DCSF response to public consultation on amendments to ContactPoint regulations
Introduction

This document provides a summary analysis of, and government response to, the public consultation on three proposed amendments to the ContactPoint regulations.

Included in annexes are a detailed breakdown of results by respondent type, and a list of all respondents (with names redacted).

Background information on ContactPoint

ContactPoint was developed in response to a key recommendation of Lord Laming’s inquiry into the tragic death of Victoria Climbié, which among other things highlighted the need to improve information exchange between different agencies working with children. ContactPoint is an online directory that provides a quick way for authorised practitioners to find out who else is working with the same child. It is a critical tool to help improve the wellbeing of all children, keep them safe, and to ensure that no child slips through the net of support services, by enabling practitioners to work together and provide faster, more coordinated support to meet a child’s needs. Security is an important priority and ContactPoint has a significant set of security measures and controls in place. These are continually reviewed by the Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF) and its expert advisors.
ContactPoint holds basic identifying information on all children in England until they reach the age of 18
; contact details for those with parental responsibility for or, care of, them; and names and contact details for those providing education, the GP with whom the child is registered, and other practitioners or agencies providing additional services to a child.

From January 2009 ContactPoint was implemented in 18 early adopter local authorities and two National Partners, Barnardo’s and Kids. Following a very positive response from the early adopters, on 6th November 2009 the Secretary of State for Children, Schools and Families announced that ContactPoint was being implemented nationally, with local authorities and National Partners in England able to train practitioners to use it. 
Why the amendments were proposed
The proposed amendments do not affect the fundamental principles and design of ContactPoint. Rather, they are intended to make practical adjustments in the light of the experience of using ContactPoint.

The extensive work that has been done to implement ContactPoint, and the feedback we have received from the experiences of local authorities and national partners, has highlighted the need to amend the regulations. Also, in March 2009 Sir Roger Singleton published his report Keeping our Schools Safe: Review of Safeguarding Arrangements in Independent Schools, Non- Maintained Special Schools and Boarding Schools in England, which included a recommendation about ContactPoint that DCSF has accepted (the recommendation is discussed in detail in the summary to Question 3 below).  Meeting Sir Roger’s recommendation also requires an amendment to the ContactPoint regulations.
The consultation

DCSF carried out a public consultation on the most substantive changes to the ContactPoint regulations. The consultation document was posted on DCSF’s Live Consultations webpage and it was highlighted in other areas of the Department’s website, in communications with local authorities and stakeholders, and in a DCSF press release.  This consultation ran from 2nd October 2009 to 29th December 2009, and asked for responses on three proposed amendments relating to: the children that should be included on ContactPoint; the definition of ‘parent' used for ContactPoint purposes; and the terminology used to describe some of the services provided to children. There were a further five proposed amendments in the consultation on which comments were not invited.  These are minor amendments of a more technical nature and so it was felt that consultation was not appropriate. 
We received 47 responses to the consultation. A breakdown of responses by respondent type is given below:

	Repondent type
	Responses

	Local Authority:
	13
	28% 

	Organisation that works with children and young people:
	8
	17% 

	Parent/Carer:
	8
	17% 

	Practitioner that works with children and young people:
	2
	4% 

	Child or young person:
	1
	2% 

	ContactPoint National Partner:
	1
	2% 

	Other:
	14
	30% 

	Total:
	47
	100%


A diverse group of respondents is included under the ‘Other’ respondent type, including children’s charities, a university lecturer, and an education officer for a Diocese.

Overview

The response to the consultation was broadly positive, as outlined below:
· 58 per cent of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the suggestion to replace the term ‘specialist and targeted services’ with ‘additional services’. While no parent/carer who responded to this question agreed with the proposal, there was a generally positive response from those organisations which will be disclosing data to ContactPoint and using this new terminology; 11 out of 13 local authorities to respond agreed, and only two of the eight organisations which work with children and young people disagreed. Some respondents commented that they still use the terminology of ‘specialist and targeted’.


