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1 Introduction
1.1 Why this document?
In April 2009 the Department for Children, Schools and families (DCSF) and the Local Government Association (LGA), together with a group of its partners, launched a consultation on a proposed set of workforce data standards.  This report gathers together the feedback received during this consultation and outlines the group’s proposed response.
1.2 Why the consultation?
The standards are intended to resolve the current situation, in which various workforce collections, from DCSF and others, are based on such divergent definitions that it is difficult for employers and service providers to respond to all requests from the same data source. Employers, software suppliers and others therefore have a considerable stake in the standards.  Their views, and ultimately their acceptance of the standards, are important.

1.3 How were the standards created?
A working group was jointly established by several organisations including DCSF, LGA, the Children’s Workforce Development Council (CWDC) and Skills for Care (SfC).  Initially known as the harmonisation group, in July 2008 the group was formally recognised as a Standards Working Group (SWG) under the auspices of the Information Standards Board for Education, Skills and Children’s Services (ISB).

The approach used by the SWG to create the draft standards, was:

· to re-use existing data standards, such as the Government Data Standards Catalogue and the Common Basic Data Set, and confirm that these are sufficient for the business requirements behind each data collection;

· where more than one existing workforce collection collects the same data, to seek commonality, or otherwise define an underlying commonality;

· where there are genuine differences of requirement, to agree a common definition that is the closest fit;

· seek compatibility with other sources of information that might be useful to employers, such as National Statistics data sets. 

For some parts of the standard, expertise outside the group was used to ensure accuracy within the definitions. This included specialised areas such as pay, terms and conditions and qualifications.

The draft standards were issued as a document for consultation by the SWG in April 2009.  The DCSF public e-consultation site managed the process, enabling respondents to view the draft standards and to submit responses either via an on-line form or using a template questionnaire.  SWG members used existing contact lists to make as many stakeholders aware of the consultation as possible.  Responses were originally requested for 20 July, and this was extended to the end of July.
2 Vision

The impetus for the standardisation project came from the desire to eliminate inconsistency.  The definitions behind several key data collections, including the School Workforce Census and the National Minimum Data Set for Social Care, contained significant differences.  This created problems for respondents who were trying to generate returns from their own data sources.  As the sources frequently included strategic systems, such as local authority HR systems, or were managed by third parties and subject to commercial agreements, other processes could be affected and attempts at compliance could lead to unforeseen difficulties and additional costs.
The original vision, then, could be described as follows:
· to create a harmonised view of the definitions and categories upon which central data collections will be based in the future, to encompass the whole of the Children’s and Young People’s workforce and also the Local Government Workforce. 
As the SWG pursued its remit, however, it became apparent that among those we consulted with, standardisation of definitions could deliver other benefits. So to the above vision statement, the following additional aims were added:

· to align where possible with definitions used within other national data sets against which comparison of workforce data is useful.  This means particularly the definitions used by the ONS in the population census, the labour force survey, the integrated household survey, and others;
· to supply employers with the kind of definitions and categories that will be useful in their own workforce management and analytics;
· to tie the standards in to recognised governance arrangements;
· to re-use existing standards, including the Government Data Standards Catalogue and the CBDS.
The SWG hopes that the final version of the standards, reflecting the responses received in consultation, will enable these aims to be fulfilled.
3 Analysis of Consultation Feedback
3.1 Numbers and spread of consultation responses

By the end of the consultation there had been 34 responses in total, from:

· 23 local authorities
· 1 Academy 

· 4 software suppliers
· 6 others, comprising
· 2 DCSF partners, the GTCE and OFSTED
· 2 health service responses, from a Strategic Health Authority and the National Information Governance Board for Health and Social Care
· one Union, the NASUWT
· one private individual

A full list of respondents is provided at Annex A.
In addition to actual responses, the consultation has brought the standards work to a wider public audience.  It has enabled the DCSF and its partners to make contact with those doing similar things in other sectors.  This dialogue is welcomed.  It should strengthen the effectiveness of the proposed standards if, as it promises, it results in a reduction of duplication in data standards across the public sector as a whole.

