support such as attendance officers, designated safeguarding
leads, senior staff or pastoral support. Primary schools were significantly more likely to
report that they had not engaged with any of the services (7% vs. 1% of secondary
schools).

Figure 32. Services schools have engaged with when unable to contact parent or carer of
vulnerable pupil

95%* m All schools ®Primary = Secondary
(]

88% 87%

48%*

45%
38% 37%

16% 16% 17%

7% % 1%*
5% 5% /7 6% (7o 1%
Children's Health care Contacting the Community Within school None of these
Social Care professionals police groups support
(Spontaneous)

Question V6. Thinking about cases where your school has been unable to make contact with the parent or carer, which of the following services, if any, have you engaged
with? Base: Route 1 schools unable to contact parent / carer (n=399), Primary (n=185), Secondary (n=214). 2% of schools reported ‘other’.
* Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools.
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2.7 Alternative provision

Schools were asked whether the number of Alternative Provision placements
commissioned had changed since the partial closure of schools. Almost half (45%)
reported that this was not relevant for their school, around a third (36%) reported the
number of commissioned placements had stayed the same, one-in-ten (10%) reported an
increase and a slightly lower proportion (7%) reported a decrease — see Figure 33.

Figure 33. Extent to which number of Alternative Provision placements commissioned by schools
has changed since the partial closure of schools

Decreased significantly Decreased slightly m Stayed broadly the same
H |ncreased slightly H [ncreased significantly
Not relevant

All schools 5% 45%
I
7% decreased 10% increased
Primary = 4% 10%* 1% 50%*
\ ] L Y )

5% decreased 12%"* increased
Secondary 11%* 51%* 4% KR 24%
I—'_l —

18%"* decreased 5% increased

1. To what extent, if at all, has the number of placements your school commissions in Alterative Provision changed since the partial closure of schools?
Base: All Route 1 schools (n=787), Primary schools (n=396), Secondary schools (n=391).
*Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools.

As Figure 33 shows, responses to this question from primary schools and those from
secondary schools varied considerably. Primary schools were far more likely to say this
was not relevant for their school (50% vs. 24% of secondary schools). Where there had
been a change, primary schools were more likely to report an increase (12%) than a
decrease(5%), whereas the reverse was true for secondary schools (5% reported an
increase compared with 18% reporting a decrease).
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2.8 Pupil mental health and wellbeing

School leaders and teachers were asked about how coronavirus (COVID-19) might
impact on support for pupil mental health and wellbeing.

Before schools closed for social distancing, more than nine-in-ten primary schools (91%)
and nearly all secondary schools (97%) provided support for pupils identified as having
mental health needs through activities such as school counselling, CBT or other
therapies. Secondary schools were significantly more likely to offer this support than
primary schools.

Retaining mental health support for pupils identified as having mental
health needs before coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures

Of the schools that provided support to pupils with mental health needs before
coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures, 85% of primary schools and 95% of secondary
schools reported that at least some of these pupils had retained access to mental health
support during the closures to the majority of pupils.

Figure 34. Retained access to mental health support for pupils during coronavirus (COVID-19)

school closures
87% at least some
pupils retained access

All schools 11%

85% at least some
pupils retained access
A

Primary 13%*
95%* at least some
pupils retained access
A
Secondary
None. Not currently offering these services ® Some have retained access
m Most pupils have retained access m All pupils have retained access

Question: P2. since schools closed for social distancing, what proportion of those pupils with mental health needs have been able to retain access to these support
services if they wanted to? Base: Route 2 schools providing targeted support (n=740), Primary (n=370), Secondary (n=370).

* Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools. Note: Dont know responses are not shown (2% for primary and secondary)
Due to rounding combined figures do not always add to the sum of their parts or to 100%.
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Secondary schools were significantly more likely to report that all or most pupils with pre-
existing mental health needs had retained access (61% secondary, 43% primary).
Primary schools were significantly more likely to report that only some of these pupils had
retained access (42% primary vs. 34% secondary) or that their school was not providing
these services to any pupils at the moment (13% primary vs. 3% secondary).

Methods for supporting pupils with new or existing mental health
needs during coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures

In order to explore how schools have been supporting pupils with mental health needs
during coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures, leaders were read a list of five activities
and asked which, if any, their school was doing to support pupils with new or existing
mental health needs. They could also mention other ways they were supporting pupils
that were not listed (see the spontaneous responses shown in Figure 35). The vast
majority (around nine-in-ten) reported that they were providing information and
signposting pupils to local or national support (92%), providing a designated staff contact
for pupil or parent advice (89%) and providing guidance about self-care (85%). Around
two-thirds (67%) were adapting existing support services to be able to deliver them
remotely. A third (34%) had commissioned new online or telephone support services.
Secondary schools were significantly more likely than primary schools to be supporting
pupils with mental health needs in each of these ways.
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Figure 35. Ways schools have been supporting pupils with new or existing mental health needs

during coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures

Providing information and signposting to 91%
local or national support 95%*
Providing a designated staff contact for 88%
pupil or parent advice 95%*
- . 84%
Providing guidance about self-care
Adapting existing support services to 63%
deliver remotely 83%*
Commissioning new online or telephone 32%
support services such as counselling 47%*

Staff keep in regular contact to encourage 9%
engagement and promote wellbeing

Inviting pupils with mental health needs r 5%*
2

into school o Spontaneous responses
()
. m Primary
Other I 3 0/°
3% = Secondary

Question P3. Now thinking about pupils with new or existing mental health needs, is your school doing any of the following to support these pupils?
Base: Route 2 schools (n=789), Primary (n=406), Secondary (n=383).
* Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools. 1% of schools said ‘none of the above’.

92%

89%

85%

67%

34%

9%
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Concerns about supporting pupil mental health when schools reopen
to a higher number of pupils

Leaders and teachers were presented with six statements about supporting pupil mental
health when schools reopen to a higher number of pupils and asked how concerned they
were about each. For each of the five areas, a majority of leaders and teachers (at least
65%) were somewhat or very concerned. More than nine-in-ten leaders (96%) and
teachers (93%) were concerned about funding the level of support required, with
significantly more leaders (70%) than teachers (64%) very concerned about this. The
vast majority of leaders (82%) and teachers (92%) were also concerned about the ability
to balance activities to promote mental health and wellbeing with curriculum catch up
(teachers were significantly more likely to be very concerned about this than leaders
(57% vs. 41% respectively) and about delivering targeted mental health support for all
pupils with identified needs (86% of leaders and 85% of teachers concerned).

Figure 36. School leaders and classroom teachers concerns about supporting pupil mental health
when schools reopen

Leaders Teachers

Funding the level of support

* % 0, 0,
required 49 70% 26% 6% 64% 29%

Balancing activities to
promote mental health and
wellbeing with curriculum
catch-up

18% AR 41%* 8% 57%* 35%

Delivering targeted mental
health supportfor all pupils EY.  34% 52% iy, 38% 47%*
with identified needs

Identifying and
implementing the most
effective ways to support
mental health and wellbeing

22%* (& 61% UEVE 27 %™ 57%

Staff knowledge and
confidence to identify pupils 33%* (LA 529 22% PR 55%
with emerging mental health

needs such as trauma

How to openly discuss
COVID-19experiences with 35% KE%S 54%* 36% (NAZCYR
pupils

Not at all concerned  mVery concerned ® Somewhat concerned

Question: P4. When schools reopen to higher numbers of pupils, how concemed are you about each of the following, if at all? Base: Route 2 leaders and teachers
(n=1786), Leaders (n=789), Teachers (n=997). * Indicates a statistically significant difference between leaders and teachers. Due to rounding combined figures do not
always add to the sum of their parts or to 100%.

Teachers were also significantly more likely than leaders to be very concerned about the
following three statements:

¢ Identifying and implementing the most effective ways to support mental health and
wellbeing (27% vs. 17% of leaders).
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Staff knowledge and confidence to identify pupils with emerging mental health
needs such as trauma, grief or behaviour challenges (23% vs. 15% of leaders).

How to openly discuss coronavirus (COVID-19) experiences with pupils (17% vs.
11% of leaders).

Primary school teachers were significantly more likely than secondary teachers to be
very concerned about each of the following:

Balancing activities to promote mental health and wellbeing with curriculum catch
up (60% primary teachers vs. 54% secondary teachers).

Delivering targeted mental health support for all pupils with identified needs (43%
primary teachers vs 34% secondary teachers).

Identifying and implementing the most effective ways to support mental health and
wellbeing (31% primary teachers vs. 22% secondary teachers).

Staff knowledge and confidence to identify pupils with emerging mental health
needs such as trauma, grief or behaviour challenges (25% primary teachers vs.
20% secondary teachers).

How to openly discuss coronavirus (COVID-19) experiences with pupils (21%
primary teachers vs. 12% secondary teachers). Supporting this trend, secondary
teachers were significantly more likely to be not all concerned (42% secondary
teachers vs. 30% primary teachers).

Among leaders there was much less variation by school level. In contrast to the level
differences among teachers, significantly more primary than secondary leaders were not
at all concerned about staff knowledge and confidence to identify pupils with emerging
mental health needs such as trauma, grief or behaviour challenges (37% primary leaders
vs. 26% secondary leaders). Leaders at schools with the highest proportion of FSM
pupils were significantly more likely to be very concerned about this statement than
leaders from schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils (16% vs. 7% respectively).
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Spontaneously mentioned concerns from leaders and teachers about supporting
pupil mental health when schools reopen to a higher number of pupils

After responding to the six prompted statements, leaders and teachers were asked if they
had any other concerns around supporting pupil mental health and wellbeing when
schools reopen. Of the leaders and teaches that provided a response, their open-text
responses were coded and new concerns that were mentioned by 5% or more of leaders
and teachers are shown in Figure 37 whereas concerns raised by less than 5% of
leaders and teachers are presented in Table 2. Generally, similar proportions of leaders
and teachers raised each of the concerns displayed, however leaders were significantly
more likely to say that they did not have any other concerns (38% vs 33%) and teachers
were significantly more likely to be unsure about what other concerns they might have,
with 22% of teachers and 6% of leaders saying they don’t know. It is worth noting that
some of the spontaneously mentioned open-text responses reflect similar concerns to the
original six statements that were presented, indicating that a greater proportion of leaders
and teachers might share these concerns then reflected in Figure 37. For example,
variations of balancing activities to promote mental health and wellbeing with curriculum
catch up were entered in the open-text boxes suggesting this concern might be shared
by more than the 96% of leaders and 93% of teachers that said they were concerned in
Figure 37, or that the same leaders and teachers that selected this response wanted to
use the opportunity of the open-text box to further express their concern about this issue.

Figure 37. Spontaneously mentioned concerns from more than 5% of leaders and teachers about
supporting pupil mental health when schools reopen to a higher number of pupils

Leaders and teachers

Balancing activities to promote mental health and 6%

8%
wellbeing with curriculum catch-up °

8%

Access to the appropriate resources e.g. counselling,

10%* [ 79,
trauma support 7%

Not having enough experienced staff to deliver this sort 5%

0,
of support Implementing the social distancing rules %

7%

% 7%

Implementing the social distancing rules 7%
(o]

7% 7%

Not having enough staff to deal with demand 6%
o
Pressure of delivering curriculum requirements / not
knowing whether or not there will be
allowances/adjustments made

6% 0
6% 6%

Getting pupils used to the new 'normal’ / creating a 4% 5%
routine 5% m Leaders °
Dealing with ongoing concerns about catching the virus - 2%* u Teachers

<
X

/ pupils and staff not feeling safe 5%

Question P5: Are there any other concemns that you have around supporting pupil menta health and wellbeing when schools reopen? Base: Route 2 leaders (n=1784), leaders
(n=787), teachers (n=997). * Indicates a statistically significant difference between primary and secondary schools. 34% said no other reason. 20% said dont know.
55% said another reason not shown.
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Table 2. Spontaneously mentioned concerns from fewer than 5% of leaders and teachers about
supporting pupil mental health when schools reopen to a higher number of pupils

Type of specialist support All Leaders Teachers
Funding the level of support required 4% 7%* 4%
Dealing. with the raised anxiety levels of pupi!s who 49 3% 49
have missed out on lessons / exam preparation

Impacts on staff wellbeing and their ability to deliver 4% 3% 4%
the support

Dealing with the possible rise in numbers of the pupil 39 59, 39

who need this kind of support

Identifying and delivering the appropriate support to
parents who may be struggling or be unsupportive 3% 5%* 3%
and unengaged

Not knowing how the children have coped so far /

o 0, o
what their experience of Covid-19 has been 3% 3% 3%

Being able to support pupils whose social skills have

30 40 20
deteriorated during the lockdown % % %

Staff ability to identify, talk with and support pupils
with emerging mental health needs such as trauma, 2% 2% 2%
grief or behaviour challenges as a result of COVID

Attendance issues / supporting children who can't or

0, 0, 0,
refuse to come to school 2% 3% 1%
Don’t know 20% 6% 22%*
No other concerns 34% 38%* 33%

Question. P5: Are there any other concerns that you have around supporting pupil mental health and wellbeing when schools reopen?
Base: All route 2 leaders and teachers (n=1784). Leaders (n=787). Teachers (n=997). 1% said too early to say / none or very minor
concerns. * Indicates a statistically significant difference between leaders and teachers.
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2.9 Attendance and behaviour

School leaders and teachers were asked to think about what additional support, if any
would be the most useful with helping their school deal with potential attendance and
behaviour issues when schools reopen to all pupils. These spontaneous responses were
grouped together into the codes presented in the figures below.

Additional support to help with potential attendance issues when
schools reopen

Additional government support through reassurances on safe opening (21%) and clear,
timely guidance on attendance (17%) were the two key areas where leaders and
teachers reported additional support would help them to address potential attendance
issues.

The full list of responses given is presented in Figure 38. It is worth noting that relative to
leaders, teachers were significantly more likely to be unsure about what sort of support
might help with attendance (34% vs. 9% of leaders) and 15% of teachers and
significantly fewer leaders (9%) reported that their school would not need additional
support.
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Figure 38. Leaders’ and teachers’ views on additional support that could help with potential
attendance issues

Leaders and teachers
Reassurances from government that schools can be _ 25% 21%
made safe (e.g. testing for all teachers, vaccinations) 21%

Clear and timely guidance from government regarding F 34%* 17%
attendance 14%

Specific staff to deal with attendance (e.g. funding for G 19%*
additional staff, calling parents) BN 5%
Supporting pupils readjustment to being back at school |- 9°%*
(e.g. focus on mental health, PSHE, academic support) B 5%
Availability of PPE (e.g. masks, sanitiser) m‘é%
Support teaching those who come in as well as continuing 0
to provide home learning for those who don't 6%*
Fines / penalties / accountability measures should be F 9%*
temporarily suspended 4% °
Resources to ensure social distancing e.g. fewer children EEGEG_ 6%* e
or larger classrooms, staggered lunchbreaks =S8 4% o
More time to plan and follow up on any issues = 222
Reassurance that the pressure of delivering curriculum [l 3% ® Leaders
requirements will be eased Il 4%
Additional support from outside agencies (e.g. social 59%* = Teachers
workers, CAMHS) B4 2%
Staff concerned about own attendance (e.g. due to 2%
childcare needs or being vulnerable) 2%
. . 0,
Support / funding towards arranging safe transport ]o/ﬂg*

Question R1. Thinking about when schools re-open, what additional support, if any, would be most useful to help you deal with potential attendance issues? Base: Route 2
leaders and teachers (n=1,739), Leaders (n=782), Teachers (n=957). * Indicates a statistically significant difference between leaders and teachers.
5% said another reason not shown above. 30% said dont know. 14% said no additional support is required.

As can be seen in Figure 38 there were some significant differences in the types of
additional support mentioned by leaders and teachers. Leaders were significantly more
likely than teachers to state that the following forms of additional support would be useful
to help them to deal with potential attendance issues:

e Clear and timely guidance from government (34% vs. 14%);

e Having specific staff to deal with attendance (19% vs. 5%);

e Supporting pupils’ readjustment to school (9% vs. 5%);

e Temporarily suspending fines, penalties or accountability measures (9% vs. 4%);

e Resources to ensure social distancing (6% vs. 4%);

e Additional support from outside agencies (5% vs. 2%).

On the other hand, teachers were significantly more likely than leaders to suggest that
additional support with teaching for those who come in and continuing to provide home
learning for those who do not (6% vs. 3% of leaders) would be useful to help address
potential attendance issues.
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Differences in views about what additional support would be most useful also emerged
by school phase. Leaders and teachers in primary schools were significantly more likely
to say that fines should be suspended (6% vs. 2%) and that no additional support was
required (17% vs. 12%), while leaders and teachers in secondary schools were more
likely to mention the following:

e Specific staff to deal with attendance (10% vs. 5%);

e Supporting pupils’ readjustment (7% vs. 5%);

e Availability of PPE (7% vs. 4%);

e More time to plan and follow up on issues (6% vs. 2%);

e Staff concerned about own attendance (3% vs. 1%);

e Support or funding for arranging safe transport (3% vs. 1%).

There were also some subgroup differences by proportion of FSM eligible pupils and by
Ofsted rating.” Leaders and teachers at schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils
were significantly more likely than those at schools with the lowest proportion of FSM
pupils to report that reassurances from government would be useful (28% vs. 17%
respectively). Whereas leaders and teachers at schools with the lowest proportion of
FSM pupils were significantly more likely to say they ‘don’t know’ what support would be
useful (38% vs. 25%).

Leaders and teachers working in schools with ‘outstanding’ Ofsted ratings were
significantly more likely than those at ‘requires improvement’ schools to report that they
did not need any additional support with potential attendance issues (19% vs. 11%).
Whereas Leaders and teachers working in schools with a ‘good’ Ofsted rating were
significantly more likely than those in schools with an ‘outstanding’ rating to say that
having specific staff to deal with attendance would be useful (8% vs. 4%) or to have
reported not knowing what support would be useful (32% vs. 24% respectively). Leaders
and teachers working in schools with ‘requires improvement’ Ofsted ratings were
significantly more likely than those in schools with a ‘good’ rating to say that ‘other’ types
of support would be useful (10% vs. 5%).

7 Subgroup differences by FSM and Ofsted rating should be interpreted with caution as the base size per
type of additional support was often less than 50. Although overall bases for leaders and teachers in each
FSM quintile and Ofsted rating group were at least 50.
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Additional support to help with potential behavioural issues when
schools reopen

When leaders and teachers were asked what additional support might help with potential
behavioural issues when schools reopen, two-thirds (67%) made suggestions, 14%
reported that no additional support was required and 19% of respondents were unsure
what support would be useful.

There were three key areas that were top of mind for leaders and teachers when asked
what additional support would be most useful to deal with potential behaviour issues,
these were:

e Hiring additional support staff such as school counsellors or pastoral staff that can
provide one-to-one support or mentoring (19%).

e Changes to the curriculum, for example by introducing more flexibility, changes to
exams or less focus on attainment (14%).

e More access to external agencies through things such as quicker referrals (14%).

The full list of responses is presented in Figure 39. There were quite a few differences
between leaders’ and teachers’ responses, and in line with the previous question, the
high proportion of ‘don’t know’ responses is driven mostly by teachers (21% of teachers
vs. 4% of leaders).
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Figure 39. Leaders’ and teachers’ views on additional support that could help with potential
behavioural issues

Leaders and teachers

Hire additional support staff (e.g. more school counsellors

30%" | 19%
or pastoral staff) that can provide one-to-one / mentoring 17%

0/ *
More access to external agencies (e.g. quicker referrals) 25% 14%

13%

Changes to the curriculum (e.g. flexibility, changes to 9%

. 14%
exams, less focus on attainment)

15%*

Training for staff -1 ;g;% 12%
(o]
Greater access to school counselling services mﬂ 5%* 12%
Increased funding (e.g. for additional support staff or 26%* 5
CAMHS services) 7% 10%

Resources / support materials to use in class (e.g. online - 8%

resources, books, stories collated in one place) 7% 7%

Clear guidance on best practice regarding behaviour (e.g. 5%
spitting, postitive handling, exclusions, behaviour policy) 6% = Leaders 6%
Reassurance and clarity regarding social distancing and 2% = Teachers 4%
PPE 5%* °

Access to CAMHS m 7% 2%

Question R2. When schools re-open, what additional support, if any, would be most useful to help you deal with potential behaviour issues? Base: Route 2 leaders and
teachers (n=1,786), Leaders (n=789), Teachers (n=997). * Indicates a statistically significant difference between leaders and teachers.
17% said another reason not shown above. 19% said don’t know. 14% said no additional support is required.