· 59 per cent of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with the proposal that all children ‘in the area of a local authority’ should be included on ContactPoint, rather than just those ‘ordinarily resident’ in England. The response from local authorities was particularly positive; 10 out of the 13 local authorities to respond to this question agreed with the proposed amendment. A significant minority of respondents were concerned that ‘in the area of a local authority’ is an unclear term, and that it may be interpreted to widen the scope of ContactPoint inappropriately. This amendment seeks to meet Sir Roger Singleton’s recommendation. 
· 47 per cent of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed that the details of parents without parental responsibility should be included on ContactPoint. The same number of respondents (21) disagreed or strongly disagreed. Eight out the 13 local authorities to respond to this question agreed with the proposal, but only one of the eight parents/carers to respond agreed. A key issue raised by some respondents was the concern that this change widened the scope of ContactPoint without adequate justification. Also, it should be noted that, perhaps because of how the question was phrased, some respondents may have misunderstood the question, and thought that the proposal was that the case details of parents (rather than simply their name and contact details) should be stored on ContactPoint.

Summary of replies to consultation questions and the Government’s response
For each question, a breakdown of the results is given, along with the key issues raised in the ‘comments’ section. The Government’s response to these issues then follows. For each proposal, we have summarised the action that the Government will take, having considered the consultation responses.
Question 1: Do you agree that the ContactPoint Regulations should be amended, as proposed, so that the information currently held by schools about a child's parents can be disclosed in full to ContactPoint?

This question concerns a proposal to include on a child’s ContactPoint record the name and contact details, where available, of natural parents without parental responsibility for a child, or care of their child. Without this amendment, ContactPoint can hold the parent/carer name and contact details only of those with parental responsibility for a child, or care of their child.

There were 45 responses to this question. 47 per cent of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with this proposal. The same number of respondents (21) disagreed or strongly disagreed:
	Options
	Responses

	Agree:
	14
	31% 

	Strongly disagree:
	11
	24% 

	Disagree:
	10
	22% 

	Strongly agree:
	7
	16% 

	Neither agree nor disagree:
	3
	7% 


Eight out of the 13 local authorities to respond to this question agreed with the proposal, but only one out of the eight parents/carers to respond agreed.

It should be noted that comments received suggest that some respondents misunderstood the question, and thought that the proposal was that the case details of parents should be disclosed to ContactPoint. That is not so: the amendment concerns solely the name and contact details of those parents whose details currently cannot be held. 
Three key issues were raised in the response to this question. A small number of respondents (seven per cent) raised the concern that the proposed change may be widening the set of people whose details are included on ContactPoint, simply for administrative convenience (that is, to align the ContactPoint regulations with the data received from schools in the School Census; under the Education Act 1996 schools are required to hold contact details for pupils’ parents, and this can include those parents who do not have parental responsibility for or care of their child). A minority of respondents (13 per cent) also raised concerns that the widened definition of parents could lead to parents without parental responsibility being contacted inappropriately on decisions regarding a child. 20 per cent of respondents commented that the proposed change could present safeguarding risks, on the grounds that parents without parental responsibility may in some cases (such as domestic violence) pose a threat to a child and other parent. 

DCSF’s consideration of key issues relating to responses to Question 1
The three key issues that were raised in response to Question 1 in the consultation document are considered in turn:
i. Concern that the justification for this amendment is simply one of ‘administrative convenience’.

The Government takes its obligations under the Data Protection Act 1998 very seriously, and seeks to ensure that all data held on ContactPoint is ‘adequate, relevant and not excessive’, in accordance with the Act’s third Data Protection Principle. The argument given in support of this amendment in the consultation document may have been insufficiently detailed. Accordingly, some respondents were concerned that there was an undue focus on the administrative burdens that schools would face if they had to ascertain which parents had parental responsibility, before submitting the data for inclusion on ContactPoint. 