3.2 The quality of consultation responses

The Standards Working Group is grateful to respondents for the time and effort that went into the responses.  Considering the length of the standards document, and that this is a somewhat specialised area, the responses overall provided significant and relevant feedback.  Employers, suppliers and others have clearly used the experience of their own workforce data requirements and existing data collection exercises in providing comments.
A small number of respondents misunderstood, to a greater or lesser extent, the intention behind the standards, although this did not necessarily invalidate their comments.  To clarify, it’s worth reiterating that:

· the standards are not the specification for a new data collection;
· the standards are not a statement that employers ought to maintain all the data defined for all of their employees;
· the standards do not claim to define all the data that employers need.  There may be data items necessary to employers but for which standard data definitions are not required;
· the standards are not a replacement for the SWF Census or NMDS-SC;
· the existence of the standards does not by itself legitimise any use of data in systems or collections.  Business cases will still be required and the DCSF Star Chamber and other approval process will still be in force.
3.3 Summary of Common Themes 
Common themes across the responses are as follows:
· Identification of areas of children’s services not covered (or not covered in enough detail).  Youth services is the one most frequently mentioned;
· Quite a few respondents want coverage of police, probation and health;
· A number think that the standards are too Local Government oriented and need to take more account of the private and voluntary sector;
· There are calls for standards for Religion, Belief and Sexual Orientation;
· There are many suggestions to add or amend entries in the Role code set;
· There is uncertainty about the implementation of Role and other key items across authorities and how it will  help with the SWF and the NMDS-SC;
· There are questions about the costs of implementation.
In addition, the following general comments can be made from the responses:
· responses to the questions about the standards being beneficial (questions 10 and 11) are overwhelmingly positive;

· there is a diverse range of opinions expressed on what implementation of the standards will mean, and on the time required for implementation;
· respondents found little to comment about with the data structure sections of the document (either section 1.1, or Annex C of the Standards).
The above points are covered in more detail in the following sections.

3.4 Scope 

Question 8 of the consultation questionnaire asked for views on the scope of the standards, and whether they should be extended to other areas.  The majority of those who answered this question thought that they should:
	8. The standards cover both the children’s and young peoples’ workforce and also the local government workforce. Are there other service areas/sectors that need to be covered, perhaps by having more detail in some item code sets, to make the standards more useful?

	There were 20 responses to this question

	Options
	Responses
	Across Consultation

	Yes:
	12
	60% 
	41% 

	Not Sure:
	7
	35% 
	24% 

	No:
	1
	5% 
	3%


Table 1: Consultation Responses to Q.8, coverage
This was reinforced by a number of comments, for example:

The current proposal does not cover the whole of the children’s workforce (see Annex B page 168 – ‘Children’s workforce beyond the direct scope of the standards’). It is important that if we are to embed the concept of One Children’s Workforce, we do not then exclude parts of it in the collection and analysis of data. Therefore those currently excluded should be incorporated.  (An LA respondent)
Some Local Authorities and Children’s Trusts were keen to let us know the extent to which they had already developed collaborative relationships with local or regional representatives of Sector Skills Councils, Youth Justice Boards, Health authorities, Police authorities and others.  These comments represented an implied challenge to the scope of the work done to date: if we can extend our reach, so can you.
The importance of the crossover with the Health sector was given clear recognition by the following response from within their governance framework:

This harmonisation with health is important where there are joint teams such as those within children’s trusts and where adult social care staff interact with young people, either in relation to the provision of specialist services or during the transition to adult services. You may wish to consider whether all the appropriate roles have been included within your data set as there may be others from adult social services which could also be usefully included. (The National Information Governance Board for Health and Social Care)
The SWG is grateful for all of these comments and will seek to widen the scope of items such as Role (S400). We can clearly do so only in discussion with the relevant sectors; however the consultation demonstrated recognition of the need for cross-sector standards that is stronger than ever.  The SWG will aim for as extensive a scope as is sensible and possible within our timescales in the final version of the standards.

