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Chair’s Introduction

® B N By Bristow Muldoon
{ 0% '\ 4 Head of Policy Advice and Parliamentary Affairs
a4

The Royal Society ~ The mission of The Royal Society of Edinburgh, set out in 1783, is “the

of Edinburgh advancement of learning and useful knowledge”. Education policy is a key area
FHIRIERETEATE T which the RSE considers. Our organisational response to the Scottish
Government consultation “Empowering teachers, parents and communities to achieve excellence
and equity in education: A Governance Review” sets out the considered view of the RSE’s Education
Committee. The Committee comprises Fellows and other members with a range of backgrounds and
expertise across schools, colleges and universities, and the response urges the Government to
consider the evidence base for any changes to governance structures going forward.

The RSE believes that any change should be predicated on achieving improved educational
outcomes and experiences for young people. We know that this is a view shared by many across the
system. We are of the view that there is significant risk that school governance reforms could divert
resources and attention from attainment priorities. The attainment gap cannot be closed in the
classroom alone.

This event, which brought together colleagues from local government, Education Scotland, trade
unions, parent representative organisations, and representatives of children and young people, is an
opportunity review one aspect of the governance review: regional collaboration. It was very
welcome to see such a range of views and opinions contributing to the discussion together as
colleagues.

It is hoped that the discussions presented in this report can be used by all who attended on the day
as a useful tool in forward discussions.


http://www.rse.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/School_Governance_response.pdf

Introduction

Context

The Scottish Government consultation Empowering teachers, parents and communities to achieve
excellence and equity in education: A Governance Review closed in January 2017 and received over
1,100 responses. The responses are currently being analysed in-house by the Learning Directorate
with an announcement of next steps anticipated in June. Responses, including the COSLA response,
have been published online, where permission was given.

The consultation document talked about “the creation of new educational regions” which was a
concern for local government. There was a lack of clarity about what this would mean in reality:
Would the structure be imposed or collaborative? What would the implications be for democratic
accountability? What would the financial and reporting requirements look like?

While the outcome of the Governance Review is yet unknown, the level of concern over regions was
such that COSLA undertook lobbying towards a co-design model between national and local
government, which focused on regional collaboration. This approach was agreed at a political level
between the Deputy First Minister and the Spokesperson for Education, Children and Young People
ahead of local government purdah.

Structure and Aims of the Event

There are many possible scenarios for how regional collaboration might be shaped — both in terms of
partners to collaborations and the focus of collaborations. At a previous COSLA event, a series of
high-level, overarching principles emerged which have informed the COSLA approach to date'. In
moving forward however, there was a need to progress from a principle-based approach to consider
on-the-ground realities.

This event brought together colleagues from local government, Education Scotland, trade unions,
parent representative organisations, and representatives of children and young people to inform the
COSLA approach moving forward. It took the form of scenario-based discussions. COSLA officers
developed a series of five scenarios to facilitate discussion and each table was asked to focus on one
scenario. The aim of the event was to facilitate discussion around the scenarios asking what the
pros, cons and unintended consequences may be. The event did not seek to reach a consensus on or
endorse any of the individual scenarios.

The scenarios developed for discussion provided a beneficial starting point for considering the real
implications of governance reforms. The breadth of knowledge and experience in the room, which
included education professionals, social work and children’s services, trade unions, parents and
children and young people, contributed to what were detailed and insightful discussions on the
future of education governance in Scotland.

This report captures the overall discussion and it is hoped that this will be useful to all colleagues in
forward discussions with the Scottish Government as the policy on Education Governance
progresses.

! See Annex 1


https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/empowering-schools/a-governance-review/consultation/published_select_respondent
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/empowering-schools/a-governance-review/consultation/published_select_respondent
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/empowering-schools/a-governance-review/consultation/view_respondent?show_all_questions=0&_q__text=cosla&uuId=345188948

Speaker Summaries

Education Scotland

Education Scotland is the national improvement agency for education charged with supporting and
promoting quality and improvement in Scottish education. Our Chief Inspector of Education recently
published “Quality and improvement in Scottish education 2012-2016", a review of inspection
findings over the last four years, highlighting areas of strength and five key areas for further
improvement.

Over the period of the report, inspectors have identified many aspects of learning, across sectors,
which have been transformed as schools, colleges and other education providers have evolved and
developed. In many establishments and services, aspects of leadership are strong. Strengths include:

9 a strong commitment of leaders and staff to improving outcomes for children and young
people

9 continual improvement in the quality of learning experiences for pupils

9 an education system which is highly inclusive

 and more young people who are having a wider range of their learning and achievements
accredited through youth award schemes.