Although teachers were significantly more likely to not know what additional support
would be useful (21% vs. 4% of leaders), they were also more likely to suggest changes
to the curriculum (15% vs. 9%) and, reassurance and clarity regarding social distancing
(5% vs. 2%). On the other hand, the following were mentioned significantly more often by
leaders than teachers:

e Hire additional support staff (30% vs. 17%);

e More access to external agencies (25% vs. 13%);

e Greater access to school counselling (15% vs. 11%);
e Increased funding (26% vs. 7%);

e Access to CAMHS (7% vs. 2%).

Primary school leaders and teachers had differing views to their secondary school peers.
Leaders and teachers at primary schools were significantly more likely than those at
secondary schools to mention the following forms of additional support: access to
external agencies (16% vs 13% of secondary respondents), changes to the curriculum
(17% vs. 10% secondary respondents), training for staff (13% vs. 10% of secondary
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respondents) and resources of support materials to use in class (11% vs. 2% of
secondary respondents) would be useful. Whereas secondary school leaders and
teachers were significantly more likely to mention that greater access to school
counselling services would be useful (19% vs. 6% of primary respondents) and they were
also more likely to say they did not know what additional support would be useful (23%
vs. 16% of primary respondents).

Although the base sizes for each type of support are low, there does appear to be some
subgroup differences by proportion of FSM pupils and by Ofsted rating.® Leaders and
teachers at schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more
likely than those at schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils to request more
access to external agencies (18% vs. 7%) and changes to the curriculum (18% vs. 9%).
Meanwhile, those at schools with the lowest proportion of pupils eligible for FSM were
significantly more likely to say that no additional support was required (17% vs. 11%) or
to not know what additional support would be useful (26% vs. 17%).

In terms of Ofsted rating, leaders and teachers at schools rated as ‘outstanding’ were
significantly more likely than those at schools with a ‘good rating’ to report greater access
to school counselling services (18% vs. 11%) and more likely than leaders and teachers
at schools with a ‘good’ or a ‘requires improvement’ rating to say that reassurance and
clarity regarding social distancing would be useful (9% vs. 3% at ‘good’ and 4% at
‘requires improvement’ schools). However, increased funding was mentioned by
significantly more leaders and teachers at schools with ratings of ‘requires improvement’
(20% vs. 10% at ‘outstanding’ and 9% at ‘good’ schools).

8 Subgroup differences by FSM and Ofsted rating should be interpreted with caution as the base size per
type of additional support was less than 50, although it was at least 50 for the number of leaders and
teachers in each FSM quintile and Ofsted rating.
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3. Workforce

The COVID-19 survey covered issues relating to leaders’ and teachers’ working lives in
the context of the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak. This comprised questions on; their
current working situation (and COVID-19 vulnerability); workload; teacher recruitment
and retention; career progression; flexible working practices; Continuing Professional
Development (CPD); and personal wellbeing.

3.1 Working situation and Covid-19 vulnerability

The survey covered leaders’ and teachers’ working situation in the context of coronavirus
(COVID-19), whereby schools were closed to most pupils. Related questions on both
groups’ coronavirus (COVID-19) risk level (and the risk level of anyone they live with, or
care for) provided evidence on the proportion of professionals in the education sector
directly impacted by the virus, a factor that may influence their working patterns.

Working situation

School leaders and teachers were most commonly combining working from home with
working on the school premises, although leaders were significantly more likely to do so
(66%, compared with 60% of teachers).

However, there were wide differences in relation to the other two modes of working (see
Figure 40). Nearly one-in-three (30%) leaders reported they are continuing to work on the
school premises only (and not from home) — only 3% of teachers (3%) were working in
this way. The reverse was true of working from home; teachers were significantly more
likely to report they were exclusively working from home than leaders (37% and 4%,
respectively).
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Figure 40. Leaders' and teachers' working situation during the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak

Teachers Leaders Total

m| am doing a
combination of
both

| am working from
home

4%
® | am continuing to

work on school
premises

3%

Question: A3 Which of the following best describes your current working situation?
Base: All Route 1 leaders (n = 787) and teachers (n =997).
* Indicates statistical differences between leaders and teachers

There were differences in working situation by school phase. Both primary leaders and
teachers were significantly more likely to be continuing working on the school premises
only (35% and 5% of primary leaders and teachers, compared with 20% and 1% of
secondary leaders and teachers). Secondary teachers were twice as likely as primary
teachers to be working from home only (50% and 24% respectively).
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Coronavirus (COVID-19) vulnerability

In the context of the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak, teachers were slightly (though
statistically significantly) more likely than leaders to be:
e Considered high risk themselves (9% of teachers vs. 6% of leaders); and

e To be living with, or caring for, someone considered high risk (23% of teachers vs.
19% of leaders).

Figure 41. Leaders' and teachers' risk status in the context of the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak

mAll = | eaders = Teachers

23% 23%*

In the context of COVID-19, | am considered In the context of COVID-19, someone in my
high risk household, or someone that | care for is
considered high risk

Question: Y1_3/4. Does the following statement apply to you? In the context of Covid-19, [l am][someone in my household, or
someone that | care for is] considered high risk

Base: All Route 1 leaders (n=787), all teachers (n=997)

No, don’t know and prefer not to say responses are not included in the chart.

* Indicates statistically significant differences between primary and secondary schools.

School leaders and teachers considered high risk in the context of the coronavirus
(COVID-19) were least likely to report they are continuing to work on the school
premises. Almost a quarter (23%) of high-risk leaders and teachers reported they are
continuing to work on the school premises (either working on the school premises only
(1%), or a combination of working from home and working on the school premises
(21%)), significantly lower than the 73% among leaders and teachers not considered high
risk.

The differences explored above existed but were less marked for those living with, or
caring for, someone considered high risk: 59% of school leaders and teachers in this
situation were continuing to spend some time on the school premises, compared with
71% of leaders and teachers not living with someone considered high risk.
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3.2 Workload

Workload reduction is a longstanding priority for the Department for Education. Leaders
and teachers may have experienced significant changes to their role during the
coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic that could have impacted on their workload.

Leaders and teachers were asked some questions to better understand this. These
included whether they were spending more or less time on specific tasks, and whether
their overall workload had become more or less manageable than usual. Those who
reported their overall workload had become less manageable were subsequently asked
about what support might help with this.

As leaders and teachers engage in different tasks in their day-to-day roles, this section
addresses the changes to leaders’ and teachers’ workload separately. As the survey
covered leaders’ personal workload, rather than their views on the workload of teachers
at their school (as has been the case in previous waves of the School Snapshot Survey),
the leaders’ section of the report is reported using teacher-based weighting.®

Leaders’ workload in the context of coronavirus (COVID-19)

The closure of schools to most pupils has had a significant impact on leaders’ workloads.
For six of the nine specific tasks covered in the COVID-19 School Snapshot Survey, the
proportion of leaders reporting to spend more time on these tasks was greater than the
proportion reporting to spend less time (see Figure 42).

The largest differences were for general administrative work (73% of leaders reported an
increase, just 7% reported a decrease) and communication with parents or guardians
(70% reported an increase compared with 9% a decrease).

In contrast, leaders reported that they were spending less time doing the following:

e Planning, administering and responding on pupil assessment (33%, compared
with 19% that reported they were spending more time on this);
e Marking pupils’ work (41% vs. 10%, respectively); and

e Monitoring pupil performance data (53% vs. 12%, respectively).

9 See the Background section to the report for an explanation of this weighting.
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Figure 42. The impact of the closure of schools on the amount of time leaders spend doing specific

tasks
% About o

[(19% | [ 1% |

General administrative work

Communication with parents or guardians [ 21% J [ 0% J

School management, policy development,

financial planning [ 36% J [ 2% J

Planning of online lessons/resources [ 19% J [ 26% J

Pastoral support inc. communication with external
[(a0% | [ 2% |

orgs
Communication with staff (e.g. staf:3 ;piz}isna%; 21% [ 33% J [ 0% J
Planning, administering and respon;jsir;gesc;nmp:;pt)g 339 [ 25% J [ 239, J
Recording/analysing pupil performance data 53% [ 25% J [ 9% J
Marking pupils work 41% [ 19% J [ 29% J

Less time m More time

Base: All Route 2 leaders (n=789).

The impact of coronavirus (COVID-19) on the amount of time leaders spend doing
specific tasks differed by school phase. Secondary leaders were significantly more likely
than primary leaders to report they were spending more time on tasks directly related to
pupils, such as:

e Marking pupils’ work (15%, compared with 8% of primary leaders);
e Planning and responding on pupil assessments (26% vs.14%); and

e Recording and analysing data in relation to pupil performance (24% vs. 5%).

In contrast, primary leaders reported they were spending more time on general
administrative work than secondary leaders (77%, compared with 66% of secondary
leaders).

Looking at the situation among leaders of schools with the lowest and highest proportion
of FSM eligible pupils, those from schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils were
significantly more likely to report spending increased time planning and administering
pupil assessments (25%, compared with 13% of leaders from schools with the highest
proportion). In contrast, leaders from schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils
were significantly more likely to report spending increased time offering pastoral support
(52%, compared with 34% of leaders from schools with the lowest proportion).
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Manageability of workload (leaders)

Leaders were asked whether their workload was more or less manageable than usual
(prior to schools being closed to most pupils), or about the same. Leaders were three

times more likely to say their current workload was less manageable than usual (45%)
than more manageable (15%).

By phase, primary leaders were significantly more likely than secondary leaders to say
their workload was less manageable than usual (49% vs. 38% respectively). There was
no significant difference in the proportion indicating their workload was more manageable
(17% among primary leaders, 13% secondary leaders).

Figure 43. Manageability of current workload compared to usual (leaders)

= More
manageable

= About the same

49%* Less

45% 38% manageable

All Primary Secondary

Question O2. Overall, do you currently find your workload more or less manageable than usual, or about the same?
Base: All Route 2 leaders (n=789).
* Indicates a significant difference between primary and secondary leaders.

Headteachers were significantly more likely than other leaders to report their workload
had become less manageable (51%, compared with 29% of deputy and assistant
headteachers).

Leaders who reported their workload was less manageable were asked what support
might help improve this through an open-text, unprompted answer box. There was
general agreement among respondents: two-in-three (65%) wanted clarification of
guidelines from government in terms of the expectations on leaders and teachers during
the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak. Other, less common, things that leaders reported
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were support with increased administration (12%) and a delay in schools reopening
(5%).1°

Teachers’ workload in the context of coronavirus (COVID-19)

Of the nine workload-related tasks covered in the survey, a larger proportion of teachers
were spending more time than less time on four of the tasks. The reverse was true (a
larger proportion spending less time than more time) for another four tasks, suggesting
the coronavirus (COVID-19) has impacted teacher workload in an unsystematic way. An
equal proportion of teachers were spending more and less (32%) time doing the
remaining task: communication with staff (meetings, coaching etc.).

Results show that teachers are spending more time on:
e communicating with parents/guardians (53%, compared with 20% reporting they
were spending less time);
e general administrative work (45% and 19%, respectively); and
e planning online lessons and resources (42% and 26%, respectively) ; and

e school management, policy development and financial planning (24% and 19%,
respectively).

They were more likely to report spending less time on:
e analysing pupil performance data (54%, compared with 12% reporting they were
spending more time);
e pastoral support (30% and 14% respectively);
e marking (57% and 16% respectively); and
e pupils’ assessments (46% and 21% respectively).

Full results are shown in Figure 44.

0 The Covid-19 School Snapshot Survey was in field from 13 May to 31 May 2020. During this time, the
advice from government was that all schools should remain closed to most pupils (excluding vulnerable
children and children of critical workers). On the 28" May 2020, the Prime Minister announced plans to
reopen primary (from the 1t June), and secondary (from the 15" June) schools to transitioning year
groups. A full reopening of schools in Autumn 2020 was announced in early July 2020.
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Figure 44. The impact of the closure of schools on the amount of time teachers spend doing

specific tasks
% About o

[(26% | [ 1% |

Communication with parents or guardians

General administrative work [ 35% J [ 1% J

Planning of online lessons/resources [ 30% J [ 1% J

Communication with staff (e.g. staff meetings,

appraisals) [ 36% J [ 0% J

School management, policy development [ 26% J [ 31% J

Planning, administering and responding on pupil

assessments [ 31% J [ 3% J

Marking pupils work [ 24% J [ 3% J

Pastoral support inc. communication with external

orgs [ 34% J [ 22% J

Recording/analysing pupil performance data [ 31% J [ 2% J

mLess time m More time

Base: All teachers (n=997).

Mirroring the results for leaders, differences by school phase were apparent, with
secondary teachers significantly more likely to report they were spending more time on
the following tasks directly related to pupils:

e Planning and preparing online lessons and resources (50%, compared with 35%
of primary teachers);
e Planning, administering and responding on pupil assessments (30% vs. 12%);
e Marking pupils’ work (26% vs. 7%); and
e Recoding and analysing pupil performance data (21% vs. 4%).
In contrast, primary school teachers were significantly more likely to report spending
more time on the following:
e Communicating with parents (63%, compared with 42% of secondary teachers);
and
e General administrative work (48% vs. 41%).

There were no significant differences by teacher job role, FSM or region for teachers.
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Manageability of workload (teachers)

More than two-fifths of teachers reported their workload was more manageable than
usual (43%) compared with less than a fifth (18%) that reported their workload was less
manageable.

Secondary teachers were significantly more likely than primary teachers to report their
workload was less manageable than usual (22% vs 14% respectively).

Figure 45. Manageability of current workload compared to usual (teachers)

= More
manageable

= About the same

Less
manageable

18% 22%"

14%

All Primary Secondary

Question O2. Overall, do you currently find your workload more or less manageable than usual, or about the same?
Base: All teachers (n=997).
* Indicates a significant difference between primary and secondary leaders.

Teachers that reported their workload was less manageable were asked what support
might help improve this through an open-text, unprompted answer box. The most
common answers related to clarification of guidelines from government on the
expectations on leaders and teachers (19%), childcare support (17%), support with
increased administration (15%) and more access to online resources (6%). Twenty-five
per cent of respondents were unsure what would help.
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3.3 Flexible working

The first closure of schools to most pupils in the wake of the coronavirus (COVID-19)
outbreak, in Spring 2020, necessitated changes to teaching staff’'s working practices. In
the COVID-19 School Snapshot Survey, school leaders were asked about the flexible
working opportunities they were offering teaching staff that were not available before, and
teachers were asked which, if any, flexible working opportunities they had made use of.

The survey also covered leaders’ and teachers’ views on offering and using flexible
working opportunities in the future.

Flexible working opportunities offered by schools

The survey highlights that, while schools were closed to most pupils, schools made
extensive changes to the flexible working opportunities on offer to teaching staff. On
average, schools were offering four types of flexible working practice that had not been
available to their teachers previously. Three flexible working practices were offered by
over nine in 10 schools that had not offered previously:

e Working on a rota with other staff to share responsibilities (95%);
e Regularly working from home during ‘in-school’ hours (93%); and

e Flexibility in usual working hours (92%).

As shown in Figure 46, primary schools were significantly more likely than secondary
schools to have started offering a number of flexible working practices, most prominently
rota working (96% vs. 90% of secondary schools), the flexible assignment of job duties
(82% vs. 71%) and job sharing (37% vs. 16%).
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Figure 46. Flexible working practices primary and secondary schools are offering to teaching staff
that were not available previously

% All

Working on a rota to share
responsibilities

95%

Regularly working from home during 'in-
school' hours

93%

Flexibility in usual working hours 92%

Flexible assignment of job duties 80%

Job sharing 34%
Working for other schools in the same 21%
MAT or LA 21%
0,
Other 1% 2%
3%
29 B Primary
None of the above ? 2%
2% Secondary

Question: N1. Thinking about the new ways of working since schools were closed to most pupils, which of the following forms of flexible working practices, if any, have
been offered to teaching staff which were not offered before?

Base: All Route 2 schools (n=789)

* Indicates a significant difference between primary and secondary schools

Although primary schools were significantly more likely to report offering a range of
flexible working opportunities, secondary schools were significantly more likely to agree
that providing additional flexible working opportunities during the coronavirus (COVID-19)
outbreak had made them more open to doing so in the future. Over half (54%) of
secondary schools agreed that this had made them more open to offering alternative
forms of flexible working in the future (compared with 45% of primary schools).
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Figure 47. Schools’ level of agreement with whether they are more open to offering alternative

forms of flexible working in the future

.
All 4%  16% 33% 35% 12% 46%
I —

Primary 4%  17%*

P
Secondary 5% 12% 28% 41%* 14% 54%*
I —

Strongly disagree = Disagree = Neither agree nor disagree = Agree m Strongly agree

Question: N2. To what extent do you agree or disagree the following statement: “Providing additional flexible working opportunities has made me more
open to offering alternative forms of flexible forms of working at my school in the future”.

Base: Route 2 schools offering flexible working opportunities (n=788).

* Indicates statistical differences between primary and secondary schools

Flexible working opportunities accessed by teachers

Reflecting the school-level findings, teachers reported an increase in access to flexible
working opportunities within their own roles. The most commonly accessed practices
were:

¢ Regularly working from home during ‘in-school’ hours (72%);
e Flexibility in usual working hours (70%); and

e Working on a rota with other staff to share responsibilities (68%).

Compared with leaders’ results, there were fewer differences by school phase for
teachers (see Figure 48). Primary teachers were, however, significantly more likely to
report working on a rota with other staff to share some responsibilities (79%, compared
with 56% of secondary teachers) and to have a flexible assignment of job duties (41%,
compared with 32% of secondary teachers). These teacher-level differences reflect
differences at the school level explored earlier.
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Figure 48. Flexible working practices primary and secondary teachers are accessing

responsibilities

Flexible assignment of job duties

Job sharing

Working for other schools in the
same MAT or LA

Other

No new flexible working practices
accessed

Base: All teachers (n=997)
* Indicates a significant difference between primary and secondary teachers

Regulary working fom home during N 7

'in-school' hours 73%
I, s
Flexibility in usual working hours %
72%

Working on a rota share [, 70"

EPrimary

Secondary

% All

2%

70%

68%

36%

7%

6%

1%

2%

N3. Since schools were closed to most pupils, which of the following flexible working practices have you accessed within your role that you had not previously, if any?

Over half (55%) of teachers agreed that accessing additional flexible working practices
during the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak had made them more open to considering
flexible working practices within their own role in the future. Openness to using forms of
flexible working in the future differed by school phase. Some secondary teachers were
significantly more likely to strongly disagree that they were more open to using forms of

flexible working in the future (8%, compared with 4% of primary teachers).
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Figure 49. Teachers’ level of agreement with whether they are more open to accessing alternative
forms of flexible working in the future

—_—

Al 6% 8% 55%

Primary 4% 7%

Secondary 8%* = 8% 30% 38% A 54%

Strongly disagree Disagree = Neither agree nor disagree ® Agree = Strongly agree

Question: N4. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: 'Accessing additional flexible working practices has made me more
open to forms of flexible working within my normal role than | previously would have been’.

Base: Teachers taking up flexible working opportunities (n=986).

* Indicates statistical differences between primary and secondary teachers
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3.4 Teacher recruitment

Changes to trainee placements

School leaders were asked how they expected the number of trainee placements their
school will be able to host in the 2020/21 academic year to be different to the number
their school hosted in the current 2019/20 academic year. More than half (55%) of
primary schools and close to two-thirds (65%) of secondary schools did not expect the
number of trainee placements at their school to change in the upcoming year.

Where a change was expected, it was far more often a decrease (29%) than an increase
(7%). Primary schools were particularly likely to expect a decrease (31%, compared with
6% expecting an increase).

Figure 50. Expected changes to number of trainee placements in 2020/21 academic year

% Expecting
a change
 /
P
 /

I
I

Don't know No change m Decrease m Increase

Question: M1. Do you expect the number of trainee placements you will be able to host in the 2020/21 academic year to be different to the number your school
has hosted in the current academic year (2019/20)? Base: Route 2 schools (n=789). Primary (n=406). Secondary (n=383)

*Indicates statistical differences between primary and secondary schools..