3.5 Feedback on the Data Definitions
The first three questions on the consultation questionnaire were about the data definitions within the draft standards. The answers elicited many suggestions for improvements to the definitions, or requests for new ones.
3.5.1. Items that must be universally defined
As identified in the standards document, some items are defined for use across all government sectors and not just with children’s services.  Their definitions are therefore beyond the scope of the SWG, with its specific workforce focus.

Existing standards for such items are recorded in the Government Data Standards Catalogue (GDSC). These standards were developed under the eGIF programme and are maintained by a cross-departmental working group referred to below as PS-DSWG.
 Our response to consultation responses for these items is therefore dependent on the status of definitions by this group.

	High-level Entity
	Item Name
	Source of Definition / Notes

	Person
	Religion
(request to be added)
	A proposal for standard code lists for Religion and Religious Affiliation have been developed by the PS-DSWG with the ONS.  They will be included once they are available.

	Person
	Sexual Identity

(request to be added)
	As above.

	Person
	Date of Death

(request to be added)
	Will be added based on the Aligned Data Definitions and the GDSC.

	Person
	Language and Language Proficiency
(request to be added)
	To investigate. The pupil data standards in CBDS include a code set for Language.

	Person
	Ethnicity
(see below)
	See comments below

	Person
	Disability
(request for code set)
	Existing ISB standards have the Yes/No definition that was included in the draft workforce standards. Work on categorisation is ongoing.


Table 2: Definitions mentioned in consultation response that are universally defined

Some respondents wanted Gypsy Roma and Traveller of Irish Heritage to be added to the Ethnicity code set.  An ISB standard for Ethnicity has been published, which recognises the requirement for this value. ISB is committed to revising the Ethnicity standard once ONS have published the final version of the questions for the 2011 Population Census.  The workforce standards use the ISB approved version.
We will incorporate these definitions in the revised standards where they exist, and request ISB to work with PS -DSWG to develop definitions where they do not.
3.5.2. Service Area and Service Type (S210 and S215)
The comments about the scope of the work done to date apply particularly to these two items.  Respondents felt that they need more work, both to ensure that all relevant sectors are covered, and also to ensure that the services described are not exclusive to the public sector.
In response, the SWG is setting up a sub-group to refine these code sets further.  We will use expertise outside of the group to help in drafting the final definitions.

3.5.3. Role (S400)
The definition with the largest number of comments was Role (S400, and the corresponding domain, D040).  A high proportion of these comments gave suggestions to amend roles or add ones perceived not to be covered.  Some pointed out that within the SWF Census the data set includes both Post and Role.  There were helpful suggestions made about the kind of guidance that should be provided.
Two broad themes emerged from the comments.  Firstly, respondents were concerned to see exactly how the new code set would help with the SWF Census and other existing collections.  The standards document does not spell out how the Role code will bridge the gap between the various collections, it does not have that purpose.  Other types of guidance and information on mappings will be required to explain how this works, so that the aim of removing inconsistent and incompatible definitions will be achieved.
The second theme was well expressed by one comment:

“… the Personal Service roles include Childminder, Playworker and Nursery Nurse. However there are many more Childcare types such as Pre-School Leader, Play Assistant, Assistant Childminder, Creche Worker etc. These staff are proud of their specific job title and would like this returned.” (A local authority respondent)
This and similar comments mirror some of the feedback received during the course of data collections.  It is no easy task to create a list that is both succinct and comprehensive.  At the same time, staff may feel that the descriptions don’t convey what they see as significant or distinctive about the job they do.