However, there is more to do if Scotland is to provide all children and young people with
consistently high-quality learning experiences. The report highlights five key areas in which
education leaders and practitioners need to prioritise their efforts to further improve education
provision and practice:

9 exploiting fully the flexibility of Curriculum for Excellence to meet better the needs of all
learners

9 improving arrangements for assessment and tracking to provide personalised guidance and
support throughout the learner journey

1 maximising the contribution of partnerships with other services, parents and the wider
community to enhance children’s and young people’s learning experiences

9 improving further the use of self-evaluation and improvement approaches to ensure
consistent high quality of provision, and

9 growing a stronger culture of collaboration within and across establishments and services to
drive innovation, sharing of practice and collective improvement.

There should also be an ongoing focus on ensuring that high quality leadership is a feature of every
educational establishment and service.

COSLA

COSLA introduced the aims and purpose of the event: collaborative policy development involving the
voices and perspectives of the whole system.

In table discussion, attendees were encouraged to consider the impact of the scenarios on children
and young people, teachers, school support staff, headteachers, Children’s Services staff, Local
Elected Members, Trade Unions, parents and carers, Scottish Government and Education Scotland.


https://education.gov.scot/Documents/QuISE_2012-2016_COMPLETE_bookmarks.pdf

Scenario 1

Scenario 1

Collaboration I Local authorities have the freedom to choose what areas of work to

Design collaborate on, who to collaborate with and the length of time

collaborative working lasts

Collaboration not required but encouraged

Collaboration can happen with different partners on different issues

No requirement for regions or collaborations to match any other

regional models (e.g. NHS, colleges)

9 No national requirements or sanctions around regional
collaboration

= —a —a

Accountability 9 Flexibility to design a model of accountability which works for all
local authorities within the collaboration but always ultimately
accountable to local elected members

Finance 9 Direct to local authorities
' No ring-fenced funds - decisions made at local authority level on
how it is used
' No national targets (teacher numbers, class sizes)
Workforce 9 Local authorities can decide on the make-up of staffing within
schools
9 Workforce retain current terms and conditions but more flexibility
to move staff across the region/collaborating local authorities.
I Flexibility to share staff (for example educational psychologists and
additional support needs teachers)
9 SNCT agreement not impacted
GIRFEC 9 GIRFEC is the cornerstone of all services involving children and
young people
9 A whole system approach to partnership working
Reporting I Reporting is designed and carried out locally - no difficult or

bureaucratic reporting arrangements




Scenario 1

Discussion Summary

The collaboration model in this scenario prioritised flexibility. While there were many comments
highlighting the strength of this model, these were tempered by the necessity to make sure that a
balance was struck between flexibility and ensuring responsibilities are met:
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It was clear from the discussion recorded that investment was needed for this model to be
successful: in strategically planning to ensure a workforce fit for the short, medium and long term; in
ensuring resources can be dedicated to make collaboration meaningful; and in one coherent vision
for education which can form the basis for moving forward. This requires a whole system approach
with GIRFEC at the core — achieving excellence and equity for our children and young people cannot
be achieved in classrooms alone and resources must align across agencies to ensure success.

Collaboration
Design

Strengths: Weaknesses:
9 Prioritising the local perspective is key 9 The overall assumption that only
Local authorities will be able to target education needs to change
resources in a way which is most beneficialto | J The danger of only looking at education —
needs of the local community, eg: education is only one element of a whole
0 ASN resource in the manner which best system approach
suits local delivery I Lack of prescription could potentially lead
0 Agile to emerging local/national themes to inequity of service - across and within
I Benefits to be achieved over all stages of local authorities
education with cluster working from ELC I Potentially too open to interpretation if
through to school and beyond to DYW collaboration only “encouraged” —there is
I  Flexibility the greatest tool in achieving equity a balance to be struck between flexibility
for learners — question whether a single and ensuring responsibilities are met
national framework could bring equal benefit | §  Responsibility for fulfilling legislative
to diverse learners and their families in duties could be a barrier to meaningful
diverse communities collaboration
I Thelocal authority could be the leader of a I Different collaborations focused on
collaborative learning culture, widening different aspects could lead to
teacher experience by sharing and bringing management can becoming over-
together best practice structured with shared services
Opportunities: Key Concerns:
I The focus should be on improved outcomes I Very little mention of children’s services
and not saving money. There is a real other than education
opportunity to design something with I Potential for inter-local political issues as
improvement at the core. well as local vs. national political priorities
1 There are already lessons to be learned from | § It will take time commitment to arrange
regional collaborations — what has worked and maintain
well, what has not worked well and why? 9 There has to be a tight enough structure
I There are steps which can be taken as officers to ensure responsibilities are met
without governance arrangements changing.
This is a chance to clarify.
I Accountability does not have to be solely