Due to rounding combined figures do not always add to the sum of their parts or to 100%
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Changes to recruitment

School leaders were also asked whether coronavirus (COVID-19) meant that they were
seeking to recruit more or less teachers in the 2020/21 academic year than previously
expected. More than three-quarters of primary (78%) and secondary schools (80%) did
not expect the number of teachers they were going to recruit in the next academic year to

change due to coronavirus (COVID-19). Among the remainder more schools

expected to

recruit fewer teachers (10%) than expected to recruit more (5%). Differences between

primary and secondary schools were not statistically significant.

Figure 51. Expected changes to recruitment of teachers in 2020/21 academic year due to

coronavirus (COVID-19)

% Expecting
a change
0, 0, 0, 0,
" o i
R
Primary | 7%* 78% 15%
0,
Don't know Same number = Fewer teachers u More teachers
Question: M2. As a result of the COVID-19 crisis, in preparation for the 2020/21 academic year, are you seeking to recruit...? Base: Route 2 schools (n=789),
Primary (n=406), Secondary (n=383).
* Indicates statistical differences between primary and secondary schools.
Due to rounding combined figures do not always add to the sum of their parts or to 100%
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Most schools did not expect the timing of teacher recruitment for the 2020/21 academic
year to be affected by coronavirus (COVID-19); half of primary schools (50%) and close
to two-thirds (65%) of secondary schools reported this. Others were unsure (4%) or said
it was too early to tell (16% - this was significantly higher among primary leaders (18%)
than secondary (7%)). Overall, similar proportions of primary (27%) and secondary (26%)
schools expected to delay at least some of their recruitment for teaching roles. Primary
schools were significantly more likely than secondary schools to expect to delay
recruitment of all teaching roles (14% vs. 4% respectively), whereas secondary schools
were significantly more likely to delay recruitment of just some teaching roles (22% vs.
12% of primary schools).

Figure 52. Expected changes to timing of teacher recruitment for 2020/21 academic year due to

coronavirus (COVID-19)
% Expecting
delay
P
Al 16% 13% 27%
I

P
Primary 18%* 14%* 27%
I
S
Secondary 1I/O7% _- 26%
I

= Don't know = Too early totell =No change = Delayed recruitment for some roles mDelayed recruitmet for all roles

Question: M3. How, if at all, has the timing of teacher recruitment for the 2020/21 academic year been affected by COVID-197?. Base: Route 2 schools (n=789).
Primary (n=406). Secondary (n=383) * Indicates statistical differences between primary and secondary schools.
Due to rounding combined figures do not always add to the sum of their parts or to 100%
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3.5 Career progression

Leaders and teachers were asked whether they expect to be in the same role in 12
months’ time, and, if not, where they intend to be. The impact of coronavirus (COVID-19)
on this decision was also explored.

Unlike in the Winter 2019 survey — when leaders (85%) were significantly more likely
than teachers (73%) to expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time — leaders and
teachers were equally likely to expect to stay in the same role (79% among teachers and
81% among leaders). The teacher figure represents an increase on the result in the
Winter 2019 survey (73%), whereas the leader figure represents a statistically significant
fall from the 85% in the Winter 2019 survey.

Figure 53. Whether leaders and teachers expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time,
compared with the Winter 2019 survey

Leaders Teachers
81% 79%”
Yes Yes
85%* 73%
No No
Don't know 2 COVID-19 3 Don't know = COVID-19
0 i o/ * .
5% m Winter 2019 15% = Winter 2019
Question: L1. Do you expect you will be in the same role in 12 months' time?
Base: COVID-19, Winter 2019: All Route 2 leaders (n=789, n=802) and teachers (n=997, n=1013).
* Indicates statistical differences between the COVID-19 and Winter 2019 surveys.

Differences by phase echoed findings from the Winter 2019 survey. Whilst there were no
differences by school phase for leaders, some secondary school teachers were
significantly more likely to expect to leave their current role in 12 months’ time (15%,
compared with 8% of primary teachers). This is similar to Winter 2019, where it was
reported that secondary teachers were significantly less likely to expect to be in the same
role in 12 months’ time (70% vs. 76% of primary teachers).
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Where leaders and teachers intend to be in 12 months’ time

For leaders and teachers who did not expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time,
both groups were most commonly intending to seek a promotion, either within their
school or another; this applied to more than half of the teachers expecting to change role
(59%) and about one-third of the leaders (34%). A further 17% of leaders and 6% of
teachers were planning to retire.

Between the Winter 2019 and COVID-19 School Snapshot Surveys there was a large
change in the proportion of leaders and teachers reporting that they are planning to leave
the teaching profession entirely. In the COVID-19 survey, almost one-in-five (18%)
leaders who did not expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time were planning to
leave the teaching profession entirely, significantly more than the proportion (6%) in the
Winter 2019 survey. Conversely, 2% of teachers who did not expect to be in the same
role in 12 months’ time were planning to leave the profession entirely, significantly less
than the proportion in Winter 2019 (11%).

Figure 54. Where leaders and teachers expecting to leave their role intend to be in 12 months’ time,
compared with the Winter 2019 survey

Leaders Teachers

33%
31%

Seek promotion
(same/different school)

Seek promotion
(same/different school)

Leave the teaching

profession entirely Move sideways

Retire Move to a role with_ I(_e_ss
responsibility

Move sideways Retire

Move to a role with less Leave teaching but

responsibility

Leave teaching but remain

remain in education

Leave the teaching

Question: L2. Which of the following best describes where you think you’ll be in 12 months’ time?
Base: Base: COVID-19, Winter 2019: Leaders (n=89, n=84) and teachers (n=113, n=123) that expect to move roles.

in education profession entirely
Move into a central I\/Irg'el' Other
Other Move into a central MAT
5% role
19 m COVID-19 19 mCOVID-19
Don't know ° . Don't know ° .
2% u Winter 2019 0% = Winter 2019

* Indicates statistical differences between the COVID-19 and Winter 2019 surveys.

Among leaders and teachers, differences by school phase were limited, although primary
leaders who did not expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time were five times
more likely than secondary leaders to intend to leave the teaching profession entirely in
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12 months’ time (25% vs. 5%). Indeed, a similar proportion of primary leaders were
intending to leave the profession entirely as were intending to seek a promotion (27%).

There were notable differences by age, reflecting the likelihood of retirement in each age
group, but also other reasons for leaving their current role. For instance, seven in ten
(69%) teachers aged 18-34 who were expecting to leave their current role intend to seek
a promotion, compared with 2% of those aged 55 and above. One-in-five (18%) aged 55
and above who were expecting to leave their current role intend to leave the teaching
profession but remain in the sector (compared with 4% aged 18-34).

The impact of coronavirus (COVID-19) on leaders’ and teachers’ career
intentions

The impact of coronavirus (COVID-19) on leaders’ and teachers’ expectations for their
role was substantial. One-in-five (20%) of all leaders and teachers reported that the virus
had influenced whether they expected to be in the same role, with leaders significantly
more likely to report this than teachers (23% vs. 19%, respectively).

The impact coronavirus (COVID-19) had on leaders’ expectations for their future job role
also varied by school phase. More than a quarter (27%) of primary leaders reported that
coronavirus (COVID-19) had influenced their expectations (significantly more than the
proportion of secondary leaders — 16%). There were no differences by school phase for
teachers.

There was also a relationship between the impact of coronavirus (COVID-19) and
leaders’ and teachers’ expectations for their job role in 12 months’ time. Three in 10
(30%) leaders and teachers who do not expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time
reported that coronavirus (COVID-19) had influenced this decision. This was significantly
higher than the proportion of leaders and teachers reporting that coronavirus (COVID-19)
had influenced their decision and that expect to be in the same role (14%).

Additionally, the decision most strongly influenced by the coronavirus (COVID-19)
outbreak was the intention to leave the teaching profession, but remain in the education
sector. Two-thirds (67%) of leaders and teachers who reported they were intending to
leave the profession, but remain in education said that coronavirus (COVID-19) had
influenced this. Nearly two-in-five (38%) leaders and teachers intending to leave teaching
entirely reported that the virus had influenced this decision.
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3.6 Continuing Professional Development

Since school closures the majority of primary (70%) and secondary (60%) teachers
reported that they had to postpone or cancel at least some of their CPD. The
significantly higher proportion among primary teachers is largely due to the greater
proportion of secondary teachers not having to cancel any CPD as they did not have any
activity planned (26% of secondary teachers vs.19% of primary teachers) — the
proportion saying all their CPD had gone ahead as planned (12%) was not significantly
different between primary and secondary teachers.

Figure 55. Changes to teachers' CPD since school closures

% CPD

postponed or
cancelled

R

All 23% 18% 65%
L J
P
L/
R

Secondary 26%* -_ 60%
L J

No, | did not have any CPD activity planned = No, my CPD activity has gone ahead as planned
= Yes, some of my CPD activity has been cancelled or postponed = Yes, all my CPD activity has been cancelled or postponed
Question: Q1. Since school closures were introduced have you had to postpone or cancel CPD activities? Base: All teachers (n=997). Primary teachers

(n=504). Secondary teachers (n=493) * Indicates statistical differences between primary and secondary schools.
Due to rounding combined figures do not always add to the sum of their parts or to 100%

Schools were asked to what extent they thought their school would consider bidding for
the delivery of CPD initiatives from DfE if schools re-open in the Autumn term. About two-
in-five (43%) schools agreed or strongly agreed that they would consider bidding, one-
fifth disagreed or strongly disagreed (20%) and a quarter neither agreed nor disagreed
(24%). Secondary schools were more certain that they would bid for the delivery
opportunity as significantly more secondary schools reported to strongly agree than
primary schools (22% of secondary schools vs. 12% of primary schools).
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Figure 56. Schools likelihood of bidding for delivery of CPD initiatives from DfE in the Autumn term

—_—

43%

All 3% 16%

Primary 3% 17%

Secondary 3% 1% 21% 32% 2004 54%*

Strongly disagree Disagree = Neither agree nor disagree ®mAgree = Strongly agree

Question: Q2. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: ‘My school would consider bidding for the delivery of CPD initiatives
from DfE if schools re-open in the autumn term.”’.

Base: Some Route 2 schools (n=348). Primary (n=180). Secondary (n=168). *Indicates statistical differences between primary and secondary teachers.
13% said don’t know. Due to rounding combined figures do not always add to the sum of their parts or to 100%
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3.7 Teacher wellbeing

Teachers were asked what would help them effectively manage their own health and
wellbeing following the closure of schools to most pupils due to the coronavirus (COVID-
19) outbreak.

They were also asked a series of ONS-validated questions about personal wellbeing,
including: their life satisfaction, the extent to which they feel the things they do in life are
worthwhile, how happy they felt yesterday and their anxiety levels.

Managing health and wellbeing

The opportunity to work flexibly (43%) was the most common thing that teachers felt
would help them to manage their health and wellbeing. This was, by some margin, the
most prevalent means of managing health and wellbeing, followed by access to wellbeing
and mental health online resources (26%) and access to a peer support system (22%).

Teachers from primary and secondary schools reported these means of managing health
and wellbeing consistently, although one-in-five secondary teachers reported confidential
counselling with a mental health professional would help them (20%), significantly more
than the proportion of primary teachers (13%).
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Figure 57. Things that would help primary and secondary teachers to effectively manage their own
health and wellbeing

% All
0,
Opportunity to work flexibly 42ﬁ,/
0
Access to wellbeing and mental health 26%
online resources
0,
Access to a peer support system 24%
Confidential counselling or 1-1 support with o,
a mental health professional 20%*
: 1%
Access to employee assistance programmes 10%
Clarity in advice from government (e.g.
school safety, PPE)
Reduced workload (e.g. reduced paperwork,
lower expectations of teachers)
Spontaneous
More public support from government
Not returning to school mPrimary
Other B Secondary
None of these 34%
Question: W1. While schools are closed for most pupils, which of the following options, if any, would help you to effectively manage your own health and wellbeing?
Base: All teachers (n=997).
* Indicates a significant difference between primary and secondary schools

Personal wellbeing

Consistent with Winter 2019 results, leaders and teachers responses highlight the strong
correlation between the measures of personal wellbeing. Unsurprisingly, Leaders and
teachers that gave more positive scores for one of the measures also gave positive
scores across the other wellbeing measures

For instance, around three-in-five (61%) of leaders were happy, and of these, over nine-
in-ten were also: satisfied with their life (92%); and felt the things they did were
worthwhile (99%). The situation for teachers was similar, although slightly less marked.
Roughly the same proportion (60%) were happy with 87% and 96% satisfied with their
life and the worthwhileness of the things they do in their life.

The interconnectedness of the personal wellbeing measures for leaders and teachers is
displayed Table 3 and Table 4, respectively.
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Table 3. Interconnectedness of the personal wellbeing measures for leaders

uonoejsies
syse} Ajiep jo
SSBUIYLIOAA
ssauiddeH

Satisfied Dissatis- | Life is Not Happy Not Anxious
(7-10) fied worthwh  worthwh  (7-10) anxious  (6-10)
(0-4) ile ile (0-3)

(7-10) (0-4)

Total

Leaders that are...
Satisfied with life (7-
10)

Think the things they
do in life are
worthwhile (7-10)

Happy (7-10)

Not anxious (0-3)

Table 4. Interconnectedness of the personal wellbeing measures for teachers

uonoejsnes
SSBUIYMLOAA
ssauiddey

Satisfied | Dissatis- Life is Not Happy Not Anxious
(7-10) fied worthwh  worthw  (7-10) anxious  (6-10)
(0-4) ile hile ((02%))
(7-10) (0-4)

Total
Teachers that are...

Satisfied with life (7-
10)

Think the things they
do in life are
worthwhile (7-10)

Happy (7-10)

Not anxious (0-3)
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Participant responses on the wellbeing measures did appear to be related to their
answers to other questions related to mental health and wellbeing. Notably, there were
differences by the ONS wellbeing measures in relation to what teachers felt would help
them effectively manage their own health and wellbeing. Generally, teachers that scored
lower on the life satisfaction and happiness scale, and higher on the anxiety scale, were
more likely to report that a range of the things would help them. Taking the happiness
scale specifically, teachers with a low level of happiness (0-4 on the scale) were
significantly more likely to report the following would help them effectively manage their
health and wellbeing:

¢ Access to wellbeing and mental health online resources (39%, compared with
23% of teachers with a high level of happiness — 7-10 on the scale);

e Access to a peer support system (33% and 20%, respectively); and
e Confidential counselling (33% and 10%, respectively).

Satisfaction with life
On a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all and 10 is ‘completely’, leaders and teachers

were asked: ‘overall, how satisfied are you with your life?’.

Leaders were significantly more satisfied with life, with 74% of leaders and 67% of
teachers giving a positive score (between 7 and 10). This reflects the situation across
many sectors, with people in more senior positions typically reporting higher satisfaction
than those in more junior positions.

The proportion of leaders reporting a positive score in this survey was significantly lower
than in the Winter 2019 survey (84%), although there was no significant difference for
teachers. Leaders’ and teachers’ scores were similar to that of the general population in
Great Britain, as 67% of the general population gave a positive score to this question
during the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak. 12

" Personal wellbeing data used in the COVID-19 School Snapshot Survey reports are typically taken from
the Annual Population Survey (APS). In the context of the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak, personal
wellbeing data has been collected through the Opinions and Lifestyle Survey (COVID-19 module). The
tables, from which the figures quoted in this report are taken, can be downloaded here:
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/wellbeing/datasets/coronaviruspersonalandecono
micwellbeingimpacts

The general population figures are an average, across the period 20" March 2020 to 7" June 2020.
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Figure 58. Life satisfaction

.- Dissatisfied (0-4) -. Neutral (5-6) | Satisfied (7-10)

Red tones denote findings from the COVID-19 survey and grey tones denote Winter 2019 findings.
5% 14% 72%*

AU 9%* 18%*

4% 8%

Leaders 8%* 12%*

6%  15% 70%

Teachers 9%* 19%* 2

and 10 is “completely” dissatisfied.

together).

‘Prefer not to say’ responses are not shown.

* Indicates a statistically significant difference between Winter 2019 and COVID-19.

A Indicates a statistically significant difference between leaders and teachers in the COVID-19 survey.

Question: Z6_1/T5_1: Overall, how satisfied are you with your life nowadays? 1d like you to give an answer on a scale of 0 to 10 where 0 is ‘not at all,

Base: Covid-19. All Route 1 leaders (n = 787) and teachers (n = 997) (1,784 together). Winter 2019, leaders (n = 802) and teachers (n = 1013) (1,815
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Worthwhileness of daily tasks

Using the same 0 to 10 scale as life satisfaction, leaders and teachers were asked
‘overall, to what extent do you feel that the things you do in your life are worthwhile?’. As
with life satisfaction scores, leaders were significantly more likely to have higher scores
than teachers. Nine-in-ten (87%) leaders reported that they felt the things they did in their
life were worthwhile (7-10), whereas three-quarters (79%) of teachers said the same.

Again, the leaders’ proportion represents a significant decrease on the proportion
reporting this from the Winter 2019 survey (92% compared with 87% in this survey). On a
more positive note, both groups scored significantly higher than the general population in
Great Britain (75% of the general population reported a positive score).

Figure 59. Worthwhileness of daily tasks

. . Not worthwhile (0-4) . Neutral (5-6) Worthwhile (7-10)

Red tones denote findings from the COVID-19 survey and grey tones denote Winter 2019 findings.

4% 10% 78%
I\IN41% 11% 80%
1% 4% 92%*
Leaders 87 %"
4% 11% 76%
Teachers 78 EL78 79%

Question: Z6_2 / T5_2: Overall, to what extent do you feel that the things you do in your life are worthwhile? 1'd like you to give an answer on a scale of
0 to 10 where 0 is ‘not at all, and 10 is “‘completely” worthwhile.

Base: Covid-19. All Route 1 leaders (n = 787) and teachers (n = 997) (1,784 together). Winter 2019, leaders (n = 802) and teachers (n = 1013) (1,815
together,).

‘Prefer not to say’ responses are not shown.

* Indicates a statistically significant difference between Winter 2019 and COVID-19.

M Indicates a statistically significant difference between leaders and teachers in the COVID-19 suney.
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Happiness

Using the same scale, leaders and teachers were asked ‘overall, how happy did you feel
yesterday?’. Unlike the other measures, there were no differences between leaders’ and
teachers’ results, suggesting both are experiencing similar levels of happiness during the
coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak.

Three-in-five leaders (61%) and teachers (60%) reported they were happy yesterday
(giving a positive score of 7-10). Again, these figures represent a significant drop for
leaders, but not teachers, compared to the Winter 2019 survey (75% of leaders gave a
positive score in the Winter 2019 survey compared with 61% in this survey). Leaders’
and teachers’ results were very similar to that of the general population in Great Britain,
with 63% reporting a positive score.

Figure 60. Levels of happiness

[ I Not happy (0-4) I Neutral (5-6) Happy (7-10)

Red tones denote findings from the COVID-19 survey and grey tones denote Winter 2019 findings.

9% 17% 65%*

Al 14%* 20%* 60%

7% 15% 75%*

Leaders 16%* 16% 61%

9% 17% 64%

Teachers 14%* 20% 60%

Question: Z6_3 / T5_3. Overall, how happy did you feel yesterday? 1'd like you to give an answer on a scale of 0 to 10 where 0 is ‘not at all, and 10 is
“‘completely” happy.

Base: Covid-19. All Route 1 leaders (n = 787) and teachers (n = 997) (1,784 together). Winter 2019, leaders (n = 802) and teachers (n = 1013) (1,815
together,).

‘Prefer not to say’ responses are not shown.

* Indicates a statistically significant difference between Winter 2019 and COVID-19.
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Anxiety

Using the same scale, leaders and teachers were asked ‘overall, how anxious did you
feel yesterday?’. Similar to the trends for the happiness scores, leaders and teachers
reported a similar level of anxiety. Two-in-five leaders (39%) and teachers (38%)
reported that they were not anxious (giving a score of 0-3 on the scale), a significant
decrease for both groups compared to the Winter 2019 survey (when 52% and 48% of
leaders and teachers, respectively, reported they were not anxious). Indeed, a greater
proportion of leaders (41%) reported high or very high levels of anxiety than reported
they were not anxious (39%).

Roughly two-in-five (42%) of the general population in Great Britain reported they were
not anxious, comparable with leaders and teachers in the COVID-19 School Snapshot
Survey.

Figure 61. Anxiety levels

Il I Anxious (6-10) B [ Neutral (4-5) Not anxious (0-3)

Red tones denote findings from the COVID-19 survey and grey tones denote Winter 2019 findings.