There is more to the case than administrative convenience; rather, the inclusion of the names and contact details of natural parents without parental responsibility is clearly relevant to the purposes of ContactPoint, as it will help practitioners to make appropriate contact with parents on decisions concerning a child. 
ContactPoint will help practitioners make the necessary contact for them to meet their statutory duties towards children under Sections 10 and 11 of the Children Act 2004 (which relate to duties to co-operate to improve well-being and make arrangements to safeguard and promote welfare of children).
Natural parents without parental responsibility still have a range of rights and responsibilities in relation to their child and so, in some circumstances, it will be appropriate for practitioners to consult them about decisions regarding the child. For example, under provisions in the Children Act 1989, where a child is ‘looked after’ by a local authority, the local authority has a statutory duty to consult the child’s parents about decisions that affect the child, unless it is not reasonably practicable or consistent with the child’s welfare, regardless of whether they have parental responsibility. 
After careful consideration of this issue, the Government has concluded that it is proportionate and relevant to the purposes of ContactPoint to hold name and contact details of parents without parental responsibility on ContactPoint. Accordingly, we believe that holding this information is not in breach of the Data Protection Act.
ii. Safeguarding concerns over parents without parental responsibility
The Government takes this concern extremely seriously, but does not agree that the inclusion of parents without parental responsibility on ContactPoint would increase safeguarding risks. 
In the consultation, some respondents were worried that parents may lack parental responsibility because they pose a risk to the child or other parent. However, such risks cannot and should not be inferred from the fact that a parent lacks parental responsibility. The law has now been changed to make it easier for unmarried fathers to acquire parental responsibility for their children, but for children born before this change in the law, fathers may lack parental responsibility simply because they were not married to the mother at the time the child was born. The fact that a father does not have parental responsibility does not necessarily mean that he is not in contact with his child, or that parental responsibility has been denied, it may be that he has simply never acquired it. A parent without parental responsibility may have regular contact with the child and have some caring role with regard to the child.
There will unfortunately be some cases where parents (with or without parental responsibility) or others do pose a risk of harm to children or others. In order to ensure that ContactPoint does not expose children or parents/carers to additional risk, there is functionality to ‘shield’ records on ContactPoint; this means that only very minimal information about the child (their name, gender, date of birth and unique identifying number) is visible to ContactPoint users.  The decision to shield a record will be taken on a case- by-case basis by the relevant local authority or the DCSF. In cases where the child or a member of their family could be at increased risk of harm if their whereabouts were to become known, a child’s record can and should be shielded.

iii. Concerns that this amendment could lead to practitioners making inappropriate contact with parents

Some respondents (13 per cent) felt that including information on all parents (including those without parental responsibility) could lead practitioners to inappropriately contact a parent, assuming that they have parental responsibility when in fact they do not. 

After careful consideration the Government does not agree that including the contact details of parents without parental responsibility will increase the risk of practitioners contacting a parent inappropriately about decisions regarding a child. Practitioners should not assume that all parents listed on a ContactPoint record have parental responsibility. Practitioners’ consultations with parents regarding a child will always be a matter of professional judgment – even where a parent has parental responsibility. Many factors have to be taken into consideration – not least of which is the child’s wishes. Currently, many organisations (such as schools) hold contact details for parents who may or may not have parental responsibility, and practitioners within these organisations should always ascertain that they are contacting the appropriate individuals. This amendment does not alter this principle. In the most important decisions concerning, for example, a looked after child it may be appropriate or even necessary to consult the child’s parents, so the inclusion of this information in those cases will increase the efficacy of ContactPoint.
In order to minimise the residual risk of practitioners making inappropriate contact with some parents, the revised ContactPoint guidance will make clear that the parents’ details on a child record can include parents and carers who do not have parental responsibility, and that practitioners should therefore exercise judgment, as they would normally, about who is, or are, the most appropriate people to involve in a decision concerning the child.
Result of DCSF’s consideration of responses to Question 1
The Government has carefully considered the three key issues raised in the consultation on this amendment. These responses relate to very serious concerns; over data protection, safeguarding, and appropriate consultation with parents. However, the inclusion of the names and contact details of parents without parental responsibility will help practitioners fulfil their statutory duties regarding the well-being and safeguarding of children (the main purpose of ContactPoint) and, with shielding processes in place, should not increase the risk of harm to children or parents. Any risk of inappropriate contact will be minimised through clarification in the statutory guidance and training. 
After balancing these arguments, we have concluded that there is a strong case for this amendment, and will be proceeding with the amendment unchanged from the proposal in the consultation document.
Question 2: Do you agree that the term ‘additional service’ is preferable to and/or more commonly used than ‘specialist or targeted service’?
This proposed amendment relates only to the terminology in relation to non-universal services. The definition of these services in the ContactPoint regulations and the statutory guidance is unchanged.

There were 41 responses to this question. 58 per cent of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the proposals, and 22 per cent disagreed or strongly disagreed. 

	Options
	Responses

	Strongly agree:
	14
	34% 

	Agree:
	10
	24% 

	Neither agree nor disagree:
	8
	20% 

	Strongly disagree:
	5
	12% 

	Disagree:
	4
	10% 


There was a generally positive response from those organisations which will be disclosing data to ContactPoint and using this new terminology; 11 out of the 13 local authorities to respond agreed, and only two of the eight organisations which work with children and young people to respond disagreed with the proposed amendment.
Six respondents commented that some services still use the terminology of ‘specialist and targeted’ rather than ‘additional services’. However, two of the respondents who raised this issue nevertheless agreed with the proposal. Some stakeholders raised the concern that the definition of ‘additional service’ used in the ContactPoint regulations is too broad, and risks inappropriate service involvements being recorded on ContactPoint. 