However, the SWG had some clear principles in mind in creating the code set, and these will be maintained during its revision:
· A person’s Role is separate to their Job Title, although in some cases they may be the same;
· A person may be employed for more than one Role;

· A person’s Role may not by itself be sufficient to understand their contribution.  It will often be necessary to combine it with other variables, such as the service being provided by the employing organisation or the client-group being served.
It follows from this that not all suggestions for additional roles will be incorporated into the standards.  To enable the SWG to reflect these comments in the final standards:

· a sub-group will be set up to consider each specific suggestion and amend the set of Roles as necessary;
· the sub-group will also consider the appropriate guidance and mappings to issue;
· new definitions for Job Title and Post will be added to the final standards. 
3.5.4. Qualification Data

When creating the consultation version of the standards, the SWG was unable to finalise recommended definitions for Qualification data.  Although all participants recognised the benefits that there would be from such standards, there were a number of difficulties:

· Firstly, the standards should define an appropriate level of detail, or granularity, to support common data maintenance and transfer requirements. Consultation with stakeholders across the sector left the SWG unclear as to what this level should be, particularly for category lists, such as the name of subject(s) or a qualification. Existing standard categorisations, available from HESA and MIAP, may be too detailed for the needs of local authorities and other employers.

· The second reason is that the current development of the Qualifications and Credit Framework (QCF) may provide further definitions on which standards can be based. By later in 2009, we should be in a position to know how the development of QCF and other changes to the qualifications landscape will affect what can be defined here. (Consultation version of the standards, p 105)
The consultation sought respondents’ views.  However the responses contained very little feedback.  One respondent backed the view that future standards should be based around the QCF, while another, at the opposite end of the spectrum, suggested that the attempt to standardise Qualifications data should be abandoned.  Either way, the SWG’s position is unchanged and we believe that the data interchange standards being developed for the QCF probably offer the best chance of progress.
3.5.5. Other Items to be added

In addition to those mentioned above, the following items were suggested and will be added to the standards:
	High-level Entity
	Item Name
	Source of Definition

	Person
	EY Professional Status 
	New definitions, Yes/No item

	Person
	QTS Route
	As within the SWF Census

	Person
	GSCC Register Number
	New definition

	Person
	Date of registration with GSCC
	New definition, standard date

	Location
	BFPO Number
	The Aligned Data Definitions

	Person-Organisation Relationship
	Date of Arrival in School
	From the SWF Census, standard date

	Person-Organisation Relationship
	Start Date for Continuous Service at employer
	New definition, standard date


Table 3: New definitions to be added to the standards

A number of other requests for additional definitions, or clarification of ones already drafted, need more information and are being investigated by the SWG:
	Requirement / Suggestion
	Response / approach

	Nature of Relationship and Type of Contract
	More examples to be added and guidance clarified

	Requirements of the pilot scheme to support newly qualified social workers
	The SWG will refine this area of the model. Also applies to NQTs.

	Look at the implications of vetting and barring and what data is required as part of the new Safeguarding arrangements
	To be investigated.

	Type of contracted hours:  Suggestions - fixed, flexible, compressed, annualised, variable, consolidated. Not sure what some are.
	To be investigated.

	Suggestions for a standard on recruitment schemes, for monitoring purposes.
	Our initial response to this suggestion is that the requirements are likely to vary across employers, however we will investigate.

	The NASUWT responses said that the data standard referring to sickness absence type should be amended to include descriptor codes for injuries sustained as a result of physical assault at work, voice loss and work-related illness/injury.
	To investigate.  If this is a widely recognised requirement it is likely to require a separate data item to Sickness Absence Type.

	Pay and contract items to add:
Salary Sacrifice

Expenses

Annual Leave
	These may not warrant a standard, but this will be investigated.