26% 17% 48%*
All 38%* 19% 38%
27% 19% 52%*
Leaders 41%* 16% 39%
26% 17% 48%*

Teachers 38%* 19% 38%

Question: Z7/ T6. On a scale where 0 is 'not at all anxious' and 10 is 'completely anxious', overall, how anxious did you feel yesterday?

Base: Covid-19. All Route 1 leaders (n = 787) and teachers (n = 997) (1,784 together). Winter 2019, leaders (n = 802) and teachers (n = 1013) (1,815
together,).

‘Prefer not to say’ responses are not shown.

* Indicates a statistically significant difference between Winter 2019 and COVID-19.
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	Executive Summary
	This report covers the findings from the Covid-19 Snapshot Survey, fieldwork for which took place from 13 May to 31 May 2020. The survey examined the opinions of 1,576 leaders and 997 teachers in primary and secondary schools on a range of educational topics while schools were closed to the majority of students during the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak.
	Predictably, very few schools had been able to deliver all of the school curriculum during the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak (6%), with the remainder delivering most (27%) or some of it (65%). In comparison, 3% of schools indicated that they had been able to deliver none of the regular curriculum. Secondary schools had been able to deliver a higher proportion of the regular curriculum during lockdown than primary schools: around half of secondary schools had been able to deliver all (13%) or most (37%) of the regular curriculum compared to around three-in-ten primary schools that had delivered all (4%) or most (25%) of the curriculum.
	Schools had used a wide variety of means to provide work for pupils at home during their school’s closure due to coronavirus (COVID-19), most commonly emailing, phoning or messaging parents (mentioned by 92% of schools), using online learning platforms such as Google Classroom and Oak Academy (88%) and providing take-home physical workbooks or worksheets (81%). More than half of schools also directly contacted pupils, via email, phone or messaging (63%); a similar proportion posted hardcopy workbooks or worksheets (58%). Contacting parents (93% vs. 84%) and providing physical workbooks to take home (83% vs. 72%) were more common among primary schools, whereas the other methods were more common among secondary schools (97% vs. 86% for online learning platforms; 79% vs. 60% for directly contacting pupils; 68% vs. 55% for posting hardcopies of workbooks or worksheets).
	Primary and secondary schools with the highest proportion of pupils eligible for FSMs were significantly more likely than those with the lowest proportion eligible for FSM to have provided work via take-home physical workbooks or worksheets (91% vs. 70% for primary; 78% vs. 31% for secondary).This likely reflects reduced access to devices among pupils eligible for FSM.
	It was common for leaders and teachers to feel they or their school needed additional support with using technology, with this being most needed for monitoring pupil progress (58% of leaders and 54% of teachers), engaging with pupils (63% of leaders and 50% of teachers), and conducting remote meetings with parents (55% of leaders and 45% of teachers). 
	There were felt to be extensive barriers to effective use of technology for remote learning. Over three-fifths of schools mentioned pupils’ access to digital devices (87%), broadband or connectivity for pupils (84%), parents’ or pupils’ digital skills (76%), costs (68%) and the quality or availability of hardware and software (64%). A minority, though still at least two-fifths of schools, felt the lack of awareness or knowledge about what technology or approaches work well (45%), teachers’ safeguarding and data security concerns (45%), broadband or connectivity for staff (44%) and parental concerns (40%) were also barriers.
	Schools with the highest proportions of pupils eligible for FSMs were significantly more likely to face barriers related to pupils’ access to digital devices (93% vs. 64%), broadband or connectivity for pupils (91% vs. 64%); and parents’ or pupils’ digital skills (85% vs. 55%).
	Most schools were providing a wide range of support for pupils that lacked digital capacity (i.e. those that did not have access to the internet, digital devices or lacked digital skills), most commonly providing hard-copy resources (mentioned by 93% of schools) and guidance and technical support (76%). Almost half of schools (47%) had provided some pupils with laptops or tablets, though this was much higher in secondary schools (81%) than in primary (41%). 
	While schools had used a variety of approaches for pupils who lacked digital access, secondary schools with the highest proportion of pupils eligible for FSM were less likely to offer their pupils devices than those with the lowest proportion eligible for FSM (69% vs 94%).
	The vast majority of teachers (94%) did not think social distancing could be practically implemented when their school reopened to higher numbers of pupils, indeed 73% disagreed strongly that it would be possible to implement social distancing (higher among primary teachers (78%) than secondary (69%). In comparison 4% of teachers agreed or agreed strongly social distancing could be practically implemented.
	Among teachers that felt practically implementing social distancing in schools would be difficult upon the reopening to higher numbers of pupils, the most common barriers were felt to be a lack of space on the school premises (75% overall; though more often an issue for secondary teachers (81%) than primary (69%)); children being too young to understand social distancing (29%; 50% among primary teachers but mentioned by just 5% of secondary teachers), and that it is simply human nature for children to touch, hug and play (24%).
	Nearly all schools were open to vulnerable children or children of key workers at the time of the COVID-19 School Snapshot survey (96%).
	Nearly all schools (97%) reported that they were continuing to provide food to free school meal eligible pupils not attending school during the pandemic. These schools were doing so in a range of ways, most commonly via the Department for Education national voucher scheme supplied by Edenred (80%). Other methods included delivering food to the homes of pupils (37%) and having food collected from site (32%). 
	Schools were also asked whether they were offering free school meals to vulnerable children or the children of key workers attending their school during the pandemic. Half (49%) were offering them just to those that are usually eligible and two-fifths (38%) were offering them to all pupils attending school during the pandemic. One-in-nine (12%) were not offering any free school meals to children attending the school during the pandemic. However, this is likely to be because none of their children attending those schools during this period were eligible for free school meals.
	More than four-in-five schools (84%) were taking additional action beyond the regular school support to help economically disadvantaged pupils (those that attract the Pupil Premium and those supported by their school even though they fall just above the threshold to qualify for free school meals) that were not currently attending school. Four-fifths of schools were ensuring staff were in regular contact to encourage engagement and promote wellbeing (82%), and three-quarters were providing hard copy resources such as worksheets or textbooks (76%) and providing pupils with free online resources such as courses or videos (75%). About two-thirds indicated that staff were setting additional work or providing additional feedback for these pupils (63%).
	More than two-thirds of teachers were taking additional action beyond the regular school support to help economically disadvantaged pupils (69%, higher among primary school teachers than secondary school teachers (74% vs. 65%)). This most often involved making regular contact with pupils (63% of all teachers), providing hard copy resources (55%) and providing lists of online resources to these pupils (40%).
	This section looks at school support for pupils with special educational needs and disabilities during the COVID-19. It includes questions on support for children with Education, Health and Care (EHC) plans and on support for those children who are identified as having SEND but who do not have an EHC plan (the ‘SEN support’ group).
	Nearly all schools (96%) were providing additional support for pupils with EHC plans who were not attending school during the pandemic: this typically involved additional support for social, emotional, or mental health needs (90%) and providing access to remote learning (85%). Schools offering additional support for pupils with EHC plans reported that this took a range of forms, most commonly additional communication with parents (97% of those offering additional EHC support), one-to-one telephone or video calls with pupils (87%), additional support via email (84%) and additional paper-based resources (80%). 
	Similarly, the vast majority of schools (97%) also indicated they were providing additional support for pupils with SEND that do not have an EHC plan. Around nine-in-ten were providing additional support for social, emotional, or mental health needs (90%) and / or additional support to access remote learning (90%). Just under half (47%) reported providing additional support related to medical or health needs. Each of these types of support were more common in secondary schools than in primary schools. 
	Reflecting the school-level responses, 82% of teachers also reported to be providing additional support for pupils with SEND that do not have an EHC plan. With two-thirds (68%) of teachers reporting to do this by supporting pupils with SEND to access remote learning and more than half (56%) said they were providing additional support for social, emotional, or mental health needs
	At the time of the survey in May 2020, half (50%) of schools reported, that they can effectively support pupils with SEND during the COVID-19 pandemic, with the remainder almost equally divided between those who disagreed (24%) and those who neither agreed nor disagreed (25%). Two-thirds (68%) of teachers agreed that they know where to go for advice and guidance on supporting pupils with SEND in accessing remote learning and about one-in-six disagreed (16%) or neither agreed nor disagreed (15%). However, teachers were relatively less positive about how equipped they felt to support pupils with SEND during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic. Half (49%) did feel equipped, compared to a quarter (25%) that disagreed - a quarter (25%) neither agreed nor disagreed.
	The 24% of schools that disagreed that they could effectively support pupils with SEND during the COVID-19 pandemic were asked what, if any, barriers were preventing them from meeting the needs of these pupils. Over half reported that lack of access to specialist services or professionals (cited by 60% of these schools) and pupils’ lack of access to appropriate technology or equipment (54%) were barriers. Around two-fifths that felt their school was unable to support pupils with SEND faced barriers relating to a lack of relevant government guidance and advice (40%) and a lack of appropriate technology or equipment (39%). Around a third spontaneously mentioned that a lack of capacity within the school workforce (33%) and distance learning failing to meet pupil needs (32%) were barriers.  For teachers the key barriers to feeling equipped to support pupils with SEND were pupils not having access to the appropriate equipment or technology (70%), not having enough time to provided additional support to these pupils (31%) and not having access to appropriate equipment or technology themselves (31%).
	Schools spontaneously suggested a range of ways in which the DfE could best help them support pupils with SEND during the COVID-19 pandemic. Those most commonly mentioned included: DfE providing technology / electronic resources such as internet access and laptops (cited by 20%); DfE reassuring parents and children by disseminating clear information and guidance relating to SEND pupils (18%); providing increased financial support to support the needs of SEND pupils (17%); and free online resources specifically for pupils with SEND (15%).
	Among teachers, two-in-five (40%) said they did not know what DfE could do to support them in this respect. The types of support most commonly cited by teachers were to provide technology / electronic resources such as internet access or laptops (18%), to provide free online resources / programmes for pupils with SEND (12%) and / or to provide increased financial support to help support the needs of pupils with SEND (10%).
	Just over a third (37%) of schools reported that they identified new at-risk children where the child is attending school during the pandemic.
	Around half (52%) of schools indicated that they identified new at-risk children among those not attending the school during the pandemic. This was more common among secondary schools (66%) than primary schools (49%).
	During the survey, schools were asked about what they think the DfE could be doing to ensure that all children get the help they need. Where suggestions were given, these were most commonly for the DfE to lobby for improvements to social services (17%), to ensure greater co-operation and easier communication across services such as schools, the police, healthcare services and social services (14%) and for the DfE to be given powers to ensure that at-risk and vulnerable children are in school (9%). 
	Vulnerable pupils were defined as “children that receive support through social care, have EHC plans or have been identified as vulnerable by the school or local authority”. During the school closures to most pupils, more than half of school leaders (61%) and teachers (54%) thought that there were vulnerable children enrolled at their school who ought to be attending school during the closures, but these pupils were not attending.
	School leaders and teachers that reported that vulnerable pupils enrolled at their school were not attending during the school closures to most pupils, were asked why they thought these pupils were not attending. The majority of leaders and teachers felt thought that vulnerable pupils were not attending because the parent or carer thought the child may be exposed to the virus in school (88% of leaders and 71% of teachers) or because the parent refuses to send the child for another or an unspecified reason (82% of leaders and 56% of teachers). About half of these leaders (54%) and teachers (50%) felt the reason was that the parent or carer does not consider their child to be vulnerable.
	Nearly all schools with vulnerable pupils not attending school had tried to phone, text or email the family or carer to encourage the attendance of these pupils (99%). More than four-in-five schools had also contacted children’s social care (86%) or tried to communicate via online learning (83%). Close to two-thirds of schools had used existing face-to-face contact, such as when delivering free school meals or food vouchers, to check on the family (64%). 
	Close to half (48%) of schools reported that there had been occasions when their school had been unable to contact the parent or carer of a vulnerable child, with secondary schools being significantly more likely to report this (55% vs. 47% of primary schools). In these instances, the vast majority (88%) of schools had contacted children’s social care with significantly more secondary schools reporting contacting children’s social care (95% vs. 87% of primary schools). Close to two-fifths of schools (38%) had been in touch with health care professionals and more than a quarter (26%) had contacted the police.
	Schools were asked whether the number of alternative provision placements commissioned by them had changed since the partial closure of schools. Almost half (45%) reported that this was not relevant for their school, around a third (36%) reported the number of commissioned placements had stayed the same, one in ten (10%) reported an increase and a slightly lower proportion (7%) reported a decrease.
	Primary schools were far more likely to say the issue was not relevant for their school (50% vs. 24% of secondary schools). Where there had been a change, more primaries reported an increase than a decrease (12% vs. 5%), whereas the reverse was true for secondary schools (5% reported an increase compared with 18% reporting a decrease). 
	Of the schools that provided support to pupils with mental health needs before coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures, 85% of primary schools and 95% of secondary schools reported that at least some of these pupils had retained access to mental health support during the closures to the majority of pupils. 
	The vast majority (around nine-in-ten) of schools reported that during the school closures to the majority of pupils, they were providing information and signposting pupils to local or national support (92%), providing a designated staff contact for pupil or parent advice (89%) and providing guidance about self-care (85%). Around two-thirds (67%) were adapting existing support services to be able to deliver them remotely. A third (34%) had commissioned new online or telephone support services. Secondary schools were significantly more likely than primary schools to be supporting pupils with mental health needs in each of these ways.
	Leaders and teachers were presented with five statements about supporting pupil mental health when schools reopen to a higher number of pupils and asked how concerned they were about each. For each statement, over three-fifths of leaders and teachers (at least 65%) were somewhat or very concerned. More than nine-in-ten leaders (96%) and teachers (93%) were concerned about funding the level of support required. The vast majority of leaders (82%) and teachers (92%) were also concerned about the ability to balance activities to promote mental health and wellbeing with curriculum catch up and about delivering targeted mental health support for all pupils with identified needs (86% of leaders and 85% of teachers concerned).
	Leaders and teachers were asked to think about what additional support, if any, would be the most useful with helping their school deal with potential attendance and behaviour issues when schools reopen. 
	Additional government support through reassurances on safe opening (21%) and clear, timely guidance on attendance (17%) were the two key areas where leaders and teachers suggested additional support would help them to deal with potential attendance issues. Compared to leaders, teachers were significantly more likely to say they ‘don’t know’ what sort of additional support might help with potential attendance issues (34% vs. 9% of leaders).  
	Leaders and teachers in secondary schools were significantly more likely than leaders and teachers in primary schools to report that the following would help with potential attendance issues: having specific staff that deal with attendance issues (10% vs. 5% of primary respondents), supporting pupils’ readjustment (7% vs. 5%), availability of PPE (7% vs. 4%), more time to plan and follow up on issues (6% vs. 2%) and support or funding for arranging safe transport (3% vs. 1%). Leaders and teachers in primary schools were significantly more likely to suggest that no additional support was required (17% vs. 12%) and that suspending fines for non-attendance (6% vs. 2%) would be useful.  
	When considering what additional support might be useful in addressing potential behavioural issues, there were three key areas of support that were top of mind for leaders and teachers: hiring additional support staff such as school counsellors or pastoral staff that can provide one-to-one support or mentoring (19%); changes to the curriculum, for example by introducing more flexibility, changes to exams or less focus on attainment (14%) and more access to external agencies through things such as quicker referrals (14%). 
	Leaders and teachers at primary schools were significantly more likely than those at secondary schools to mention that more access to external agencies (16% vs 13% of secondary respondents), changes to the curriculum (17% vs. 10% secondary respondents), training for staff (13% vs. 10% of secondary respondents) and resources of support materials to use in class (11% vs. 2% of secondary respondents) would be useful. Whereas secondary school leaders and teachers were significantly more likely to mention that greater access to school counselling services would be useful (19% vs. 6% of primary respondents) and they were also more likely to say they don’t know what support would be useful (23% vs. 16% of primary respondents).
	During the school closures to the majority of pupils, school leaders and teachers were most commonly combining working from home with working on the school premises, although leaders were significantly more likely to do so (66%, compared with 60% of teachers). Both primary leaders and teachers were significantly more likely to be continuing working only on school premises (35% and 5% of primary leaders and teachers, compared with 20% and 1% of secondary leaders and teachers).
	In the context of the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak, teachers were slightly (though statistically significantly) more likely than leaders to be considered high risk themselves (9% of teachers vs. 6% of leaders) and to be living with, or caring for, someone considered high risk (23% of teachers vs. 19% of leaders). 
	Leaders reported that they were spending more time on general administrative work (73% of leaders reported an increase, just 7% reported a decrease) and communication with parents or guardians (70% reported an increase compared with 9% reporting a decrease), and less time on planning and responding on pupil assessment, marking pupils’ work and monitoring pupil performance data.
	Teachers reported that they were spending more time communicating with parents/guardians (53% of teachers reported an increase; 20% reported a decrease), doing general administrative work (45% vs. 19%) and planning online lessons and resources (42% vs. 26%), and less time on analysing pupil performance (54% of teachers reported a decrease; 12% reported an increase), pastoral support (30% vs. 14%) and marking (57% vs. 16%).
	Leaders were more likely to say their current workload was less manageable than usual (45%) than more manageable (15%). In contrast, 43% of teachers reported their workload was more manageable than usual (vs 18% reporting it being less manageable). 
	The survey highlights that, when schools were originally closed to most pupils in Spring 2020, schools made extensive changes to the flexible working opportunities available to teaching staff. The most common forms of flexible working practices, offered by over nine in 10 schools, were: working on a rota with other staff to share responsibilities, regularly working from home during ‘in-school’ hours, and flexibility in usual working hours. Broadly consistent with the school-level findings, teachers reported most commonly accessing the following flexible working opportunities within their own role:
	 Regularly working from home during ‘in-school’ hours (72%);
	 Flexibility in usual working hours (70%); and
	 Working on a rota with other staff to share responsibilities (68%).
	Over half (55%) of teachers who reported taking up new flexible working practices while schools were closed to most pupils agreed that accessing these opportunities had made them more open to considering forms of flexible working within their role in the future. 
	More than half (57%) of schools did not expect the number of trainee placements that their school was able to host to change in the 2020/21 academic year. Less than one-third (29%) expected the number of trainee placements to decrease and 7% expected it to increase. Primary schools were significantly more likely to expect a decrease in their trainee placements (31% vs. 21% of secondary schools), whereas secondary schools were significantly more likely to not expect any change (65% vs. 55% of primary schools).
	More than three-quarters of primary (78%) and secondary schools (80%) did not expect the number of teachers they were going to recruit in the next academic year to change due to the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak. Of the 15% of schools that did expect recruitment to change, 10% of schools expected to recruit fewer teachers and 5% expected to recruit more teachers.
	About half (53%) of all schools did not expect any changes to the timing of their recruitment of teachers due to coronavirus (COVID-19); with secondary schools being significantly more likely to say this than primary schools (65% vs. 50%) and primary schools being significantly more likely to expect a delay to their recruitment for teaching staff (14% vs. 4%).
	Unlike in the Winter 2019 survey – when leaders were significantly more likely than teachers to expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time – leaders and teachers were equally likely to expect to stay in the same role in the COVID-19 School Snapshot Survey (79% among teachers and 81% among leaders). The teacher figure represents an increase on the result in the Winter 2019 survey (73%), whereas the leader figure represents a statistically significant fall from the 85% in the Winter 2019 survey.
	There was also a significant change between the Winter 2019 and COVID-19 surveys in the proportion of leaders reporting that they are planning to leave the teaching profession entirely. In the COVID-19 survey, almost one in five (18%) leaders that did not expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time were planning to leave the teaching profession entirely, significantly more than the proportion (6%) in the Winter 2019.
	The impact of coronavirus (COVID-19) on leaders’ and teachers’ expectations for their role was substantial. One in five (20%) of all leaders and teachers reported that the virus had influenced whether they expected to be in the same role. 
	Since school closures the majority of primary (70%) and secondary (60%) teachers reported that they had to postpone or cancel at least some of their CPD.
	Schools were asked to what extent they thought their school would consider bidding for the delivery of CPD initiatives from DfE if schools re-open in the Autumn term. About two-in-five (43%) schools agreed or strongly agreed that they would consider bidding, one-fifth disagreed or strongly disagreed (20%) and a quarter neither agreed nor disagreed (24%).
	The opportunity to work flexibly was the most common way teachers felt they could effectively manage their health and wellbeing (reported by 43%) since schools closed to most pupils. Other common means were access to wellbeing and mental health online resources (26%) and access to a peer support system (22%). One in five secondary teachers reported confidential counselling with a mental health professional would help them (20%).
	Wellbeing scores are highly interconnected. Around three-in-five (61%) leaders were happy, and of these, over nine-in-ten were also: satisfied with their life (92%); and felt the things they did were worthwhile (99%). Teachers’ wellbeing scores were also interconnected. Of the 60% that reported they were happy yesterday, 87% and 96% were satisfied with their life, and felt the things they did were worthwhile, respectively.
	Generally speaking, leaders and teachers were most likely to report that the things they do in their life are worthwhile (87% and 79%, respectively), and least likely to be not anxious (39% and 38%, respectively). 
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	This report covers the findings from the COVID-19 Snapshot Survey. The survey sought to understand the opinions of leaders and teachers in primary and secondary schools on a range of educational topics while schools were closed to the majority of students during the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak. The COVID-19 School Snapshot Survey has replaced the Summer 2020 wave of the School Snapshot Survey.
	A sample of 5,197 schools was drawn from the Department’s database of schools, ‘Get Information about Schools’ and a further 729 schools that had agreed to be re-contacted in previous waves of the School Snapshot Survey were invited to take part in both the of the COVID-19 School Snapshot Survey. A further 1,410 teachers that had agreed to be re-contacted were also invited to take part in the teacher component. Further information is provided in the technical annex.
	At each school, one leader was surveyed (predominantly via a telephone methodology) and up to three teachers were surveyed (using a combination of online and telephone interviewing). A total of 1,576 surveys were conducted with school leaders and 997 with teachers. Within both groups, slightly more responses were obtained from primary than secondary leaders and teachers, as shown in Table 1. Of the leaders, most were headteachers (69%), just less than one in six were deputy headteachers (15%) and close to one-in-ten were assistant headteachers (9%) (see the accompanying tables for more details). 
	Table 1. Completed surveys by teacher level and school type
	SecondaryTeachers
	Primary Teachers
	Secondary Leaders
	Primary Leaders
	493
	504
	774
	802
	Completed surveys
	To reduce survey length whilst covering all relevant topics, school leaders were randomly assigned to one of two routes through the survey. 787 leaders (396 primary and 391 secondary) completed the ‘Route 1’ survey, which covered topics such as Free School Meal (FSM), at-risk pupils and SEND, while 789 leaders (406 primary and 383 secondary) completed the ‘Route 2’ survey, which explored topics such as remote learning, workload and support for returning to school. 
	Fieldwork took place between 13 May – 31 May 2020.
	Data presented in this report are from a sample of teachers and senior leaders rather than the total population of teachers and leaders. Although the leader sample and the teacher sample have been weighted to be nationally representative (by school type and by teacher demographics), the data is still subject to sampling error. Differences between sub-groups and previous waves are only commented on in the text if they are statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, unless otherwise stated. This means there is no more than a 5 per cent chance that any reported differences are a consequence of sampling error. 
	Depending on the question, responses from school leaders have either been weighted to represent the school view or to represent their individual view as a senior teacher. Where the report refers to schools, this represents responses from school leaders. The report attempts to make this distinction clear by referring to responses from schools when the school-based weighting has been applied, and referring to leader responses when the teacher-based weighting (which utilises individual demographic details) has been applied. At the school-level we have used the general population of schools for weighting. However, when comparing results by academy status or by phase (i.e. primary schools vs. secondary schools) it is worth noting that in the general population the majority of secondary schools (69%) are now academies whereas only 33% of primary schools are academies.
	Free School Meal (FSM) entitlement is used as a proxy for deprivation levels at the school. All schools in England were put into a list of ascending order of the proportion of pupils that they have that are entitled to FSM. This ordered list was then split into five equal groups (or quintiles). Quintile 1, which is referred to as the ‘lowest proportion’ throughout the report represents the schools with the lowest proportion of pupils entitled to FSM. The proportion of pupils entitled to FSM increases progressively as the quintiles increase. Schools in the ‘highest proportion’ quintile (quintile 5), represent the schools with the highest proportion of pupils entitled to FSM. In the report, significant differences tend to be tested between schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils and schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils. 
	Due to rounding to the nearest whole number, percentages may not total to exactly 100% or precisely reflect statistics provided in the data tables. 
	1. Curriculum delivery and social distancing
	Leaders and teachers were asked for their views and experiences on a number of areas relating to the curriculum and the impact of the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak on curriculum delivery. This section explores remote learning and leaders’ and teachers’ views towards social distancing when schools reopen.
	1.1 Curriculum
	School leaders were asked to indicate the extent to which their school was able to deliver the regular curriculum during the lockdown due to coronavirus (COVID-19). 
	Overall, 6% of schools delivered all of the school curriculum, while 27% could deliver most of it, 65% some of it. In comparison 3% indicated that they had been able to deliver none of it. 
	Figure 1. The extent to which schools were able to deliver the regular curriculum during coronavirus (COVID-19)
	/
	Secondary schools had been able to deliver a higher proportion of the regular curriculum during the lockdown than primary schools. Around half of secondary schools had been able to deliver all (13%) or most (37%) of the regular curriculum compared to around three in ten primary schools (4% had delivered all and 25% most of the curriculum). It was most common for primary schools to have been able to deliver some of the regular curriculum (68%, compared with 48% of secondary schools). There was little difference by phase in the proportion not able to deliver any of the regular curriculum. 
	1.2 Remote learning
	How schools provided work for pupils at home
	How teachers provided work for pupils at home
	Support with using technology at home
	Barriers to effective use of technology for remote learning
	Support for pupils that lack digital capacity
	1.3 Social distancing
	Feasibility of social distancing at school
	Barriers to implementing social distancing