DCSF’s consideration of key issues relating to responses to Question 2
While the Government acknowledges that some practitioners use the term ‘specialist and targeted services’, through extensive engagement many stakeholders have told us that they prefer the term ‘additional services’, which is felt to be less stigmatising to the users of these services.
The other concern mentioned above, that the definition of additional services could be too broad, goes beyond the scope of this amendment, which concerns only the terminology used rather than the definition. Service involvements should be disclosed to ContactPoint when this will help practitioners and local authorities fulfil their duties under Sections 10 and 11 of the Children Act 2004, relating to cooperation to improve children’s well-being, and arrangements for safeguarding. The recording of these involvements will ensure that ContactPoint holds the most useful and appropriate information about practitioners involved with a child or young person. 
Result of DCSF’s consideration of responses to Question 2
In light of the generally positive response to this proposal, and the indications we have received from stakeholders outside this consultation process that many prefer the term ‘additional services’, the Government has decided to proceed with the amendment unchanged from the consultation document.
Question 3: Do you agree that using ‘each child in the area of a local authority' meets Sir Roger Singleton's recommendation? 
This question concerns the proposed amendment to replace the requirement that ContactPoint holds records for children who are ‘ordinarily resident’ in England, with ‘children in the area of a local authority’. Aside from exceptional circumstances, a person under the age of 18 will not be classed as ordinarily resident in England if their parents’ ordinary residence is outside England. This means that some groups of children who live and access services in England may be excluded from ContactPoint; such as children whose parents live abroad but who attend school in England, and unaccompanied asylum-seeking children. 
This amendment seeks to meet a recommendation made in Sir Roger Singleton’s Report ‘Keeping Our Schools Safe:
"That DCSF take steps to ensure that pupils who receive education in schools in England, but who are not ordinarily resident in England, are covered by ContactPoint.”

The Secretary of State for Children, Schools and Families accepted this recommendation in March 2009.

There were 42 responses to this question. 59 per cent respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the proposal, and 29 per cent disagreed or strongly disagreed. The positive response rate was particularly high from local authorities; 10 agreed with the proposal, and only one disagreed (two neither agreed nor disagreed).

	Options
	Responses

	Strongly agree:
	17
	40% 

	Agree:
	8
	19% 

	Strongly disagree:
	7
	17% 

	Disagree:
	5
	12% 

	Neither agree nor disagree:
	5
	12% 


A minority of respondents – 21 per cent - raised the concern that ‘In the area of a local authority’ is unclear and ambiguous. Several respondents felt that there was a risk that this requirement could lead to children that are ‘passing through’ England temporarily – on holiday, for example – being inappropriately included on ContactPoint. 
DCSF’s consideration of key issues relating to responses to Question 3
When evaluating how to meet Sir Roger Singleton’s recommendation, the Government carefully considered a number of options. One of the main reasons for the proposed ‘each child in the area of a local authority’ amendment was that this accords with the enabling provisions for ContactPoint in the primary legislation; Section 10 of the Children Act 2004 places duties on children’s services authorities and their partners to cooperate to improve the well-being of children ‘in the area of the local authority’.

Children who are passing through England temporarily – for example, on holiday – should not be included on ContactPoint. ‘In the area of a local authority’ is well defined in case law and the primary legislation, and we are confident this amendment need not require  inclusion on ContactPoint of  children who are only in England for a short period. 
The Government believes that the proposed amendment will meet Sir Roger Singleton’s recommendation. This amendment means that any child living in England (regardless of where they go to school) and any child who that attends school in England (regardless of where they, or their parents, live), should be included on ContactPoint. Guidance and training will be revised in order to ensure that the meaning of this phrase is clear. The Government has decided to proceed with the amendment unchanged from the consultation document.