political — opportunity to explore other levels
of accountability




Scenario 1

Accountability | Strengths: Weaknesses:
and Reporting| 1  This is a common sense approach 1 Therole and influence of IJBs varies between local

9 Needs to be a direct line of authorities — this would have to be accounted for
accountability which this model in accountability arrangements
allows I The background and experience of elected

members is variable — some will be more open to
new approaches than others

I The structure of education at a political and
central local authority level varies between local
authorities — this could have an impact on
designing an accountability framework which
worked for all collaboration partners

Not tight enough, too laissez-faire

 Would legislation need changed where
responsibility changes?

f  What happens if a partner does something you
don’t like? How is that managed?

Opportunities: Key Concerns:

I There is potential for the role of I Officers looking in two directions at once, region
oversight to be designed to best meet and authority
the needs of the collaborating Needs buy in from local Elected Members to
partners collaborate — can’t assume we’d get this

f  Important to dissect who is  Difficulties at political level when administrations
responsible for what including are not politically aligned
recognising the role for non-political | §  Who sets local policy? How does regional working
accountability impact on this?

1 Chance to clarify what the important | § Interplay between governance and finance has to
measurable are be realised

§ Significant risk of bureaucracy
Finance Strengths: Weaknesses:
I Happy to drop targets, eg. teacher I This scenario does not reflect the need for
numbers (quality more important) efficiency savings — no ringfence on funds leads to

pressure in local authorities to make cuts in
education when the block grant is cut

I Certainty regarding education funding is vital

9 Direct funding to schools in addition to local
authority money adds layers of accountability and
implications for authorities to support
headteachers in spending

I Concerns about different funding streams and
uses between LAs and how this related to regional
working

{ Counter to current national direction

 Make up of staff may change and potential
dilution of skills and qualifications — support staff
where varied roles exist

Opportunities: Key Concerns:

I Recruitment/resources — I Avoid further bureaucracy for headteachers
headteachers responsibility for I Can’t divorce funding from collaboration
suggesting the balance their school
needs

I Clear expectations would require to

be set out on funding




Scenario 1

Workforce Strengths: Weaknesses:
9 Ability to undertake workforce planning 1 Governance issue of sharing staff across
across the local authority with a focus on authorities
quality learning and teaching I Need better workforce planning
9 Retention of the SNCT agreement  Terms and conditions should not be flexible
 Being able to take an overview of what staff across authorities
complement would promote the best 1 Rise in ASN — need for support staff
learning and teaching within a school — 9 Risk that with only SNCT agreement,
flexible to the needs of the school support staff support drift to better
population over time (including ASN) conditions
9 Loss of central staff at some Local
Authorities is a risk to their ability to
support
Opportunities: Key Concerns:
Could achieve flexibility within system with Without being able to recruit staff, there
more staff in varying roles will be no flexibility to share staff.
Workforce planning/training issue.
 Need other trade union agreements — SNCT
equivalent for support staff
1 Support staff and their conditions not
mentioned
GIRFEC Strengths: Weaknesses:

I Thisis central

Some lJBs include children’s services, some
don’t — concern that some are moving to a
more medical model and health agenda so
risk to integration if education siloed

Could schools “select” young people so
high cost young people are not selected?

9 Issue of unintended impact on other areas

Opportunities:

Key Concerns
I  Education could have all of the
responsibility and none of the control




Scenario 2

Scenario 2

Collaboration
Design

National influence on collaboration priorities

Collaboration required by Scottish Government, though there is a degree
of choice on areas to collaborate on and the make up of collaboration
structures

9 Regional decisions on strategy by directors of education and quality
improvement officers in each collaboration areas.

= =4

Accountability 9 Local elected members accountable in individual local authorities

Finance Direct to local authorities

Some level of financial autonomy to headteachers — level of funds
decided by local authorities

9 Some level of national influence on how resources are used (e.g. teacher

numbers recommendation without sanction)

= =

Workforce 9 Local authorities can decide on the make-up of staffing within schools
within constrains of national requirements

SNCT agreement remains

Local authority appoints and employ staff

Flexibility to share staff across the local authority

Limited opportunities for staff to work across or be shared by regions

= =2=_-=a-A

GIRFEC Multiagency working continues and partner agencies can be reached for

input with ease.