Table 4: Issues raised that required further investigation

3.6 Documentation

Question 4 of the consultation questionnaire asked for views on the documentation provided.  In general those that answered this question felt that the documentation was clear and well-structured.  The use of links to navigate the document was welcomed, especially in view of its length, which also attracted comment. One respondent pointed out that the links to the domains should be numbered for those reading a printed version.  A number of comments were also made about having all or some of the standards in Excel, for ease of sorting or otherwise rearranging the material.
3.7 Implementation

Questions 5, 6 and 7 covered implementation issues.  Question 5 was concerned with the kind of issues that respondents felt would need to be addressed. Responses included the impact on existing employer systems such as the payroll. A number of LAs are in the process of changing payroll systems or getting major upgrades and there were concerns about the cost of re-work in this situation.  Updating data to take account of the standards was of concern to some, especially the task of allocating Roles to each employee.
Some respondents were concerned that implementation must be co-ordinated rather than piecemeal.  Good guidance will be needed to ensure that the new definitions are consistently interpreted.  There should be measures put in place to ensure that where partners need to share workforce data, they can do.  This must include the relationships between public and private organisations that together contribute to the delivery of children’s services.

Question 6 asked what assistance could be provided by DCSF and other central organisations.  The majority of responses to this question raised the issue of transition costs and requested that finance be made available.  The DCSF is aware that LAs may incur additional costs in implementing these standards however unfortunately with the pressures that the Department has on its own budget it is unable to provide any extra funding to LAs for this. It is hoped that in the longer term LAs will recoup any expenditure through efficiency savings arising from implementation of these standards.
Other requests included the development of presentations and other publicity material that employers could use to publicise the standards.  Another resource requested was a standard form of Privacy Notice
.  Respondents also pointed out that the confidence in the usefulness of the standards would depend on their stability – once standards have been set, they are not subject to change for a specified period, for example 3-5 years.
Some respondents felt that implementation will be made easier if there is some kind of Information Sharing Protocol to enable data from various organisations to be held within a central point.   This is based upon the idea that an employer or Children’s Trust partners provide data on a regular basis to, for instance, the Local Authority to collate and analysis the data at a Children's Trust level.  Consideration should be given to whether contracts for the provision of third party services cover supplying management information on staff, although it is clear that there are some issues to think through here, including the potential impact on costs.

The responses to the multiple-choice question 7 were as follows:
	7. Over what timescale do you think your authority would consider implementing the standards (from the publication of finalised standards after the consultation process has been completed)?

	There were 23 responses to this question

	Options
	Responses
	Across Consultation

	Don't Know:
	8
	35% 
	28% 

	Other (please comment):
	3
	13% 
	10% 

	1-2 years:
	3
	13% 
	10% 

	Up to 12 months:
	3
	13% 
	10% 

	2-3 years:
	3
	13% 
	10% 

	Over 4 years:
	2
	9% 
	7% 

	3-4 years:
	1
	4% 
	3% 


Table 5: Consultation Responses to Q.7, Timescales

This spread of responses, with a lead response of ‘don’t know’, probably reflects the uncertainty of what implementation will mean in practice.  The SWG has noted this and developing a clear implementation approach that addresses all the above concerns will be an important next step in the overall project.
3.8 Benefits and Costs

Question 9 invited respondent to describe the kind of problems that the lack of standards presents to them at the moment.  Here is a representative selection of points made:
Time is currently wasted matching up data sets for different data collections. Also data is often categorised wrongly impacting on the quality. (An LA respondent)
Without any agreed standards, each LA produces their own. This means cross-Borough comparisons or national aggregation can be difficult. It is also means that software suppliers have to bespoke systems. (An LA respondent)
Workforce development strategies and activities not based on ‘hard evidence’.  Children’s Trusts lack of knowledge re size, scope and composition of Children’s workforce. (An LA respondent)
Members of the Children’s Workforce not being identified and appropriately developed/trained including aspects relating to safeguarding.  Different Terms & Conditions of Service, pay scales etc, means that like for like comparisons are difficult (An LA respondent)
Questions 10 and 11 asked for employer views on the benefits of introducing the standards.  Q 10 dealt with the overall impact:

	10. Please indicate to what extent you agree that the introduction of these standards would be beneficial to your authority/organisation?