Question 4: Do you have any alternative suggestions that would meet Sir Roger Singleton's recommendation?  If so, please give details below.
There were 33 responses to this question. 27 per cent of respondents had alternative suggestions to make on this proposal. A range of comments were submitted, suggesting alternatives for how Sir Roger Singleton’s recommendation might be met. These are summarised in the bullet points below.
	Options
	Responses

	No:
	17
	52% 

	Yes:
	9
	27% 

	Not Sure:
	7
	21% 


· To include all children who live in the area of a local authority on ContactPoint, even if for only part of the year.

· To list all the groups of children who – along with those who are ‘ordinarily resident’ in England – should be included on ContactPoint; for example, children in boarding schools in England, and unaccompanied asylum-seeking children.

· To specify a minimum length of time that a child must be ‘in the area of a local authority’ in order to be included on ContactPoint.
DCSF’s consideration of key issues relating to responses to Question 4
The Government has balanced the arguments for and against these alternatives; indeed some of the suggestions echoed the options that we considered before proposing the ‘in the area of a local authority’ amendment.
We have three main concerns with the suggestions that were offered. Firstly, requiring that only children who are living in England be included on ContactPoint (whether or not they are also resident elsewhere) would exclude children who access services, such as education, in England, but who do not live in England. This would not meet Sir Roger Singleton’s recommendation. Also, these children are ‘within the area of a local authority’, as defined in case law and primary legislation, and so local authorities and practitioners have duties towards these children under the Children Act 2004. ContactPoint is intended to help local authorities and practitioners meet these duties.
Secondly, listing the groups of children who are also to be included on ContactPoint, along with those who are ‘ordinarily resident’ in England, would always risk excluding other, unanticipated vulnerable groups of children who are not listed (as, indeed, was acknowledged by the respondent who suggested this option). 
Thirdly, we feel that specifying a minimum length of time a child must be ‘in the area of a local authority’ in order to be included on ContactPoint is an overly rigid approach. While ‘in the area of a local authority’ has been defined in case law, and will be clarified in statutory guidance, within these guidelines there may be exceptional cases which are a matter of professional judgment as to whether a child should be included on ContactPoint. Such a decision should be based on an assessment of the duties of local authorities towards children, under Sections 10 and 11 of the Children Act 2004. Specifying a minimum length of time would risk preventing the exercise of such professional judgments in some cases. Specifying a minimum length of time for a child to be in the area of a local authority approach also risks excluding children whose living arrangements move between local authorities frequently.
Result of DCSF’s consideration of responses to Questions 3 and 4

The Government has considered whether ‘in the area of a local authority’ widens the scope of ContactPoint unduly, and risks inappropriately including children who are in England for a short period. However, because ‘in the area of a local authority’ is well-defined in case law and already used in primary legislation, we have concluded that this risk is minimal, and so have decided to proceed with the proposed amendment. In reaching this conclusion, the Government has taken account of the broadly positive response to this amendment, the overwhelmingly positive response from local authorities, and the fact that this amendment accords with the enabling provisions in the primary legislation. 
Guidance and training will, however, be revised to clarify the meaning of this term, giving examples of how it is defined in case law and how it applies to ContactPoint.

Question 5: Do you have any other comments that you would like to make on our proposals?  If so, please give details below.
There were 35 responses to this question. 16 of these respondents submitted additional comments on the proposals:

	Options
	Responses

	No:
	18
	51% 

	Yes:
	16
	46% 

	Not Sure:
	1
	3% 


A number of respondents used this question to call for ContactPoint to be scrapped, or radically changed so that it is not a universal directory, but one that holds information only on children who are vulnerable or at risk. Other respondents used the question to voice their support for ContactPoint. For example:
·  “I personally feel that ContactPoint is the way forward. I have worked on the frontline with families and feel this would benefit all agencies involved with any type of intervention with a child/family. Duplication of work has always been an issue as well as practitioners assuming someone else is doing a piece of work. This will enable the support provided for families to be consistent and correct to their needs” (Anonymous)
· “ContactPoint is the most enormous and costly “sledgehammer to crack a nut” and will not crack the nut. […] There are a great many other issues which need to be addressed: The definition of ‘services’; the definition of ‘additional services’; security is vital but makes the directory inaccessible to those who might use it; recruitment, training, support and retention of front line services” (A professional body)

· “Only enter on ContactPoint details for those children who have come to the attention of specified agencies as being possibly at risk.” (Parent/carer) 

One stakeholder, a professional association representing practitioners who work with children and young people, recommended that children who are referred to social care should be included on ContactPoint:

· “Children in the categories of the non-exhaustive list at 4.3.6 in the consultation document are particularly likely to be unknown to LAs until they access services. It is particularly important that they are picked up promptly by ContactPoint at this point. Any referral to Social Care, or request for education/school place/issue of UPN should result in inclusion of the child on ContactPoint. Where a referral is made to health services and a safeguarding concern arises, current practice is for the health service to make a referral to Social Care. The situation is similar where the Police are notified of a safeguarding concern. Therefore provided that local inter agency protocols for handling such cases are effective, it should be sufficient for ContactPoint to contain all children who are the subject of a Social Care referral or who have requested or are receiving education.” (Professional body)

DCSF’s consideration of key issues relating to responses to Question 5
The Government remains of the opinion that a universal directory is necessary to ensure that children get the extra support they need quickly. Between three and four million children and young people in England (30 per cent) need extra support at any one time, and 50 per cent of children and young people will need additional services at some point, but it is impossible to predict which children need, or are going to need, this support or when they will need it. The purpose of ContactPoint is to help make sure all children and young people can get additional support, as soon as the first sign of need is noticed. In our view it is sensible and proportionate to hold a very limited amount of information on all children so that no child slips through the net of services.

Also, ContactPoint can help local authorities to fulfil their statutory duties to identify children of compulsory school age who are missing education (Section 436A of the Education Act 1996). Only a universal system can do this.
In response to the suggestion regarding social care referrals, children who are referred to social care in England would be classed as ‘being in the area of a local authority’, and so should be included on ContactPoint, under the proposed amendments.

Result of DCSF’s consideration of responses to Question 5
The DCSF will continue to engage with stakeholders and address their concerns, through regular advisory groups, conferences and meetings with practitioners and managers. We will also regularly survey users of ContactPoint to measure benefits delivery. The DCSF has produced information for parents and young people, which includes explanations of ContactPoint’s purpose, what information is held and why, and their rights in relation to ContactPoint. Revised ContactPoint guidance and training for users will explain the changes resulting from the amendments to the ContactPoint regulations and what they mean in terms of how ContactPoint should be used.
Next steps

After carefully considering the issues raised in the public consultation, the Government has decided to proceed with the amendments that were consulted upon, unchanged from the consultation document. In making this decision, we took account of the concerns that were raised in consultation, and also the generally positive response we received to the proposed amendments.
These amendments, and five other minor technical amendments, will be subject to approval from both Houses of Parliament, through the affirmative process. The parliamentary process for these amendments began on 28 January 2010.

After the amendments come into force, subject to Parliamentary approval, the DCSF will publish a wide range of revised material to reflect the changes and explain what they mean in terms of how ContactPoint works. Revised guidance and training for ContactPoint users will be produced to take account of and clarify the changes. Information for parents, children and young people will also be revised where necessary in accordance with the amendments. 
Annex A

Detailed breakdown of responses to consultation on amendments to The Children Act 2004 Information Database (England) Regulations 2007 (“The ContactPoint Regulations”)
	1 Do you agree that the ContactPoint Regulations should be amended, as proposed, so that the information currently held by schools about a child's parents can be disclosed in full to ContactPoint?

	There were 45 responses to this question.

	 
	Local Authority
	ContactPoint National Partner
	Organisation that works with children/ young people
	Practitioner that works with children/ young people
	Child or young person
	Parent/Carer
	Other
	Total

	Strongly agree
	2
	0
	1
	2
	0
	1
	1
	7
	16%

	Agree
	6
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0
	4
	14
	31%

	Neither agree nor disagree
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3
	7%

	Disagree
	2
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	5
	10
	22%

	Strongly disagree
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	7
	1
	11
	24%

	 KEY ISSUES:

	Risk of practitioners contacting parents inappropriately 
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	6
	13%

	Change is just for administrative convenience
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	3
	7%

	Safeguarding issues
	5
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	2
	9
	20%


	2 Do you agree that the term "additional service" is preferable to and/or more commonly used than "specialist or targeted service"?

	There were 41 responses to this question.

	 
	Local Authority
	ContactPoint National Partner
	Organisation that works with children/ young people
	Practitioner that works with children/young people
	Child or young person
	Parent/Carer
	Other
	Total

	Strongly agree
	7
	1
	2
	2
	0
	0
	2
	14
	34%

	Agree
	4
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	4
	10
	24%

	Neither agree nor disagree
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	2
	3
	8
	20%

	Disagree
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	4
	10%

	Strongly disagree
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4
	0
	5
	12%

	 KEY ISSUES:

	Some services still use 'specialist and targeted'
	2
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	1
	6
	15%


	Do you agree that using ‘each child in the area of a local authority' meets Sir Roger Singleton's recommendation?