Reporting 9 Reporting is designed nationally but carried out locally

Discussion Summary

This model was based on local flexibility, with a national direction set on the areas where
collaboration should take place. Discussion around this model highlighted the importance of
flexibility in bringing local authority staff, elected members, parents, children and young people and
communities on board and meaningfully engaging partners in deciding appropriate priorities for
collaboration.

An important point made at the outset was that GIRFEC should be the starting point for all policy
and practice developments, and it does not appear to be in this scenario. The benefits in terms of
outcomes, attainment and wellbeing for children and young people need to be at the heart of any
changes to the education system, and it remains unclear what these would be in this scenario. It was
noted however that this scenario potentially represents the least change of the five presented, and
there are benefits to this, for example allowing for recent policy changes and guidance to be bedded
in fully.



Scenario 2

Collaboration
Design

Strengths:

9 Collaborative approach to allow all
stakeholders to be meaningfully engaged in
agreeing and setting appropriate priorities

9 Pushes the collaboration agenda without
forcing, less risk of dragging reluctant
partners along

9 Existing base regional model in place
already — would not require overt time and
financial resource to establish

Retains local democratic accountability
whilst ensuring collaboration

Weaknesses:

I  GIRFEC not used as the basis for scenario-
should be at the forefront of
policy/improvement

9 Potential for constraint in taking forward
collaboration through a defined
geographical structure

9 Relies on capacity of DoE and QIOs to
meaningfully influence agendas

Opportunities:

 Collaboration model provides improved
opportunities for wellbeing working across
the traditional school/education centric

Key Concerns:

' Assumption of individual role of Director of
Education necessary to have influence on
other service providers to bring about

model improvement
Move to a single model to the detriment of
existing positive collaborative approaches
Accountability | Strengths: Weaknesses:

and Reporting

I Echoes the current model: assuming this
does not impact on policy making/decisions
at individual levels

I Existing role for politicians at all levels to
direct and influence

I Potential for conflict between senior
officers and elected members

Require clearly defined governance
arrangements

I Some potential duplication in reporting
requirements at local and regional level

Opportunities:

I  Opportunity to further strengthen local
accountability for members

I Further development opportunities for
QIOs to work across boundaries

il

Key Concerns:

I  Competition/conflict across collaborative
groupings to secure improvement to the
detriment of outcomes for young people

Finance

Strengths:

Retain autonomy at school level — whilst
providing opportunities

 Recommendations on teacher numbers
without sanctions means more flexibility at
a local level to meet local needs

 Headteachers have the budget and
flexibility to respond to learners needs in
the classroom

Weaknesses:

! Do recommendations without sanctions
mean anything?

I  Education may experience reduction in
spend by local authorities without
ringfencing

' Less clarity and certainty around funding for
education across local authorities

Opportunities:

I Looking for greater influence opportunity
for delivery of education

 Local authorities can work with
headteachers and schools to set school
level financial autonomy while also
identifying area or cluster level needs, for
example recruiting specialist staff or buying
equipment to be shared across schools

 Finance could be delivered as a whole
system approach — budgets from social
care, education etc around child or young
person

Key Concerns:
I Education less protected from efficiency
savings

10




Scenario 2

Workforce Strengths: Weaknesses:
9 Retention of SNCT agreement 9 For very specialist needs, the ability to share staff
9 Can be flexible and redeploy staff between local authorities could be beneficial
as required across local authority T Support staff may move to local authorities which
Responsibility for staff offer better terms and conditions and pay
development and quality remains | Constraints may stifle creativity
with local authority I Part time contracts offered to staff where full time
9 Local authority can respond to could be an option if shared across region. Also less
needs of both whole area and opportunity for out of area learning and
individual schools in terms of staff development.
make up including specialists and
support staff required
I  Early Years as responsibility of
local authority so more cohesion
between primary and early years
workforces
Opportunities: Key Concerns:
Flexibility to reflect local needs  “Within constraints” — how tight would these be?
GIRFEC Strengths: Weaknesses:
I Local authorities can continue I Concerns that aspects of this model will not fit across
efforts to embed GIRFEC into the all local authorities
delivery of education and related I Does not consider the challenges facing 1JBs and
services health and social care services for children and young
I Ongoing efforts to improve people
attainment mainly undisturbed  Ongoing issues regarding supporting children and
young people, for example with healthcare support
needs between education and NHS
Opportunities: Key Concerns:
T New initiatives, policies and Needs to extend to consider support staff
guidance have time to “bed in” Voice of Health and Social Care needs to be