	Leaders and teachers were asked how they were providing work for pupils at home during their school’s closure due to coronavirus (COVID-19).
	The majority of schools had emailed, phoned or messaged parents (92%) in order to provide work for pupils at home; a smaller proportion had emailed, phoned or messaged pupils directly (63%). The majority of schools had used online learning platforms such as Google Classroom and Oak Academy (88%) and a similar proportion had provided pupils with take-home physical workbooks or worksheets when schools closed (81%). Around six in ten schools had posted hardcopy workbooks or worksheets to pupils (58%). 
	A smaller proportion of schools had used online chatting e.g. instant messaging (27%), online video conferencing (24%) and the school website (16%) to provide work for pupils studying at home. 
	Figure 2. The ways in which schools provided work for pupils at home during coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures
	/
	Primary and secondary schools differed in the ways in which they had provided work for pupils at home during coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures.
	A significantly higher proportion of primary schools emailed, phoned or messaged parents (93% vs. 84%), provided pupils with take-home physical workbooks or worksheets (83% vs. 72%) and used the school website to provide work for pupils (19% vs. 3%).
	In comparison, secondary schools were significantly more likely to provide work via online learning platforms (97% vs. 86%), by directly emailing, phoning or messaging their pupils (79% vs. 60%), by posting hardcopy workbooks or worksheets (68% vs. 55%) and via online video conferencing (42% vs. 21%).
	Secondary schools with the highest proportion of pupils eligible for FSMs were significantly more likely to post hardcopy workbooks or worksheets (78% vs. 34%) and provide take home physical workbooks or worksheets (78% vs. 31%). Among primary schools, the same trend emerged for the proportion providing take-home physical workbooks or worksheets (91% of primary schools with the highest proportion of pupils eligible for FSMs used them vs. 70% of those with the lowest proportion). It is likely that this reflects reduced access to devices such as laptops among pupils eligible for FSM, as discussed below.
	The most frequently cited method mentioned by teachers was online learning platforms (90%), while three-quarters emailed, phoned or messaged parents (72%). More than half also provided pupils with take-home physical workbooks or worksheets (57%) and emailed, phoned or messaged pupils (51%). 
	Around two-fifths of teachers said they posted hardcopy workbooks or worksheets (42%) and one-fifth provided work using online chats (18%) and online video conferencing (17%). An additional 8% provided materials via the school website.
	Figure 3. The ways in which teachers provided work for pupils at home during coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures
	/
	Primary teachers were significantly more likely than secondary teachers to email, phone or message parents (80% vs. 65%), while secondary teachers were significantly more likely to provide work direct to pupils, via email, phone or messaging (70% vs. 32%). Primary teachers were also more likely than secondary teachers to provide pupils with take-home physical workbooks or worksheets (66% vs. 47%) and use the school website to provide work (14% vs. 2%). 
	On the other hand, significantly more secondary teachers provided work via online learning platforms (96% vs. 84%), by posting hardcopy workbooks or worksheets to pupils (48% vs. 36%) and via online video conferencing (24% vs. 11%). 
	Differences also occurred according to FSM status; those teachers at schools with the highest proportion of FSM eligible pupils were significantly more likely than those at schools with the lowest proportion to provide work via take-home physical workbooks or worksheets (73% vs. 43%) and by posting hardcopy workbooks or worksheets (48% vs. 23%). Again, this likely reflects reduced access to devices such as laptops among pupils eligible for FSM.
	Leaders and teachers were asked to what extent they, or their school, needed additional support with using technology for different kinds of tasks. As shown in Figure 4, there was general agreement that support was most needed for monitoring pupil progress (58% of leaders and 54% of teachers), engaging with pupils (63% of leaders and 50% among teachers), and conducting remote meetings with parents (55% of leaders and 45% of teachers). For all six measures covered, except for school admin, leaders were significantly more likely than teachers to feel support was needed for the school or for themselves. 
	Significantly more leaders than teachers felt a great extent of support was required for monitoring pupil progress (16% vs. 9%) and engaging with pupils (10% vs. 6%).
	Figure 4. The extent to which leaders and teachers felt their school/they needed additional support with using technology for different tasks
	/
	Leaders
	Among leaders only, those from secondary schools were significantly more likely than those from primary schools to feel their school required support for using technology to set pupil work (42% vs. 35%). 
	In terms of monitoring pupil progress, a similar proportion of primary and secondary leaders felt support was needed, but a significantly higher proportion of primary leaders felt this was needed to a great extent (18% vs. 11%). 
	There were some subgroup differences by Ofsted rating. Where school leaders in schools with a ‘good’ (60%) or ‘requires improvement’ Ofsted rating (64%) were significantly more likely to report needing additional support using technology to monitor pupil progress than leaders in schools with an ‘outstanding’ rating (46%). Similarly, leaders in schools with a ‘requires improvement’ (66%) rating were significantly more likely to report needing additional support with using technology to conduct remote meetings with parents than school leaders in ‘good’ (54%) or ‘outstanding’ (48%) schools.
	Teachers
	Similar to the pattern among leaders regarding monitoring pupil progress, primary teachers were significantly more likely than secondary teachers to say that additional support was needed in this area to a great extent (12% vs. 6%) and secondary teachers were more likely to say that it was not needed at all (48% vs. 39%).
	However, in contrast to leaders, there were differences amongst teachers according to school type in terms of the extent to which they required support engaging with pupils, with secondary teachers significantly more likely to feel that they needed support in this area than primary teachers (55% vs. 46%).
	Teachers at schools with the highest proportion of pupils eligible for FSMs were significantly more likely than those with the lowest proportion to need help monitoring pupil progress to a great extent (12% vs. 5%).
	Leaders were asked about barriers to the effective use of technology for remote learning at their school.
	The most common barriers to effective use of technology for remote learning, each experienced by over three-quarters of schools were pupils’ access to digital devices (87%), broadband or connectivity for pupils (84%) and parents’ or pupils’ digital skills (76%). Around two-thirds felt that cost (68%) and the quality or availability of hardware and software (64%) were barriers. A minority, though still mentioned by at least two-fifths, felt the following were barriers: lack of awareness or knowledge about what technology or approaches work well (45%), teachers’ safeguarding and data security concerns (45%), broadband or connectivity for staff (44%), parental concerns (40%) and teachers' ability to incorporate technology into teaching (39%).
	Figure 5. Barriers to effective use of technology for remote learning
	/
	Primary schools were significantly more likely to experience barriers related to parents’ or pupils’ digital skills (77% vs. 70%) and parental concerns (42% vs. 29%). 
	On the other hand, broadband or connectivity for pupils (93% vs. 82%) and teachers’ safeguarding and data security concerns (51% vs. 44%) were issues for significantly more secondary than primary schools. This may be because secondary schools were more likely to use online learning platforms, online chatting and video conferencing, as discussed previously. 
	Differences also emerged between schools with the highest and lowest proportions of pupils eligible for FSMs; those with the highest proportion were significantly more likely to face barriers related to:
	 Pupils’ access to digital devices (93% vs. 64%);
	 Broadband or connectivity for pupils (91% vs. 64%);
	 Parents’ or pupils’ digital skills (85% vs. 55%).
	On the other hand, schools with the highest proportion eligible for FSMs were significantly less likely to say teachers’ ability to incorporate technology into teaching was a barrier (29% vs. 45% among those with the lowest proportion on FSMs).
	Amongst secondary schools, cost presented a more significant barrier for those with the highest proportion of pupils eligible for FSMs (76% vs. 43%), while at primary schools with the lowest proportion of pupils on FSMs, the teachers’ ability to incorporate technology was a notable barrier (45% vs. 28% of primaries with the highest proportion of FSMs). 
	Leaders were asked about the types of support their school was providing for pupils that lacked digital capacity (i.e. those that did not have access to the internet, digital devices or lacked digital skills).
	Most schools (93%) provided hard-copy resources (e.g. worksheets and textbooks), while three-quarters (76%) offered guidance and technical support. Almost half (47%) had provided laptops or tablets to some pupils. Far fewer (12%) had provided devices to access the internet (e.g. dongles). 
	Figure 6. The types of support provided for pupils that lacked digital capacity
	/
	Some differences existed between primary and secondary schools, with primary schools significantly more likely to provide hard-copy resources (94% vs. 89%), while significantly more secondary schools did the following:
	 Provided guidance and technical support (84% vs. 74%);
	 Provided laptops or tablets (81% vs. 41%);
	 Provided devices, e.g. dongles, to access the internet (37% vs. 7%);
	A significantly higher proportion of schools with the highest proportion of pupils eligible for FSMs provided hard-copy resources (97% vs. 86%) and guidance and technical support (79% vs. 68%), in comparison to those with the lowest proportion.
	Amongst secondary schools, there was also a significant difference in the proportion offering laptops or tablets according to FSM status; those with the highest proportion of pupils eligible for FSM were less likely to offer their pupils devices than schools with the lowest proportion eligible for FSM (69% vs 94%). 
	Teachers were asked the extent to which they agreed or disagreed that social distancing measures could be practically implemented when their school reopened to higher numbers of pupils, in addition to just children of key workers or those who were vulnerable. 
	Among all teachers, over nine-in-ten disagreed (21%) or strongly disagreed (73%) that it would be possible to implement social distancing in schools, compared with 4% who agreed or agreed strongly. A further 2% neither agreed nor disagreed.
	Figure 7. The extent to which teachers agreed or disagreed that social distancing measures could be practically implemented when their school reopened
	/
	As shown in Figure 7, primary school teachers were significantly more likely than secondary school teachers to disagree strongly that social distancing could be practically implemented upon the return to school (78% vs. 69% respectively), and overall primary teachers were slightly though statistically significantly more likely to disagree or disagree strongly (95% vs. 92%).
	In addition, general disagreement was significantly higher among teachers at schools with the lowest proportion of pupils eligible for FSM (97%), in comparison to those with the highest proportion eligible (91%).
	Teachers that felt practically implementing social distancing in schools would be difficult upon the reopening to higher numbers of pupils were asked what they saw as the main barriers to doing so. 
	Three-quarters (75%) said that social distancing was not feasible due to a lack of space on the school premises (e.g. classroom size, limited outside space, narrow corridors). This was by far the most cited barrier to implementing social distancing, but around three in ten (29%) also mentioned that children would be too young to understand social distancing, while around a quarter said that it was simply human nature for children to touch, hug and play (24%), around a fifth felt it would create difficulties around fulfilling their job role (e.g. teaching, pastoral care, first aid) (22%), or said that it was not practical due to the number of pupils in the school or class sizes (21%).
	Other barriers to social distancing mentioned by teachers included:
	 A lack of available staff (13%);
	 A lack of resources or equipment, due to sharing resources (12%);
	 A lack of toilets and hand washing facilities (12%);
	 Pupils not taking social distancing measures seriously (8%).
	Figure 8. The barriers to implementing social distancing in schools (spontaneous)/
	The barriers to implementing social distancing differed somewhat between primary and secondary teachers. Primary teachers were significantly more likely to say that children would be too young to understand social distancing (50% vs. 5%) and that they would have difficulties fulfilling their job role as a result of it (30% vs. 13%). 
	On the other hand, a significantly higher proportion of secondary teachers felt that social distancing was impractical due to a lack of space on the school premises (81% vs. 69%), the number of pupils in school or class sizes (30% vs. 13%) and because pupils would not take social distancing measures seriously (16% vs. 1%).
	Teachers at primary schools with the highest proportion of pupils eligible for FSMs were significantly more likely to feel that children would be too young to understand social distancing (56%) than those at primary schools with the lowest proportion of pupils eligible for FSMs (40%).
	2. Support for pupils
	School leaders and teachers were asked how schools and they personally were supporting pupils during coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures. This section explores whether FSMs are being delivered; the additional support provided to economically disadvantaged pupils, pupils with an EHC plan or with SEND, at-risk pupils, vulnerable pupils; the impact on alternative provision placements and the support that will be available for pupils when mental health needs when school re-open as well as leaders’ and teachers’ views on how the DfE could help when potential behaviour and attendance issues when schools reopen.
	2.1 School status during Covid-19 closures
	Nearly all schools (96%) were open to vulnerable children or children of key workers at the time of the COVID-19 survey and urban schools were significantly more likely to be open to these pupils than rural schools (97% vs. 93%). There were no significant differences in whether they were open or not by school phase (primary or secondary), the proportion of pupils entitled to FSMs or Ofsted rating.
	2.2 Free school meals
	Nearly all schools (97%) reported they were continuing to provide food to free school meal eligible pupils not attending school during the pandemic (the figure was the same for primary and secondary schools).
	Schools that were providing food to these pupils were doing so in a range of ways, most commonly via the Department for Education national voucher scheme supplied by Edenred (80%). Other methods included delivering food to the homes of pupils (37%) and having food collected from site (32%). Figure 9 illustrates the full range of ways schools were providing food to free school meal eligible pupils not attending school during the pandemic, and compares responses of primary and secondary schools.Figure 9. Ways schools are providing food to free school meal eligible pupils not attending school
	/As shown in Figure 9, secondary schools were significantly more likely than primary schools to be providing food through the Department for Education national voucher scheme supplied by Edenred (86% vs. 79% respectively) and to be providing food through local area or school-led voucher schemes (31% vs. 24%). On the other hand, primary schools were significantly more likely to have food collected from site (34% vs. 23% of secondary schools) and to be providing food or meals prepared by community organisations such as foodbanks or charities (27% vs 20%).
	The 18 schools not providing food to free school meal eligible pupils not attending schools during the pandemic were asked why this was the case. This is a low base, and hence results should be treated with caution, but the barriers most commonly mentioned were staffing constraints (cited by eight schools), difficulties accessing the Department for Education national voucher scheme supplied by Edenred (cited by 6 schools), the school having limited facilities (cited by five schools) and budget constraints (cited by four schools). Results did not appear to differ between primary and secondary schools. 
	Schools were also asked whether they were offering free school meals to vulnerable children or the children of key workers attending their school during the pandemic. 
	Half (49%) reported offering free school meals only to those that are usually eligible, with this a more common approach in primary (51%) than secondary schools (35%). A sizeable minority (38%) reported offering free school meals to all pupils attending school during the pandemic. This was a more common approach in secondary schools (51%) than primary (36%). 
	In comparison, over one-in-nine (12%) were not offering any free school meals to children attending the school during the pandemic. This is likely to be because none of the children attending during this period were eligible for free school meals.
	Figure 10. Types of children attending schools during the pandemic that are being offered free school meals/
	2.3 Economically disadvantaged pupils
	School-level support
	Support provided by teachers