	There were 24 responses to this question

	Options
	Responses
	Across Consultation

	Agree:
	15
	63% 
	52% 

	Strongly agree:
	7
	29% 
	24% 

	Neither agree nor disagree:
	2
	8% 
	7%

	Don’t know:
	0
	-
	-

	Disagree:
	0
	-
	-

	Strongly disagree:
	0
	-
	-


Table 6: Consultation Responses to Q.10, Overall Benefits

An overwhelming response in agreement or strong agreement.
Question 11 asked about the effect on specific applications of the data. Again the majority of the responses were either to agree or agree strongly (see Table 7).  Some responses were caveated, sometimes quite strongly, with the proviso that the standards are extended to cover the whole of the children’s workforce.  As stated above, the SWG intends to do this.

	11.  Indicate to what extent you agree that these data standards will meet the business need for the following:

	Options
	a) Workforce Planning
	b) Bench-marking
	c) Statutory Returns
	d) HR Management
	e) Equal Opps

	Across all respondents

	Strongly agree:
	6
	26%
	6
	26%
	6
	26%
	4
	17%
	4
	17%

	Agree:
	12
	52%
	12
	52%
	11
	48%
	7
	30%
	14
	61%

	Neither agree nor disagree:
	1
	4%
	0
	-
	2
	9%
	5
	22%
	1
	4%

	Disagree:
	0
	-
	0
	-
	0
	-
	0
	-
	0
	-

	Strongly disagree:
	0
	-
	0
	-
	0
	-
	0
	-
	0
	-

	Don’t know
	2
	9%
	2
	9%
	1
	4%
	3
	13%
	1
	4%

	[No answer]
	2
	9%
	3
	13%
	3
	13%
	4
	17%
	3
	13%


Table 7: Consultation Responses to Q.11, Benefits to Specific Areas

3.9 Other Issues raised 

The NASUWT response argues that “all personal and sensitive data that should be self-defined … (we) … strongly recommend that the data standards should explicitly rule out the use of third party classification.”  The SWG notes this as a possible statement of principle, and will consider how any guidance developed for implementation purposes reflects this.  The outworking of this with respects to key identity variables, such as ethnicity, may be different to variables such as job role, where some understanding of the meaning of the categories will be required to choose the correct code, a task the employer may be better equipped to do.

Some respondents asked about the maintenance of the standards as business needs evolve.  Once the standards are approved, change control will be the responsibility of the Information Standards Board.  Guidance will be required as to how stakeholder organisations can request a change, and what the process will be.
Finally, software suppliers made the point that the data standards for pupils and workforce need to be brought into line before any real progress can be made. (This comment refers particularly to the definitions of key identity fields such as name and gender).  This is an issue around standards penetration, and the SWG will seek to liaise with all relevant organisations as part of its work on implementation.

4 Conclusions & next steps

In summary:

· the consultation has provided the SWG with plenty of quality feedback;
· the feedback is broadly supportive and affirmative;

· the data definitions most impacted would seem to be Role, Service Area/Type, Type of Contract and Nature of Relationship;

· there are calls to extend the scope so that all parts of children’s services are fully covered, including the private and voluntary sector and that the overlap into health, police, probation and youth justice are explicitly covered

· there are requests for more information about the implications on existing data collections

· there are request for documentation of Roles, similar to the NMDS-SC guidance

The next steps for the project are:
· Revision of the Standards document, in line with section 3 of this document.
· Approval by the Information Standards Board.
· Development of an implementation strategy, followed by detailed implementation planning.

DCSF and its partners continue to welcome comments on any of the issues raised in the course of this consultation.  Please send your views to ims.mailbox@dcsf.gsi.gov.uk.