with less change as suggested by
this model

formalised with this model

11




Scenario 3

Scenario 3

Collaboration 9 Collaboration priorities are defined nationally
Design 9 Regional partnerships must be signed off by the Scottish Government
9 Little opportunity for local authorities to influence
9 Additional requirement for clusters to collaborate within local
authorities introduced
9 National aim to promote peer to peer learning and improvement
9 Local flexibility over how this is achieved
Accountability 9 Accountable to local elected members and Scottish Ministers
 Recommendation of reporting to Parent Council
9 Flexibility around reporting design
Finance 9 Finance related to collaboration ringfenced in local government
settlement
1 Level of DSM set nationally and ringfenced in local government
settlement
I National influence on how resources are used (e.g. teacher numbers
with sanction)
Workforce 9 Local authorities can decide on the make-up of staffing within schools
within constrains of national requirements
1 Local authority employer but headteacher involvement in recruitment
9 Opportunity remains for staff to move across local authorities but only
after internal application process
9 SNCT agreement remains
GIRFEC 1 Headteachers have greater responsibility for involving other agencies
1 Education siloed from other local authority services and integrated
children’s services
Reporting 9 Nationally designed template for headteachers to complete

Discussion Summary

Within this scenario there were strengths which could be identified in all areas except the approach
to GIRFEC. A key weakness identified throughout discussion was in the risk that this scenario siloed
education from wider children’s services. Thiswasseenasa@ Y I 22 NJ & [t Gakdeends O €
critical that the child was at the centre of any change, and an outcomes-based approach was taken

to supporting them across the whole system.

A proposal put forward as to how this scenario could work was in determining a long term
framework which clarifies the policy landscape by uniting the priorities of education and the wider
children’s services landscape. A performance framework would underpin this, which identified the
aims of each sector and how they contribute to achieving the priorities.

Regional collaborations could design their task within this, acknowledging that there is a unifying
goal but many varying steps which must be taken to achieve it.

12



Scenario 3

Collaboration
Design

Strengths:

9 Cluster working is already crucial and so it is

important that it continues
I Under this model, there would be

opportunity to work in clusters with schools

out-with local authority boundaries

9 Some degree of structure with local
flexibility as to how this is achieved is
desirable

9 Peerto peer learning and improvement is a

desirable goal

{ The role of collaborations would be
underlined and supported by the fact they
were sanctioned nationally — could help to
justify resource

Weaknesses:

il

il

Changeability ¢ for meaningful
collaboration to happen with proven
results, the nationally set priorities couldn’t
change too often

If priorities are defined nationally, they
wouldn’t be able to take school
improvement plans into account

Loss of impact on the ground if
collaboration is too high level

Separating education priorities from wider
children’s services and therefore loss of
being able to take account of vulnerable
children

Increasing bureaucracy at cluster level

Opportunities:

Key Concerns:

I To bring some coherence to the policy What would happen to the partnerships
landscape by using a single policy umbrella which already exist?
—for example NIF 9 Possible loss of flexibility (ie you are in a
9 To enable non-traditional partners to learn partnership with X and you can only work
from one another about what is driving with X)
improvement and why T  Working to identified priorities could limit
9  There would be the potential for different innovation
types of partnership in different regions -
asymmetry
Accountability | Strengths: Weaknesses:
and Reporting| 1 Reporting to Parent Councils is already a 9 Relying on the expectation that local
key element of school-level reporting and authorities will accept
should continue to be so Concern about education becoming more of
I  Thereis flexibility within this model but a political football if reports go to Scottish
with opportunity to achieve consistent Ministers as well as local elected members
outcomes — different administrations reading different
things into reports
I Concern about how reports would be drawn
together and understood at a Scottish
Government level if the format was flexible
Opportunities: Key Concerns:

Reporting could become more common
sense if it was in line with and flowed from

the overall performance framework (rg NIF)

A national template for headteachers on
outcomes would not be a bad thing

{ Could further embed the role of self
evaluation at all levels

Could build in greater evaluation of
collaboration partnerships

1

Greater onus on headteachers — would
require extensive support from local
authorities/SCEL