	There were 42 responses to this question.

	 
	Local Authority
	ContactPoint National Partner
	Organisation that works with children/young people
	Practitioner that works with children/young people
	Child or young person
	Parent/Carer
	Other
	Total

	Strongly agree
	7
	1
	4
	1
	0
	2
	2
	17
	40%

	Agree
	3
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	2
	8
	19%

	Neither agree nor disagree
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	5
	12%

	Disagree
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	4
	5
	12%

	Strongly disagree
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	5
	0
	7
	17%

	 KEY ISSUES:

	'In the area of local authority' is unclear/ ambiguous
	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	3
	9
	21%


	4 Do you have any alternative suggestions that would meet Sir Roger Singleton's recommendation?  If so, please give details below.

	There were 33 responses to this question.

	 
	Local Authority
	ContactPoint National Partner
	Organisation that works with children/ young people
	Practitioner that works with children/ young people
	Child or young person
	Parent/Carer
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	3
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	4
	9
	27%

	No
	4
	1
	5
	2
	1
	3
	1
	17
	52%

	Not Sure
	3
	0
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	7
	21%


	5 Do you have any other comments that you would like to make on our proposals?  If so, please give details below.

	There were 35 responses to this question.

	 
	Local Authority
	ContactPoint National Partner
	Organisation that works with children/ young people
	Practitioner that works with children/ young people
	Child or young person
	Parent/Carer
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	2
	0
	4
	0
	0
	2
	8
	16
	46%

	No
	5
	1
	4
	2
	0
	3
	3
	18
	51%

	Not Sure
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3%


ANNEX B
List of respondents to consultation on amendments to The Children Act 2004 Information Database (England) Regulations 2007 (“The ContactPoint Regulations”)
All names of individuals have been redacted, to ensure the anonymity of the respondents. Where respondents also gave other information about themselves, this is included in brackets.

Because only one ContactPoint national partner responded to the consultation, the name of the organisation has been redacted, to ensure that their responses cannot be inferred from the detailed breakdown of results in Annex A.

Four respondents requested that their responses were kept confidential.

Two different consultation responses were received from Trafford Council.

1. Anonymous (Child or young person)

2. Anonymous (Parent / Carer) 

3. Anonymous (Parent / Carer)

4. Anonymous (Parent / Carer)

5. Anonymous (Social worker)

6. Anonymous (no further information given)

7. Name redacted (Parent/ carer)

8. Name redacted (Parent/ carer)

9. Name redacted (Parent/ carer)

10. Name redacted (GP)

11. CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE (Parent / carer)

12. CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE (Parent / carer)
13. CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE (local authority)
14. CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE (‘Other’ respondent type)

15. Organisation name redacted (ContactPoint national partner)

16. Association of Directors of Children’s Services

17. Association of School and College Leaders

18. Birmingham City Council Improving Information Sharing and Management Programme

19. Blackpool Council

20. Broomhill Infant School (Teacher)

21. Brune Park Community College (Teacher)

22. Buckinghamshire County Council

23. Cambridgeshire County Council

24. Canterbury Christ Church University (Lecturer)

25. Capita Children’s Services

26. Children’s Rights Alliance for England

27. Cumbria County Council

28. Diocese of Exeter (Education Officer)

29. Education Otherwise

30. Greater London Domestic Violence Project

31. Home Start UK

32. Independent Schools Council

33. Kent County Council

34. Leicestershire County Council

35. MEHT Health (Nurse)

36. Milton Keynes Council

37. Ministry of Defence

38. National Association of Head Teachers

39. National Information Governance Board

40. Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council

41. Stoke-on-Trent City Council ContactPoint Project Board

42. Tameside Metropolitan Borough Council

43. Trafford Council

44. Trafford Council

45. West Yorkshire Police

46. Whitstone Head School (Teacher)

47. Women’s Aid Federation of England

� In the case of ‘relevant young people’ - who are those aged 18 or 19 and those over the age of 19 with learning disabilities or leaving care - the record can be retained up to the age of 25 with their consent.


� Available to download at http://www.teachernet.gov.uk/docbank/index.cfm?id=13447
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