DCSF, Data Services Group
November 2009

5 Annex A – List of respondents

DCSF and its partners on the Standards Working Group are grateful to all who responded to the consultation:

	Local Authorities & Academies
	Software Suppliers

	Blackburn with Darwen

East Riding

Hartlepool

Kent

Kirklees

Lancashire

Leicester

London Borough of Enfield

London Borough of Redbridge

Middlesbrough

North-Yorkshire

Nottingham City

Nottinghamshire

Plymouth

Portsmouth

Sandwell

Southampton

Torbay

… plus five LAs who asked for their response to be confidential

The Thomas Deacon Academy
	Capita 

Computing Help

Pearson Phoenix

RM

	
	Other respondents

	
	The GTCE

OFSTED

The NASUWT

The National Information Governance Board (NIGB) for health and social care

The North East Strategic Health Authority

… plus one private individual


6 Annex B – Questions on the Consultation Questionnaire

Data Items
Please consider the following when providing comments:

•
Whether the data item is fit-for-purpose for use within your authority

•
Whether you can identify any missing or redundant codes; and

•
Any other issues you have or changes you would like to specify.

Q1 a) Ref: S400 and D060   Item: Role

Q1 b) Ref: S210, S215, D070 and D072  Item: Service Area and Service Type

Q1 c) Ref: S405 and S410   Item: Nature of Relationship and Contract Type

Q2 Please provide comments regarding any changes or issues you would like to suggest on any of the other data items, stating the reference and item for each.  

Q3 Please provide details of any data items that you feel are missing from the data standards but should be included?

Documentation
Q4 Please provide any comments you have regarding the documentation provided. Please consider the structure of the data standards themselves as well as any other supporting resources which would make the standards more useful.

Implementation
Q5 What issues do you foresee in the implementation of these standards within your authority?
Q6 What assistance would be useful to reduce the burden of implementing these standards?

Q7 Over what timescale do you think your authority would consider implementing the standards (from the publication of finalised standards after the consultation process has been completed)?
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	Up to 12 months
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	1-2 years
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	2-3 years
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	3-4 years
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	Over 4 years
	[image: image7.png]



	Don't Know
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	Other (please comment)
	
	
	
	


Scope
Q8 The standards cover both the children’s and young peoples’ workforce and also the local government workforce. Are there other service areas/sectors that need to be covered, perhaps by having more detail in some item code sets, to make the standards more useful?
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	Yes
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	No
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	Not Sure


Benefits / Costs
Q9 Please provide examples of any problems/costs associated with the lack of workforce standards.

Q10 Please indicate to what extent you agree that the introduction of these standards would be beneficial to your authority/organisation?
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	Strongly agree
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	Agree
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	Neither agree nor disagree
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	Disagree
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	Strongly disagree
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	Don't know


Please indicate to what extent you agree that these data standards will meet the following business needs:

	
	strongly agree
	Agree
	Neither agree or disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree
	Don’t know

	Q11a) workforce planning
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q11b) benchmarking
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q11c) Statutory return
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q11d) HR Management functions
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q11e) Equal ops monitoring
	
	
	
	
	
	


Q12 What other uses can you foresee for these data standards?

Q13 Please use this space for any other comments you would like to make.

7 Annex C – the members of the Standards Working Group

The following organisations are members of the standards working group:

The Department for Children, Schools and Families

The Local Government Association

The Children’s Workforce Development Council

Skills for Care

The Office for National Statistics

The Training and Development Agency

The Higher Education Statistics Agency

The Learning and Skills Council

The Information Authority for the FE sector

The Information Standards Board for Education, Skills and Children’s Services

Invitation has been extended to the following organisations to join the SWG since the consultation:

The Department for Communities and Local Government

The National College (formerly NCSL)

Lifelong Learning UK

Skills Active

�  The full title of the group is the Public Sector Information Domain Team Data Standards Working Group.  Details can be found at � HYPERLINK "http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/govtalk.aspx" ��http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/govtalk.aspx�. 


� Formerly know as the Fair Processing Notice.
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