	School leaders and teachers were asked to consider the support given to economically disadvantaged pupils. Economically disadvantaged pupils were defined as pupils that attract the Pupil Premium as well as those that might be supported by their school even though they fall just above the threshold to qualify for free school meals. The choices in relation to free schools meals were multiple choice and therefore teachers and leaders could choose more than one type of support.
	More than four-in-five (84%) schools reported that their school was taking additional action beyond the regular school support to help economically disadvantaged pupils that were not currently attending school. This was consistent across primary schools (83%) and secondary schools (87%). Schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely to report supporting disadvantaged pupils than schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils (86% vs. 74% respectively).
	Four-fifths of schools were ensuring staff were in regular contact to encourage engagement and promote wellbeing (82%), and three-quarters were providing hard copy resources such as worksheets or textbooks (76%) and providing pupils with free online resources such as courses or videos (75%). About two-thirds indicated that staff were setting additional work or providing additional feedback for these pupils (63%).
	Figure 11. Ways schools are supporting economically disadvantaged pupils that are not attending school 
	/
	Primary schools were significantly more likely than secondary schools to report that their staff set additional work and provided additional feedback to disadvantaged pupils (65% vs. 55% respectively). In comparison, secondary schools were significantly more likely to support disadvantaged pupils by providing access to digital devices (78% vs. 40% among primary) and through one-to-one tuition (29% vs. 20%).
	Schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely than those with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils to have supported their economically disadvantaged pupils by:
	 Staff keeping in regular contact to encourage engagement and promote wellbeing providing access to devices (86% vs. 74%).  
	 Providing free online resources such as lists of courses or videos (80% vs. 69%). 
	 Providing paid for online resources such as subscriptions for courses with fees (47% vs. 34%) 
	 Support from other agencies such as social workers (7% vs. 2%).  
	Schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely than those with the highest proportion of FSM pupils to not be taking any additional action to support their economically disadvantaged pupils (26% vs. 14%).
	Schools that provided disadvantaged pupils with access to devices or one-to-one or small group tuition were asked how they funded or resourced this support. The vast majority of these schools reported to use school funds (96%). Less than one-in-five schools also reported that they used local authority, charity, community organisation or private donations (18%) or the national devices scheme (18%; this was used by more secondary (25%) than primary schools (17%)). Schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely to use the national devices scheme than schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils (27% vs. 10%). 
	More than two-thirds of teachers (69%) reported that they were taking additional action beyond the regular school support to help economically disadvantaged pupils. Primary school teachers were significantly more likely to provide this support than secondary school teachers (74% vs. 65%). Teachers at schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were also significantly more likely to report providing support to economically disadvantaged pupils than teachers at schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils (75% vs. 63% respectively).
	The most common ways that teachers provided support tended to align with the ways that school leaders reported their school was assisting; 63% of teachers reported that they make regular contact with pupils, 55% said they provided hard copy resources and 40% of these teachers provided lists of online resources to these pupils.
	Figure 12. Ways teachers are supporting economically disadvantaged pupils that are not attending school 
	/
	Primary teachers were significantly more likely than secondary teachers to report making regular contact to encourage engagement and promote wellbeing (70% vs. 55%) and providing pupils with lists of online resources such as courses or videos (46% vs. 34%). As with school level responses, secondary teaches were significantly more likely to support disadvantaged pupils through one-to-one tuition (9% vs. 4% primary).
	Teachers working in schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely than those in schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils to have supported economically disadvantaged pupils by:
	 Making regular contact with pupils to encourage and promote wellbeing (62% vs. 45%)  
	 Providing free online resources such as lists of courses or videos (54% vs. 34%).  
	 Setting additional work and providing more regular feedback (35% vs.24%)
	 Food provision such as vouchers, parcels or access to foodbanks (5% vs. 1%).
	They were also significantly more likely to not be taking any additional action beyond those identified above to support their economically disadvantaged pupils (37% highest proportion of FSM pupils vs. 25% lowest proportion of FSM pupils).
	2.4 SEND
	School-level views of the support provided to pupils with SEND during COVID-19
	Additional school support offered to pupils with Education Health and Care (EHC) plans
	Additional school support offered to pupils in the ‘SEN support’ group
	Additional teacher support offered to pupils with SEND

	Views on the effectiveness of additional support offered to pupils with SEND (leaders and teachers)
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	Barriers to offering support to pupils with SEND (Leaders and teachers)
	School-level barriers and service access concerns for supporting pupils with SEND
	Classroom teacher views on the barriers to effective support

	How the DfE might support pupils with SEND during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic
	School views
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	This section looks at school support in place at the time of the survey in May 2020 for pupils with special educational needs and disabilities (SEND) in mainstream schools during COVID-19. It does include support for pupils in special schools or other settings. 
	Under the Children and Families Act 2014, a child or young person has Special Educational Needs (SEN) if they have a learning difficulty or disability which calls for special educational provision to be made for them. A child of compulsory school age or a young person has a learning difficulty or disability if they: 
	 Have a significantly greater difficulty in learning than the majority of others of the same age, or 
	 Have a disability which prevents or hinders them from making use of facilities of a kind generally provided for others of the same age in mainstream schools (or mainstream post-16 institutions).
	This section includes questions on support for children with Education, Health and Care (EHC) plans and on support for those children who are identified as having SEND but who do not have an EHC plan (the ‘SEN support’ group).
	An EHC plan details the education, health and social care provision that is to be made for a child or young person. It is drawn up by the local authority after an EHC needs assessment of the child or young person has determined that an EHC plan is necessary, and includes assessments from relevant partner agencies.
	Schools were asked whether they were providing any additional support for pupils with EHC plans who were not attending school during the pandemic. 
	Nearly all (96%) were providing some additional support, with this significantly higher among secondary schools (99%) than primary (95%). The vast majority reported providing additional support for social, emotional, or mental health needs (90%) and providing access to remote learning (85%). Fewer than half (44%) were providing additional support related to medical or health needs. Figure 13 shows how the types of additional support offered varied between primary and secondary schools.
	Figure 13. Types of additional support being offered by schools for pupils with EHC plans who are learning from home during the pandemic
	/
	Secondary schools were significantly more likely to offer each type of additional support for pupils with EHC plans, with nearly all secondary schools reporting that their school was offering additional support for social, emotional or mental health needs or access to remote learning (97% and 95% respectively, compared with 88% and 83% of primary schools). Primary school leaders were significantly more likely than secondary school leaders to report that their school was not offering additional support to pupils with EHC plans who were learning from home (5% compared to 1% of secondary school leaders).    
	Schools offering additional support for pupils with EHC plans who were learning from home reported that this involved a range of activities; those most commonly mentioned included additional communication with parents (cited by 97% of those offering additional support for those with EHC plans), one-to-one telephone or video calls with pupils (87%), additional support via email (84%) and additional paper-based resources (80%). Figure 14 shows the full range of responses in terms of what was involved in the additional support for pupils with EHC plans being offered by schools.
	Figure 14. What is involved as part of the additional support being offered by schools for pupils with EHC plans who are learning from home during the pandemic
	/
	As Figure 14 shows, secondary schools were more likely than primary schools to report that they provided one-to-one telephone or video calls with pupils (94% vs. 85% respectively), additional support via email (89% vs. 83% respectively) and small group telephone or video calls with pupils (25% vs. 16% respectively). On the other hand, five percent of primary schools reported they provided additional support for pupils with EHC plans via contact with external agencies, which was the case for a significantly lower proportion of secondary schools (2%). 
	Schools were asked whether they were providing any additional support for pupils with SEND that do not have an EHC plan (the ‘SEN support’ group). Nearly all were (97%).  
	The types of additional support provided was offered at similar levels to pupils with SEND that do not have an EHC plan and pupils with an EHC plan:
	 Social, emotional or mental health needs: 90% of pupils with SEND without an EHC plan, and 90% of pupils with an EHC plan were offered this support.
	 Support with remote learning: 90% of pupils with SEND without an EHC plan, and 85% of pupils with an EHC plan were offered this support.
	 Support related to medical or health needs: 47% of pupils with SEND without an EHC plan, and 44% of pupils with an EHC plan were offered this support.
	 Other additional support: 30% of pupils with SEND without an EHC plan, and 27% of pupils with an EHC plan were offered other types of support.
	As shown in Figure 15 it was more common for secondary schools than primary schools to provide additional support to access remote learning (93% vs. 89%) and support related to medical or health needs (54% vs. 46%). Whereas primary schools were significantly more likely to report that they provided no additional support (3% vs. 1% in secondary schools) and primary schools that provided support were significantly more likely to provide another form of support (31% vs. 24% than secondary schools). 
	Figure 15. Additional support offered to pupils with SEND that do not have an EHC plan 
	/
	Schools providing additional support for pupils with SEND were asked who was involved in delivering the support. Almost all reported that classroom teachers (96%) and their school Special Educational Needs Coordinator (SENCO) or SENCO team were involved (95%) and just over three-quarters (78%) mentioned their senior leadership team. Figure 16 illustrates the full range of responses in terms of who was involved in delivering additional support to pupils at SEN support. 
	Figure 16. Who is involved in delivering support to pupils with SEND (whether or not they have an EHC plan)
	/
	As shown in Figure 16, primary schools were significantly more likely than secondary schools to involve classroom teachers (97% vs. 89% respectively) and external sources of support such as therapy workers and charities (15% vs. 8% respectively, though it should be noted that this answer was given spontaneously rather than being one of the options read out to respondents). On the other hand, secondary schools were significantly more likely to involve a school SENCO or SENCO team (98% vs. 94% respectively, though the figures are clearly very high for both school types), teaching assistants (81% vs. 55% respectively) and a pastoral team (10% vs. 4% respectively, this again a spontaneous response).
	The vast majority of teachers (82%) were providing additional support for pupils with SEND that do not have an EHC plan; 7% said they had no pupils with SEND without an EHC plan, leaving 11% reporting no additional support was being provided for these pupils. The additional support was most commonly in relation to access remote learning (68%) and / or additional support for social, emotional or mental health needs (56%). It was far less common for teachers to be providing additional support related to medical or health needs (15%) and / or other additional support (16%).
	Figure 17. Additional support offered to pupils with SEND that do not have an EHC plan (teachers)
	/
	Secondary school teachers were significantly more likely than primary school teachers to be providing support to access remote learning (71% vs. 65% respectively), while primary school teachers were more likely to be providing other additional support beyond the three listed (19% vs 13%).
	Teachers that were providing additional support to pupils with SEND were asked what this involved. Most commonly, it related to additional communication with parents or carers (86%), additional support via email (77%), use of additional paper resources such as additional worksheets (60%) or online resources (55%). Figure 18 shows the full range of responses to this question.
	Figure 18. What is involved in additional support provided by teachers for pupils with SEND during the pandemic
	/
	As Figure 18 illustrates, primary school teachers were significantly more likely than secondary school teachers to be communicating with parents or carers as part of additional support being delivered to pupils with SEND (92% vs. 80% respectively), using additional paper resources such as additional worksheets (63% vs. 56% respectively) and delivering this support via one-to-one telephone or video calls with pupils (56% vs. 44% respectively). On the other hand, secondary school teachers were significantly more likely to be providing this type of additional support via email (88% vs. 67% of primary school teachers).
	In May 2020, half (50%) of schools agreed they can effectively support pupils with SEND during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, with the remainder almost equally divided between those who disagreed (24%) and those who neither agreed nor disagreed (25%).
	Figure 19. Whether schools agreed that they school can effectively support pupils with SEND during the COVID-19 crisis/
	As shown in Figure 19, primary schools’ and secondary schools’ views on the effectiveness of support offered to pupils with SEND did not differ significantly.
	Around two-thirds (68%) of teachers agreed that they know where to go for advice and guidance on supporting pupils with SEND in accessing remote learning. One in six disagreed (16%), with a similar proportion (15%) neither agreeing nor disagreeing – see Figure 20.
	Figure 20. Whether teachers agreed that they know where to go for advice and guidance on supporting pupils with SEND in accessing remote learning
	/
	Secondary school teachers were significantly more likely to agree that they know where to go for advice on supporting pupils with SEND than primary school teachers (74% vs 62% respectively).  Around one-in-five (22%) primary school teachers disagreed (6% strongly), in comparison to 11% of secondary school teachers (among whom 2% strongly disagreed).
	In comparison to knowing where to go for advice and guidance, teachers were relatively less positive about how equipped they felt to support pupils with SEND during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic in May 2020. Half (49%) did feel equipped, compared to a quarter (25%) that disagreed - a quarter (25%) neither agreed nor disagreed. Views differed relatively little between primary and secondary teachers.
	Figure 21. Whether teachers agreed that they feel equipped to support pupils with SEND during the pandemic
	/
	The 24% of schools that disagreed that they could effectively support pupils with SEND during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic were asked what, if any, barriers were preventing them from meeting the needs of these pupils. Over half reported that lack of access to specialist services or professionals (cited by 60% of these schools) and pupils’ lack of access to appropriate technology or equipment (54%) were barriers. Around two-fifths that felt their school was unable to support pupils with SEND faced barriers relating to a lack of relevant government guidance and advice (40%) and a lack of appropriate technology or equipment (39%). Around a third spontaneously mentioned that a lack of capacity within the school workforce (33%) and distance learning failing to meet pupil needs (32%) were barriers. Figure 22 shows the full list of barriers identified, and how these differ between primary and secondary schools.
	Figure 22. Barriers faced by schools preventing them from effectively meeting the needs of pupils with SEND
	/
	As Figure 22 illustrates, primary schools were more likely than secondary schools to cite that a lack of Government guidance or advice (42% vs. 28%) and a lack of engagement / support from parents (26% vs. 8%) were barriers to meeting the needs of pupils with SEND. 
	Schools that cited a lack of access to specialist services or professionals as a barrier to their effectively supporting pupils with SEND were asked which services they had concerns about accessing. As Figure 23 illustrates, those most commonly mentioned were speech and language therapists (81%), educational psychologists (70%), behaviour support services (60%) and autism specialist teachers (53%). Responses did not differ significantly between primary and secondary schools.
	Figure 23. Specialist services or professionals to which schools reported lacking access during the lockdown, contributing to them not effectively meeting the needs of pupils with SEND
	/
	Teachers that did not feel equipped to support pupils with SEND during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic were asked what, if any, barriers were preventing this. Seven-in-ten (70%) cited their pupils not having access to the appropriate equipment or technology, while 31% said they did not have enough time to provide additional support to these pupils and the same proportion (31%) said they did not have access to appropriate equipment or technology themselves. Figure 24 presents all the barriers cited by teachers.
	Figure 24. Barriers faced by teachers preventing them from effectively meeting the needs of pupils with SEND
	/
	As was the case with leaders, primary school teachers were significantly more likely than secondary school teachers to cite a lack of engagement / support from parents as a barrier (9% vs. 3% respectively). Other than this, the barriers cited by primary school teachers and those cited by secondary school teachers did not differ significantly.
	Schools spontaneously suggested a range of ways in which the DfE could best help them support pupils with SEND during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic. Those most commonly mentioned included: DfE providing technology / electronic resources such as internet access and laptops (cited by 20%); DfE reassuring parents and children by disseminating clear information and guidance relating to pupils with SEND (18%); providing increased financial support to support the needs of pupils with SEND (17%) and free online resources specifically for pupils with SEND (15%). Secondary schools were significantly more likely than primary schools to report that DfE could support them providing technology / electronic resources such as internet access and laptops (32% vs. 18% respectively).
	Figure 25. How schools think DfE could best help them to support pupils with SEND during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic (spontaneous) /
	Teachers were also asked how the Department for Education (DfE) could help them to support their pupils with SEND during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic. Two-in-five (40%) said they did not know what DfE could do to support them in this respect.  The types of support most commonly cited by teachers were to provide technology / electronic resources such as internet access or laptops (18%), to provide free online resources / programmes for pupils with SEND (12%) and / or to provide increased financial support to help support the needs of pupils with SEND (10%). Figure 26 shows the full range of responses to the question.
	Figure 26. How teachers think DfE could best help them to support pupils with SEND during the pandemic 
	/
	Secondary school teachers were significantly more likely than primary school teachers to report that DfE could provide technology / electronic resources such as internet access or laptops (25% vs. 11% respectively) and give advice regarding the use of technology (3% vs. 1% respectively). On the other hand, primary school teachers were significantly more likely than secondary school teachers to suggest the DfE could support them by equipping parents with the skills to support their SEND children at home (12% vs. 6% respectively). 
	2.5 At-risk pupils
	Just over a third (37%) of schools reported they have identified new at-risk children where the child is attending the school during the pandemic. 
	In comparison, around half (52%) of schools reported that they identified new at-risk children where the child is not attending the school during the pandemic. This was more common among secondary schools (66%) than primary (49%).
	Overall, 18% of schools reported they have had children at home approach them directly to raise safeguarding concerns about themselves or their siblings. Again, secondary schools were significantly more likely than primary schools to report this (41% vs. 13% respectively). 
	During the COVID-19 survey, schools were asked about what they think the DfE could be doing to ensure that all children get the help they need. Almost three-in-ten (27%) said they did not know and an additional one-in-ten (10%) felt there was nothing additional that DfE could do in this respect. Where suggestions were given, these were most commonly for the DfE to lobby for improvements to social services (cited by 17% of schools), to ensure greater co-operation and easier communication across services such as schools, the police, healthcare services and social services (cited by 14% of schools) and for the DfE to be given powers to ensure that at-risk and vulnerable children are in school (9%). Figure 27 shows the full range of responses in terms of what schools think the DfE could be doing to ensure all children get the help they need.
	Figure 27. What schools think DfE could be doing to ensure all children get the help they need 
	/
	Responses were relatively similar between primary and secondary schools (all within six percentage points). Even so, primary schools were significantly more likely than secondary schools to suggest that the DfE be given powers to ensure that at-risk and vulnerable children are in school (10% vs. 5% respectively). On the other hand, secondary schools were significantly more likely to suggest that the DfE:
	 Provide technology (e.g. laptops, dongles and WiFi) to those who need it (11% vs. 6% of primary schools);
	 Produce and disseminate clear, timely guidelines (9% vs. 4% of primary schools); and,
	 Help ensure there are resources for regular contact with at-risk children and their families e.g. PPE for home visits, staff to contact families (7% vs. 4% of primary schools). 
	2.6 Vulnerable pupils
	Attendance of vulnerable pupils
	Reasons for non-attendance of vulnerable pupils
	Actions taken to encourage attendance of vulnerable pupils
	Contacting parents or carers of vulnerable pupils that are not attending school

	For this survey, vulnerable pupils were defined as “children that receive support through social care, have EHC plans or have been identified as vulnerable by the school or local authority”. The introduction of the next set of questions to respondents acknowledged that during the school closures, when schools were open for vulnerable children and children of key workers, “for some vulnerable children staying at home will be the safest option, but for others being in school will be the safest option”.
	During the school closures more than half of school leaders (61%) and teachers (54%) thought that there were vulnerable children enrolled at their school who ought to be attending school during the closures to most pupils, but these pupils were not currently attending. In addition, around a fifth of teachers (22%, though only 1% of leaders) did not know if there were vulnerable children at their school that ought to be attending who were not. This leaves 37% of leaders and 24% of teachers who believed all the vulnerable pupils who ought to be attending school were doing so.
	Figure 28. Whether leaders and teachers thought there were vulnerable children at their school who ought to be attending but were not during the pandemic / 
	Leaders and teachers at primary schools were significantly more likely to think all vulnerable pupils that ought to attend school were doing so (42% of primary leaders and 35% of primary teachers, compared with 29% of secondary school leaders and 12% of secondary teachers). Related to this, secondary leaders were significantly more likely than primary leaders to report that vulnerable pupils that ought to be attending school were not (68% compared with 58% of primary leaders). Differences between primary and secondary phases were not significant among teachers, but that is likely due to the greater proportion of secondary teachers reporting that they did not know whether vulnerable pupils who ought to be attending were or not (36% of secondary teachers vs. 9% of primary teachers). 
	School leaders were presented with a list of potential reasons for why vulnerable pupils who should be attending during school closures were not – see Figure 29. More than four-in-five leaders thought that vulnerable pupils were not attending because the parent or carer thought the child may be exposed to the virus in school (88%) or because the parent refuses to send the child for another or an unspecified reason (82%). Close to two-thirds (64%) of leaders said these pupils were not attending because the household is self-isolating, and over half felt the reason was that the parent or carer does not consider their child to be vulnerable (54%) or that the child refused to attend (51%).
	Figure 29. Leaders' views on why vulnerable pupils they felt ought to be attending school during school closures were not attending
	/
	As shown in Figure 29 there were some significant differences in the responses between primary and secondary leaders. Notably, secondary leaders were significantly more likely to report that vulnerable children were not attending school during school closures because their parent or career does not consider their child to be vulnerable (62% vs. 48% of primary leaders), because the child refuses to attend (76% vs. 34% of primary leaders) or because of the concerns that the journey to school would be too risky (54% vs. 31% of primary leaders).
	Teachers that reported having vulnerable pupils that should be attending school, but were not, were asked the same question. As can be seen in Figure 30 the top two reasons given by teachers were the same as those most mentioned by leaders; with 71% of teachers saying that these pupils do not attend because their parent or carer thinks their child may be exposed to the virus in school and 56% saying that the parent or carer refuses to send their child. Half (50%) of these teachers also said that the non-attendance was because the parent or carer does not consider their child to be vulnerable. Apart from the statements ‘parent or carer does not consider their child to be vulnerable’ and ‘pupils or parents are worried about the stigma associated with being a vulnerable child’ a significantly higher proportion of leaders than teachers reported that vulnerable children were not attending school for each of the other reasons shown in Figure 29 and Figure 30.
	Figure 30. Teachers' views on why vulnerable pupils they felt ought to be attending school during school closures were not attending
	/
	There were some significant differences between the reasons for non-attendance cited by primary and secondary teachers. Notably, significantly more primary teachers thought the reason vulnerable children were not attending was because parent or carer thinks their child may be exposed to the virus in school (77% vs. 64%), whereas significantly more secondary teachers reported that non-attendance was because the parent or carer does not consider their child to be vulnerable (55% vs. 46%) or because the child refuses to attend (67% vs 22%).
	School leaders were presented with a list of seven actions, as shown in Figure 31, and asked which of these actions, as well as any others, their school had taken in relation to the non-attendance of vulnerable pupils.
	Nearly all schools with vulnerable pupils not attending school had tried to phone, text or email the family or carer to encourage the attendance of these pupils (99%). More than four-in-five schools had also contacted children’s social care (86%) or tried to communicate via online learning (83%). Close to two-thirds of schools had used existing face-to-face contact, such as when delivering free school meals or food vouchers, to check on the family (64%). Around half had tried contacting the young person directly by phone, text or email (54%) or through ad hoc home visits (49%), although both were far higher among secondary schools where non-attendance was an issue (75% and 58% respectively vs. 49% and 48% among primary schools). Close to a quarter (23%) had contacted the police in relation to the non-attendance of vulnerable children, and again this was far more common among secondary schools (41%) than primary (19%).  
	Figure 31. Actions taken by schools in relation to the non-attendance of vulnerable children 
	/
	Close to half (48%) of schools reported that there had been occasions when their school had been unable to contact the parent or carer of a vulnerable child. Secondary schools were significantly more likely to report this than primary schools (55% vs. 47%).
	Schools were asked whether they had engaged with a range of services (as shown in Figure 32)  in the cases where they had been unable to make contact with the parent of carer of a vulnerable child. The vast majority (88%) of schools had contacted children’s social care in these instances (rising to 95% of secondary schools, significantly more than the 87% of primary schools). Close to two-fifths (38%) of schools that had been unable to make contact had been in touch with health care professionals and more than a quarter (26%) had contacted the police. Again, it was more common for secondary schools to contact the police than for primary schools (48% vs. 21%). Sixteen percent of schools engaged with community groups and 5% spontaneously mentioned that they had engaged within school support such as attendance officers, designated safeguarding leads, senior staff or pastoral support. Primary schools were significantly more likely to report that they had not engaged with any of the services (7% vs. 1% of secondary schools).
	Figure 32. Services schools have engaged with when unable to contact parent or carer of vulnerable pupil
	/
	2.7 Alternative provision
	Schools were asked whether the number of Alternative Provision placements commissioned had changed since the partial closure of schools. Almost half (45%) reported that this was not relevant for their school, around a third (36%) reported the number of commissioned placements had stayed the same, one-in-ten (10%) reported an increase and a slightly lower proportion (7%) reported a decrease – see Figure 33.
	Figure 33. Extent to which number of Alternative Provision placements commissioned by schools has changed since the partial closure of schools
	/
	As Figure 33 shows, responses to this question from primary schools and those from secondary schools varied considerably. Primary schools were far more likely to say this was not relevant for their school (50% vs. 24% of secondary schools). Where there had been a change, primary schools were more likely to report an increase (12%) than a decrease(5%), whereas the reverse was true for secondary schools (5% reported an increase compared with 18% reporting a decrease). 
	2.8 Pupil mental health and wellbeing
	Retaining mental health support for pupils identified as having mental health needs before coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures
	Methods for supporting pupils with new or existing mental health needs during coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures
	Concerns about supporting pupil mental health when schools reopen to a higher number of pupils
	Spontaneously mentioned concerns from leaders and teachers about supporting pupil mental health when schools reopen to a higher number of pupils


	School leaders and teachers were asked about how coronavirus (COVID-19) might impact on support for pupil mental health and wellbeing.
	Before schools closed for social distancing, more than nine-in-ten primary schools (91%) and nearly all secondary schools (97%) provided support for pupils identified as having mental health needs through activities such as school counselling, CBT or other therapies. Secondary schools were significantly more likely to offer this support than primary schools.  
	Of the schools that provided support to pupils with mental health needs before coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures, 85% of primary schools and 95% of secondary schools reported that at least some of these pupils had retained access to mental health support during the closures to the majority of pupils. 
	Figure 34. Retained access to mental health support for pupils during coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures
	/
	Secondary schools were significantly more likely to report that all or most pupils with pre-existing mental health needs had retained access (61% secondary, 43% primary). Primary schools were significantly more likely to report that only some of these pupils had retained access (42% primary vs. 34% secondary) or that their school was not providing these services to any pupils at the moment (13% primary vs. 3% secondary).
	In order to explore how schools have been supporting pupils with mental health needs during coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures, leaders were read a list of five activities and asked which, if any, their school was doing to support pupils with new or existing mental health needs. They could also mention other ways they were supporting pupils that were not listed (see the spontaneous responses shown in Figure 35). The vast majority (around nine-in-ten) reported that they were providing information and signposting pupils to local or national support (92%), providing a designated staff contact for pupil or parent advice (89%) and providing guidance about self-care (85%). Around two-thirds (67%) were adapting existing support services to be able to deliver them remotely. A third (34%) had commissioned new online or telephone support services. Secondary schools were significantly more likely than primary schools to be supporting pupils with mental health needs in each of these ways.
	Figure 35. Ways schools have been supporting pupils with new or existing mental health needs during coronavirus (COVID-19) school closures
	/
	Leaders and teachers were presented with six statements about supporting pupil mental health when schools reopen to a higher number of pupils and asked how concerned they were about each. For each of the five areas, a majority of leaders and teachers (at least 65%) were somewhat or very concerned. More than nine-in-ten leaders (96%) and teachers (93%) were concerned about funding the level of support required, with significantly more leaders (70%) than teachers (64%) very concerned about this. The vast majority of leaders (82%) and teachers (92%) were also concerned about the ability to balance activities to promote mental health and wellbeing with curriculum catch up (teachers were significantly more likely to be very concerned about this than leaders (57% vs. 41% respectively) and about delivering targeted mental health support for all pupils with identified needs (86% of leaders and 85% of teachers concerned).
	Figure 36. School leaders and classroom teachers concerns about supporting pupil mental health when schools reopen
	/ 
	Teachers were also significantly more likely than leaders to be very concerned about the following three statements: 
	 Identifying and implementing the most effective ways to support mental health and wellbeing (27% vs. 17% of leaders).
	 Staff knowledge and confidence to identify pupils with emerging mental health needs such as trauma, grief or behaviour challenges (23% vs. 15% of leaders).
	 How to openly discuss coronavirus (COVID-19) experiences with pupils (17% vs. 11% of leaders).
	Primary school teachers were significantly more likely than secondary teachers to be very concerned about each of the following: 
	 Balancing activities to promote mental health and wellbeing with curriculum catch up (60% primary teachers vs. 54% secondary teachers). 
	 Delivering targeted mental health support for all pupils with identified needs (43% primary teachers vs 34% secondary teachers).
	 Identifying and implementing the most effective ways to support mental health and wellbeing (31% primary teachers vs. 22% secondary teachers).
	 Staff knowledge and confidence to identify pupils with emerging mental health needs such as trauma, grief or behaviour challenges (25% primary teachers vs. 20% secondary teachers).
	 How to openly discuss coronavirus (COVID-19) experiences with pupils (21% primary teachers vs. 12% secondary teachers). Supporting this trend, secondary teachers were significantly more likely to be not all concerned (42% secondary teachers vs. 30% primary teachers).
	Among leaders there was much less variation by school level. In contrast to the level differences among teachers, significantly more primary than secondary leaders were not at all concerned about staff knowledge and confidence to identify pupils with emerging mental health needs such as trauma, grief or behaviour challenges (37% primary leaders vs. 26% secondary leaders). Leaders at schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely to be very concerned about this statement than leaders from schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils (16% vs. 7% respectively).
	After responding to the six prompted statements, leaders and teachers were asked if they had any other concerns around supporting pupil mental health and wellbeing when schools reopen. Of the leaders and teaches that provided a response, their open-text responses were coded and new concerns that were mentioned by 5% or more of leaders and teachers are shown in Figure 37 whereas concerns raised by less than 5% of leaders and teachers are presented in Table 2. Generally, similar proportions of leaders and teachers raised each of the concerns displayed, however leaders were significantly more likely to say that they did not have any other concerns (38% vs 33%) and teachers were significantly more likely to be unsure about what other concerns they might have, with 22% of teachers and 6% of leaders saying they don’t know. It is worth noting that some of the spontaneously mentioned open-text responses reflect similar concerns to the original six statements that were presented, indicating that a greater proportion of leaders and teachers might share these concerns then reflected in Figure 37. For example, variations of balancing activities to promote mental health and wellbeing with curriculum catch up were entered in the open-text boxes suggesting this concern might be shared by more than the 96% of leaders and 93% of teachers that said they were concerned in Figure 37, or that the same leaders and teachers that selected this response wanted to use the opportunity of the open-text box to further express their concern about this issue.  
	Figure 37. Spontaneously mentioned concerns from more than 5% of leaders and teachers about supporting pupil mental health when schools reopen to a higher number of pupils
	/
	Table 2. Spontaneously mentioned concerns from fewer than 5% of leaders and teachers about supporting pupil mental health when schools reopen to a higher number of pupils
	Question. P5: Are there any other concerns that you have around supporting pupil mental health and wellbeing when schools reopen? Base: All route 2 leaders and teachers (n=1784). Leaders (n=787). Teachers (n=997). 1% said too early to say / none or very minor concerns. * Indicates a statistically significant difference between leaders and teachers.
	2.9 Attendance and behaviour
	Additional support to help with potential attendance issues when schools reopen
	Additional support to help with potential behavioural issues when schools reopen

	School leaders and teachers were asked to think about what additional support, if any would be the most useful with helping their school deal with potential attendance and behaviour issues when schools reopen to all pupils. These spontaneous responses were grouped together into the codes presented in the figures below.
	Additional government support through reassurances on safe opening (21%) and clear, timely guidance on attendance (17%) were the two key areas where leaders and teachers reported additional support would help them to address potential attendance issues. 
	The full list of responses given is presented in Figure 38. It is worth noting that relative to leaders, teachers were significantly more likely to be unsure about what sort of support might help with attendance (34% vs. 9% of leaders) and 15% of teachers and significantly fewer leaders (9%) reported that their school would not need additional support.  
	Figure 38. Leaders’ and teachers’ views on additional support that could help with potential attendance issues
	/
	As can be seen in Figure 38 there were some significant differences in the types of additional support mentioned by leaders and teachers. Leaders were significantly more likely than teachers to state that the following forms of additional support would be useful to help them to deal with potential attendance issues:
	 Clear and timely guidance from government (34% vs. 14%);
	 Having specific staff to deal with attendance (19% vs. 5%);
	 Supporting pupils’ readjustment to school (9% vs. 5%);
	 Temporarily suspending fines, penalties or accountability measures (9% vs. 4%);
	 Resources to ensure social distancing (6% vs. 4%);
	 Additional support from outside agencies (5% vs. 2%).
	On the other hand, teachers were significantly more likely than leaders to suggest that additional support with teaching for those who come in and continuing to provide home learning for those who do not (6% vs. 3% of leaders) would be useful to help address potential attendance issues. 
	Differences in views about what additional support would be most useful also emerged by school phase. Leaders and teachers in primary schools were significantly more likely to say that fines should be suspended (6% vs. 2%) and that no additional support was required (17% vs. 12%), while leaders and teachers in secondary schools were more likely to mention the following:
	 Specific staff to deal with attendance (10% vs. 5%);
	 Supporting pupils’ readjustment (7% vs. 5%);
	 Availability of PPE (7% vs. 4%);
	 More time to plan and follow up on issues (6% vs. 2%);
	 Staff concerned about own attendance (3% vs. 1%);
	 Support or funding for arranging safe transport (3% vs. 1%).
	There were also some subgroup differences by proportion of FSM eligible pupils and by Ofsted rating. Leaders and teachers at schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely than those at schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils to report that reassurances from government would be useful (28% vs. 17% respectively). Whereas leaders and teachers at schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely to say they ‘don’t know’ what support would be useful (38% vs. 25%).
	Leaders and teachers working in schools with ‘outstanding’ Ofsted ratings were significantly more likely than those at ‘requires improvement’ schools to report that they did not need any additional support with potential attendance issues (19% vs. 11%). Whereas Leaders and teachers working in schools with a ‘good’ Ofsted rating were significantly more likely than those in schools with an ‘outstanding’ rating to say that having specific staff to deal with attendance would be useful (8% vs. 4%) or to have reported not knowing what support would be useful (32% vs. 24% respectively). Leaders and teachers working in schools with ‘requires improvement’ Ofsted ratings were significantly more likely than those in schools with a ‘good’ rating to say that ‘other’ types of support would be useful (10% vs. 5%). 
	When leaders and teachers were asked what additional support might help with potential behavioural issues when schools reopen, two-thirds (67%) made suggestions, 14% reported that no additional support was required and 19% of respondents were unsure what support would be useful. 
	There were three key areas that were top of mind for leaders and teachers when asked what additional support would be most useful to deal with potential behaviour issues, these were:
	 Hiring additional support staff such as school counsellors or pastoral staff that can provide one-to-one support or mentoring (19%).
	 Changes to the curriculum, for example by introducing more flexibility, changes to exams or less focus on attainment (14%).
	 More access to external agencies through things such as quicker referrals (14%). 
	The full list of responses is presented in Figure 39. There were quite a few differences between leaders’ and teachers’ responses, and in line with the previous question, the high proportion of ‘don’t know’ responses is driven mostly by teachers (21% of teachers vs. 4% of leaders). 
	Figure 39. Leaders’ and teachers’ views on additional support that could help with potential behavioural issues
	/
	Although teachers were significantly more likely to not know what additional support would be useful (21% vs. 4% of leaders), they were also more likely to suggest changes to the curriculum (15% vs. 9%) and, reassurance and clarity regarding social distancing (5% vs. 2%). On the other hand, the following were mentioned significantly more often by leaders than teachers:
	 Hire additional support staff (30% vs. 17%);
	 More access to external agencies (25% vs. 13%);
	 Greater access to school counselling (15% vs. 11%);
	 Increased funding (26% vs. 7%);
	 Access to CAMHS (7% vs. 2%).
	Primary school leaders and teachers had differing views to their secondary school peers. Leaders and teachers at primary schools were significantly more likely than those at secondary schools to mention the following forms of additional support: access to external agencies (16% vs 13% of secondary respondents), changes to the curriculum (17% vs. 10% secondary respondents), training for staff (13% vs. 10% of secondary respondents) and resources of support materials to use in class (11% vs. 2% of secondary respondents) would be useful. Whereas secondary school leaders and teachers were significantly more likely to mention that greater access to school counselling services would be useful (19% vs. 6% of primary respondents) and they were also more likely to say they did not know what additional support would be useful (23% vs. 16% of primary respondents).
	Although the base sizes for each type of support are low, there does appear to be some subgroup differences by proportion of FSM pupils and by Ofsted rating. Leaders and teachers at schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely than those at schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils to request more access to external agencies (18% vs. 7%) and changes to the curriculum (18% vs. 9%). Meanwhile, those at schools with the lowest proportion of pupils eligible for FSM were significantly more likely to say that no additional support was required (17% vs. 11%) or to not know what additional support would be useful (26% vs. 17%).
	In terms of Ofsted rating, leaders and teachers at schools rated as ‘outstanding’ were significantly more likely than those at schools with a ‘good rating’ to report greater access to school counselling services (18% vs. 11%) and  more likely than leaders and teachers at schools with a ‘good’ or a ‘requires improvement’ rating to say that reassurance and clarity regarding social distancing would be useful (9% vs. 3% at ‘good’ and 4% at ‘requires improvement’ schools). However, increased funding was mentioned by significantly more leaders and teachers at schools with ratings of ‘requires improvement’ (20% vs. 10% at ‘outstanding’ and 9% at ‘good’ schools).
	3. Workforce
	The COVID-19 survey covered issues relating to leaders’ and teachers’ working lives in the context of the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak. This comprised questions on; their current working situation (and COVID-19 vulnerability); workload; teacher recruitment and retention; career progression; flexible working practices; Continuing Professional Development (CPD); and personal wellbeing.
	3.1 Working situation and Covid-19 vulnerability
	Working situation
	Coronavirus (COVID-19) vulnerability

	The survey covered leaders’ and teachers’ working situation in the context of coronavirus (COVID-19), whereby schools were closed to most pupils. Related questions on both groups’ coronavirus (COVID-19) risk level (and the risk level of anyone they live with, or care for) provided evidence on the proportion of professionals in the education sector directly impacted by the virus, a factor that may influence their working patterns.
	School leaders and teachers were most commonly combining working from home with working on the school premises, although leaders were significantly more likely to do so (66%, compared with 60% of teachers). 
	However, there were wide differences in relation to the other two modes of working (see Figure 40). Nearly one-in-three (30%) leaders reported they are continuing to work on the school premises only (and not from home) – only 3% of teachers (3%) were working in this way. The reverse was true of working from home; teachers were significantly more likely to report they were exclusively working from home than leaders (37% and 4%, respectively).
	Figure 40. Leaders' and teachers' working situation during the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak
	/
	There were differences in working situation by school phase. Both primary leaders and teachers were significantly more likely to be continuing working on the school premises only (35% and 5% of primary leaders and teachers, compared with 20% and 1% of secondary leaders and teachers). Secondary teachers were twice as likely as primary teachers to be working from home only (50% and 24% respectively). 
	In the context of the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak, teachers were slightly (though statistically significantly) more likely than leaders to be:
	 Considered high risk themselves (9% of teachers vs. 6% of leaders); and
	 To be living with, or caring for, someone considered high risk (23% of teachers vs. 19% of leaders).
	Figure 41. Leaders' and teachers' risk status in the context of the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak
	/
	School leaders and teachers considered high risk in the context of the coronavirus (COVID-19) were least likely to report they are continuing to work on the school premises. Almost a quarter (23%) of high-risk leaders and teachers reported they are continuing to work on the school premises (either working on the school premises only (1%), or a combination of working from home and working on the school premises (21%)), significantly lower than the 73% among leaders and teachers not considered high risk.
	The differences explored above existed but were less marked for those living with, or caring for, someone considered high risk: 59% of school leaders and teachers in this situation were continuing to spend some time on the school premises, compared with 71% of leaders and teachers not living with someone considered high risk.
	3.2 Workload
	Leaders’ workload in the context of coronavirus (COVID-19)
	Manageability of workload (leaders)

	Teachers’ workload in the context of coronavirus (COVID-19)
	Manageability of workload (teachers)


	Workload reduction is a longstanding priority for the Department for Education. Leaders and teachers may have experienced significant changes to their role during the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic that could have impacted on their workload.  
	Leaders and teachers were asked some questions to better understand this. These included whether they were spending more or less time on specific tasks, and whether their overall workload had become more or less manageable than usual. Those who reported their overall workload had become less manageable were subsequently asked about what support might help with this. 
	As leaders and teachers engage in different tasks in their day-to-day roles, this section addresses the changes to leaders’ and teachers’ workload separately. As the survey covered leaders’ personal workload, rather than their views on the workload of teachers at their school (as has been the case in previous waves of the School Snapshot Survey), the leaders’ section of the report is reported using teacher-based weighting.
	The closure of schools to most pupils has had a significant impact on leaders’ workloads. For six of the nine specific tasks covered in the COVID-19 School Snapshot Survey, the proportion of leaders reporting to spend more time on these tasks was greater than the proportion reporting to spend less time (see Figure 42). 
	The largest differences were for general administrative work (73% of leaders reported an increase, just 7% reported a decrease) and communication with parents or guardians (70% reported an increase compared with 9% a decrease).
	In contrast, leaders reported that they were spending less time doing the following: 
	 Planning, administering and responding on pupil assessment (33%, compared with 19% that reported they were spending more time on this);
	 Marking pupils’ work (41% vs. 10%, respectively); and 
	 Monitoring pupil performance data (53% vs. 12%, respectively).
	Figure 42. The impact of the closure of schools on the amount of time leaders spend doing specific tasks
	/
	The impact of coronavirus (COVID-19) on the amount of time leaders spend doing specific tasks differed by school phase. Secondary leaders were significantly more likely than primary leaders to report they were spending more time on tasks directly related to pupils, such as: 
	 Marking pupils’ work (15%, compared with 8% of primary leaders);
	 Planning and responding on pupil assessments (26% vs.14%); and
	 Recording and analysing data in relation to pupil performance (24% vs. 5%).
	In contrast, primary leaders reported they were spending more time on general administrative work than secondary leaders (77%, compared with 66% of secondary leaders).
	Looking at the situation among leaders of schools with the lowest and highest proportion of FSM eligible pupils, those from schools with the lowest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely to report spending increased time planning and administering pupil assessments (25%, compared with 13% of leaders from schools with the highest proportion). In contrast, leaders from schools with the highest proportion of FSM pupils were significantly more likely to report spending increased time offering pastoral support (52%, compared with 34% of leaders from schools with the lowest proportion).
	Leaders were asked whether their workload was more or less manageable than usual (prior to schools being closed to most pupils), or about the same. Leaders were three times more likely to say their current workload was less manageable than usual (45%) than more manageable (15%). 
	By phase, primary leaders were significantly more likely than secondary leaders to say their workload was less manageable than usual (49% vs. 38% respectively). There was no significant difference in the proportion indicating their workload was more manageable (17% among primary leaders, 13% secondary leaders).
	Figure 43. Manageability of current workload compared to usual (leaders)
	/
	Headteachers were significantly more likely than other leaders to report their workload had become less manageable (51%, compared with 29% of deputy and assistant headteachers).
	Leaders who reported their workload was less manageable were asked what support might help improve this through an open-text, unprompted answer box. There was general agreement among respondents: two-in-three (65%) wanted clarification of guidelines from government in terms of the expectations on leaders and teachers during the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak. Other, less common, things that leaders reported were support with increased administration (12%) and a delay in schools reopening (5%).
	Of the nine workload-related tasks covered in the survey, a larger proportion of teachers were spending more time than less time on four of the tasks. The reverse was true (a larger proportion spending less time than more time) for another four tasks, suggesting the coronavirus (COVID-19) has impacted teacher workload in an unsystematic way. An equal proportion of teachers were spending more and less (32%) time doing the remaining task: communication with staff (meetings, coaching etc.).
	Results show that teachers are spending more time on: 
	 communicating with parents/guardians (53%, compared with 20% reporting they were spending less time); 
	 general administrative work (45% and 19%, respectively); and 
	 planning online lessons and resources (42% and 26%, respectively) ; and
	 school management, policy development and financial planning (24% and 19%, respectively).
	They were more likely to report spending less time on: 
	 analysing pupil performance data (54%, compared with 12% reporting they were spending more time); 
	 pastoral support (30% and 14% respectively);
	 marking (57% and 16% respectively); and 
	 pupils’ assessments (46% and 21% respectively). 
	Full results are shown in Figure 44.
	Figure 44. The impact of the closure of schools on the amount of time teachers spend doing specific tasks
	/
	Mirroring the results for leaders, differences by school phase were apparent, with secondary teachers significantly more likely to report they were spending more time on the following tasks directly related to pupils: 
	 Planning and preparing online lessons and resources (50%, compared with 35% of primary teachers);
	 Planning, administering and responding on pupil assessments (30% vs. 12%); 
	 Marking pupils’ work (26% vs. 7%); and
	 Recoding and analysing pupil performance data (21% vs. 4%).
	In contrast, primary school teachers were significantly more likely to report spending more time on the following: 
	 Communicating with parents (63%, compared with 42% of secondary teachers); and 
	 General administrative work (48% vs. 41%).
	There were no significant differences by teacher job role, FSM or region for teachers.
	More than two-fifths of teachers reported their workload was more manageable than usual (43%) compared with less than a fifth (18%) that reported their workload was less manageable. 
	Secondary teachers were significantly more likely than primary teachers to report their workload was less manageable than usual (22% vs 14% respectively).
	Figure 45. Manageability of current workload compared to usual (teachers)
	/
	Teachers that reported their workload was less manageable were asked what support might help improve this through an open-text, unprompted answer box. The most common answers related to clarification of guidelines from government on the expectations on leaders and teachers (19%), childcare support (17%), support with increased administration (15%) and more access to online resources (6%). Twenty-five per cent of respondents were unsure what would help.
	3.3 Flexible working
	Flexible working opportunities offered by schools
	Flexible working opportunities accessed by teachers

	The first closure of schools to most pupils in the wake of the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak, in Spring 2020, necessitated changes to teaching staff’s working practices. In the COVID-19 School Snapshot Survey, school leaders were asked about the flexible working opportunities they were offering teaching staff that were not available before, and teachers were asked which, if any, flexible working opportunities they had made use of.
	The survey also covered leaders’ and teachers’ views on offering and using flexible working opportunities in the future.
	The survey highlights that, while schools were closed to most pupils, schools made extensive changes to the flexible working opportunities on offer to teaching staff. On average, schools were offering four types of flexible working practice that had not been available to their teachers previously. Three flexible working practices were offered by over nine in 10 schools that had not offered previously:
	 Working on a rota with other staff to share responsibilities (95%);
	 Regularly working from home during ‘in-school’ hours (93%); and
	 Flexibility in usual working hours (92%).
	As shown in Figure 46, primary schools were significantly more likely than secondary schools to have started offering a number of flexible working practices, most prominently rota working (96% vs. 90% of secondary schools), the flexible assignment of job duties (82% vs. 71%) and job sharing (37% vs. 16%).
	Figure 46. Flexible working practices primary and secondary schools are offering to teaching staff that were not available previously
	 /
	Although primary schools were significantly more likely to report offering a range of flexible working opportunities, secondary schools were significantly more likely to agree that providing additional flexible working opportunities during the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak had made them more open to doing so in the future. Over half (54%) of secondary schools agreed that this had made them more open to offering alternative forms of flexible working in the future (compared with 45% of primary schools).
	Figure 47. Schools’ level of agreement with whether they are more open to offering alternative forms of flexible working in the future
	/
	Reflecting the school-level findings, teachers reported an increase in access to flexible working opportunities within their own roles. The most commonly accessed practices were:
	 Regularly working from home during ‘in-school’ hours (72%);
	 Flexibility in usual working hours (70%); and
	 Working on a rota with other staff to share responsibilities (68%).
	Compared with leaders’ results, there were fewer differences by school phase for teachers (see Figure 48). Primary teachers were, however, significantly more likely to report working on a rota with other staff to share some responsibilities (79%, compared with 56% of secondary teachers) and to have a flexible assignment of job duties (41%, compared with 32% of secondary teachers). These teacher-level differences reflect differences at the school level explored earlier.
	Figure 48. Flexible working practices primary and secondary teachers are accessing
	/ 
	Over half (55%) of teachers agreed that accessing additional flexible working practices during the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak had made them more open to considering flexible working practices within their own role in the future. Openness to using forms of flexible working in the future differed by school phase. Some secondary teachers were significantly more likely to strongly disagree that they were more open to using forms of flexible working in the future (8%, compared with 4% of primary teachers).
	Figure 49. Teachers’ level of agreement with whether they are more open to accessing alternative forms of flexible working in the future
	/
	3.4 Teacher recruitment
	Changes to trainee placements
	Changes to recruitment

	School leaders were asked how they expected the number of trainee placements their school will be able to host in the 2020/21 academic year to be different to the number their school hosted in the current 2019/20 academic year. More than half (55%) of primary schools and close to two-thirds (65%) of secondary schools did not expect the number of trainee placements at their school to change in the upcoming year. 
	Where a change was expected, it was far more often a decrease (29%) than an increase (7%). Primary schools were particularly likely to expect a decrease (31%, compared with 6% expecting an increase).
	Figure 50. Expected changes to number of trainee placements in 2020/21 academic year
	/
	School leaders were also asked whether coronavirus (COVID-19) meant that they were seeking to recruit more or less teachers in the 2020/21 academic year than previously expected. More than three-quarters of primary (78%) and secondary schools (80%) did not expect the number of teachers they were going to recruit in the next academic year to change due to coronavirus (COVID-19). Among the remainder more schools expected to recruit fewer teachers (10%) than expected to recruit more (5%). Differences between primary and secondary schools were not statistically significant. 
	Figure 51. Expected changes to recruitment of teachers in 2020/21 academic year due to coronavirus (COVID-19)
	/
	Most schools did not expect the timing of teacher recruitment for the 2020/21 academic year to be affected by coronavirus (COVID-19); half of primary schools (50%) and close to two-thirds (65%) of secondary schools reported this. Others were unsure (4%) or said it was too early to tell (16% - this was significantly higher among primary leaders (18%) than secondary (7%)). Overall, similar proportions of primary (27%) and secondary (26%) schools expected to delay at least some of their recruitment for teaching roles. Primary schools were significantly more likely than secondary schools to expect to delay recruitment of all teaching roles (14% vs. 4% respectively), whereas secondary schools were significantly more likely to delay recruitment of just some teaching roles (22% vs. 12% of primary schools). 
	Figure 52. Expected changes to timing of teacher recruitment for 2020/21 academic year due to coronavirus (COVID-19)
	/
	3.5 Career progression
	Where leaders and teachers intend to be in 12 months’ time
	The impact of coronavirus (COVID-19) on leaders’ and teachers’ career intentions

	Leaders and teachers were asked whether they expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time, and, if not, where they intend to be. The impact of coronavirus (COVID-19) on this decision was also explored.
	Unlike in the Winter 2019 survey – when leaders (85%) were significantly more likely than teachers (73%) to expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time – leaders and teachers were equally likely to expect to stay in the same role (79% among teachers and 81% among leaders). The teacher figure represents an increase on the result in the Winter 2019 survey (73%), whereas the leader figure represents a statistically significant fall from the 85% in the Winter 2019 survey.
	Figure 53. Whether leaders and teachers expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time, compared with the Winter 2019 survey
	/
	Differences by phase echoed findings from the Winter 2019 survey. Whilst there were no differences by school phase for leaders, some secondary school teachers were significantly more likely to expect to leave their current role in 12 months’ time (15%, compared with 8% of primary teachers). This is similar to Winter 2019, where it was reported that secondary teachers were significantly less likely to expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time (70% vs. 76% of primary teachers).
	For leaders and teachers who did not expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time, both groups were most commonly intending to seek a promotion, either within their school or another; this applied to more than half of the teachers expecting to change role (59%) and about one-third of the leaders (34%). A further 17% of leaders and 6% of teachers were planning to retire. 
	Between the Winter 2019 and COVID-19 School Snapshot Surveys there was a large change in the proportion of leaders and teachers reporting that they are planning to leave the teaching profession entirely. In the COVID-19 survey, almost one-in-five (18%) leaders who did not expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time were planning to leave the teaching profession entirely, significantly more than the proportion (6%) in the Winter 2019 survey. Conversely, 2% of teachers who did not expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time were planning to leave the profession entirely, significantly less than the proportion in Winter 2019 (11%).
	Figure 54. Where leaders and teachers expecting to leave their role intend to be in 12 months’ time, compared with the Winter 2019 survey
	/
	Among leaders and teachers, differences by school phase were limited, although primary leaders who did not expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time were five times more likely than secondary leaders to intend to leave the teaching profession entirely in 12 months’ time (25% vs. 5%). Indeed, a similar proportion of primary leaders were intending to leave the profession entirely as were intending to seek a promotion (27%).
	There were notable differences by age, reflecting the likelihood of retirement in each age group, but also other reasons for leaving their current role. For instance, seven in ten (69%) teachers aged 18-34 who were expecting to leave their current role intend to seek a promotion, compared with 2% of those aged 55 and above. One-in-five (18%) aged 55 and above who were expecting to leave their current role intend to leave the teaching profession but remain in the sector (compared with 4% aged 18-34).
	The impact of coronavirus (COVID-19) on leaders’ and teachers’ expectations for their role was substantial. One-in-five (20%) of all leaders and teachers reported that the virus had influenced whether they expected to be in the same role, with leaders significantly more likely to report this than teachers (23% vs. 19%, respectively). 
	The impact coronavirus (COVID-19) had on leaders’ expectations for their future job role also varied by school phase. More than a quarter (27%) of primary leaders reported that coronavirus (COVID-19) had influenced their expectations (significantly more than the proportion of secondary leaders – 16%). There were no differences by school phase for teachers.
	There was also a relationship between the impact of coronavirus (COVID-19) and leaders’ and teachers’ expectations for their job role in 12 months’ time. Three in 10 (30%) leaders and teachers who do not expect to be in the same role in 12 months’ time reported that coronavirus (COVID-19) had influenced this decision. This was significantly higher than the proportion of leaders and teachers reporting that coronavirus (COVID-19) had influenced their decision and that expect to be in the same role (14%).
	Additionally, the decision most strongly influenced by the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak was the intention to leave the teaching profession, but remain in the education sector. Two-thirds (67%) of leaders and teachers who reported they were intending to leave the profession, but remain in education said that coronavirus (COVID-19) had influenced this. Nearly two-in-five (38%) leaders and teachers intending to leave teaching entirely reported that the virus had influenced this decision.
	3.6 Continuing Professional Development
	Since school closures the majority of primary (70%) and secondary (60%) teachers reported that they had to postpone or cancel at least some of their CPD.  The significantly higher proportion among primary teachers is largely due to the greater proportion of secondary teachers not having to cancel any CPD as they did not have any activity planned (26% of secondary teachers vs.19% of primary teachers) – the proportion saying all their CPD had gone ahead as planned (12%) was not significantly different between primary and secondary teachers.
	Figure 55. Changes to teachers' CPD since school closures
	/
	Schools were asked to what extent they thought their school would consider bidding for the delivery of CPD initiatives from DfE if schools re-open in the Autumn term. About two-in-five (43%) schools agreed or strongly agreed that they would consider bidding, one-fifth disagreed or strongly disagreed (20%) and a quarter neither agreed nor disagreed (24%). Secondary schools were more certain that they would bid for the delivery opportunity as significantly more secondary schools reported to strongly agree than primary schools (22% of secondary schools vs. 12% of primary schools).  
	Figure 56. Schools likelihood of bidding for delivery of CPD initiatives from DfE in the Autumn term
	/ 
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	Teachers were asked what would help them effectively manage their own health and wellbeing following the closure of schools to most pupils due to the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak.
	They were also asked a series of ONS-validated questions about personal wellbeing, including: their life satisfaction, the extent to which they feel the things they do in life are worthwhile, how happy they felt yesterday and their anxiety levels.
	The opportunity to work flexibly (43%) was the most common thing that teachers felt would help them to manage their health and wellbeing. This was, by some margin, the most prevalent means of managing health and wellbeing, followed by access to wellbeing and mental health online resources (26%) and access to a peer support system (22%).
	Teachers from primary and secondary schools reported these means of managing health and wellbeing consistently, although one-in-five secondary teachers reported confidential counselling with a mental health professional would help them (20%), significantly more than the proportion of primary teachers (13%).
	Figure 57. Things that would help primary and secondary teachers to effectively manage their own health and wellbeing
	/
	Consistent with Winter 2019 results, leaders and teachers responses highlight the strong correlation between the measures of personal wellbeing. Unsurprisingly, Leaders and teachers that gave more positive scores for one of the measures also gave positive scores across the other wellbeing measures
	For instance, around three-in-five (61%) of leaders were happy, and of these, over nine-in-ten were also: satisfied with their life (92%); and felt the things they did were worthwhile (99%). The situation for teachers was similar, although slightly less marked. Roughly the same proportion (60%) were happy with 87% and 96% satisfied with their life and the worthwhileness of the things they do in their life.
	The interconnectedness of the personal wellbeing measures for leaders and teachers is displayed Table 3 and Table 4, respectively. 
	Table 3. Interconnectedness of the personal wellbeing measures for leaders
	Table 4. Interconnectedness of the personal wellbeing measures for teachers
	Participant responses on the wellbeing measures did appear to be related to their answers to other questions related to mental health and wellbeing. Notably, there were differences by the ONS wellbeing measures in relation to what teachers felt would help them effectively manage their own health and wellbeing. Generally, teachers that scored lower on the life satisfaction and happiness scale, and higher on the anxiety scale, were more likely to report that a range of the things would help them. Taking the happiness scale specifically, teachers with a low level of happiness (0-4 on the scale) were significantly more likely to report the following would help them effectively manage their health and wellbeing:
	 Access to wellbeing and mental health online resources (39%, compared with 23% of teachers with a high level of happiness – 7-10 on the scale);
	 Access to a peer support system (33% and 20%, respectively); and
	 Confidential counselling (33% and 10%, respectively).
	Satisfaction with life
	On a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all and 10 is ‘completely’, leaders and teachers were asked: ‘overall, how satisfied are you with your life?’. 
	Leaders were significantly more satisfied with life, with 74% of leaders and 67% of teachers giving a positive score (between 7 and 10). This reflects the situation across many sectors, with people in more senior positions typically reporting higher satisfaction than those in more junior positions.
	The proportion of leaders reporting a positive score in this survey was significantly lower than in the Winter 2019 survey (84%), although there was no significant difference for teachers. Leaders’ and teachers’ scores were similar to that of the general population in Great Britain, as 67% of the general population gave a positive score to this question during the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak.,
	Figure 58. Life satisfaction
	/
	Worthwhileness of daily tasks
	Using the same 0 to 10 scale as life satisfaction, leaders and teachers were asked ‘overall, to what extent do you feel that the things you do in your life are worthwhile?’. As with life satisfaction scores, leaders were significantly more likely to have higher scores than teachers. Nine-in-ten (87%) leaders reported that they felt the things they did in their life were worthwhile (7-10), whereas three-quarters (79%) of teachers said the same.
	Again, the leaders’ proportion represents a significant decrease on the proportion reporting this from the Winter 2019 survey (92% compared with 87% in this survey). On a more positive note, both groups scored significantly higher than the general population in Great Britain (75% of the general population reported a positive score).
	Figure 59. Worthwhileness of daily tasks
	/
	Using the same scale, leaders and teachers were asked ‘overall, how happy did you feel yesterday?’. Unlike the other measures, there were no differences between leaders’ and teachers’ results, suggesting both are experiencing similar levels of happiness during the coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak.
	Three-in-five leaders (61%) and teachers (60%) reported they were happy yesterday (giving a positive score of 7-10). Again, these figures represent a significant drop for leaders, but not teachers, compared to the Winter 2019 survey (75% of leaders gave a positive score in the Winter 2019 survey compared with 61% in this survey). Leaders’ and teachers’ results were very similar to that of the general population in Great Britain, with 63% reporting a positive score.
	Figure 60. Levels of happiness
	/
	Anxiety
	Using the same scale, leaders and teachers were asked ‘overall, how anxious did you feel yesterday?’. Similar to the trends for the happiness scores, leaders and teachers reported a similar level of anxiety. Two-in-five leaders (39%) and teachers (38%) reported that they were not anxious (giving a score of 0-3 on the scale), a significant decrease for both groups compared to the Winter 2019 survey (when 52% and 48% of leaders and teachers, respectively, reported they were not anxious). Indeed, a greater proportion of leaders (41%) reported high or very high levels of anxiety than reported they were not anxious (39%).
	Roughly two-in-five (42%) of the general population in Great Britain reported they were not anxious, comparable with leaders and teachers in the COVID-19 School Snapshot Survey.
	Figure 61. Anxiety levels
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