There is little in their scenario about the
role of young people, or their outcomes
Demands on elected members - would
require their time to make this scenario
work

13




Scenario 3

Finance Strengths: Weaknesses:
I DSMis positive but there has to be a 9 Restrictive funding model
balance on value for money grounds — for I Not recognising efficiencies in spend by
example giving headteachers money for ringfencing
repair is not a good use of funds 1 Not recognising wider children’s services
1 Knowing how much money was to go to and the interconnectivity of finance
education would help to safeguard spend 1 No flexibility under SNCT agreements
from wider local authority cuts f  Education should be judged on outputs, not
finances
Opportunities: Key Concerns:
1 Ringfencing is limiting
I  There should not be a national influence on
how resource is distributed locally
T If education money was ringfenced, the
unintended consequences on the wider
local authority budgets (including wider
children’s services) could be severe
T Issues with the practicality of accounting for
school-level funding
Workforce Strengths: Weaknesses:
9 Thereis positivity in discussing the mix of 1 Recruitment/retention issue — it is already
staff within schools difficult to recruit headteachers
 There is potential to undertake meaningful I National requirements (eg teacher numbers
workforce planning and class sizes) have an impact on being
able to implement meaningful planning of
the wider workforce
I There is a need for greater flexibility in
terms and conditions if staffing deployment
is going to change
Opportunities: Key Concerns:
I Small rural schools will be
disproportionately impacted in achieving a
mix of staff while also maintaining national
requirements
GIRFEC Strengths: Weaknesss:
9 This would be restrictive — concerns
particularly for rural and small schools
9 Difficulties in accessing wider integrated
children’s services, eg social work
I Would require significant restructure in
distribution of resources
9 Difficulties in accessing wider support for
vulnerable children
Opportunities: Key Concerns:

I This would be divisive for integrated
children’s services planning

1 Danger of creating an internal mindset for
accessing services

14




Scenario 4

Scenario 4

Collaboration
Design

Accountability

Hnance

Workforce

GIRFEC

Reporting
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=

= =4

= =4

T
)

Discussion Summary
The table discussing this scenario were unified in the outcomes below. Significant concerns were
expressed around all aspects with an underlying anxiety that it would be the most vulnerable and
hard to reach children and families who would be most adversely affected. It was not felt that the
wellbeing of children and young people were at the centre of this scenario.

Collaboration priorities are set nationally

Collaboration partnerships are dictated by the Scottish Government
In-authority cluster priorities recommended nationally

All senior leaders to encourage cluster collaboration and
improvement

Reporting on cluster activity required, but ‘soft reporting’” without
sanctions

Accountable to Scottish Ministers first, local elected members
second

Requirement to report to Parent Council at individual school level
Reporting framework provided and required by Scottish
Government

Requirements on how much each local authority contributes to
collaboration activity which is ringfenced

Money is taken from the local government settlement and issued
directly to headteachers on a Scottish Government designed
formula basis

Small allowance to local authority for the provision of support
services

Headteachers have required to follow local authority procurement
and Best Value procedures

No national targets (e.g. teacher numbers)

Headteachers have autonomy over workforce and DSM budgets
Staff are appointed by headteachers but employed by the local
authority

No flexibility for staff to move around the local authority

SNCT agreement does not remain

New standards on collaboration and requirements for CPD written
into teacher contract

Headteachers have responsibility for the process and procedure of
involving other agencies

Reporting the responsibility of headteachers

Scottish Government routinely publish school level attainment data

It was felt that a huge resource injection, a fundamental review of the headteacher role, and a major
disaggregation of resources would be required if this approach was taken going forward.

15



Scenario 4

Collaboration | Strengths: Weaknesses:
Design 9 Does not recognise needs of young people at a local
level, within unique local communities, eg:
0 Islands
0 Peripheral Communities
T Local empowerment is the key to meaningful and
sustainable solutions to issues, which is in line with
wider Scottish Government policies around
community planning
I Flexibility is key in collaboration. In this scenario,
might lose the ability to be flexible —shrink and grow
partnerships as required
 Concern that scenario is not partnership working and
is undemocratic — not a culture of collaboration
Opportunities: Key Concerns:
I Local context cannot be catered for centrally
I Schools are local hub centres, not to be directed
centrally
Not a collaborative design — dictatorship is not
collaboration
I Local sensitivity around communities will be lost
Accountability | Strengths: Weaknesses:
and Reporting 9 Issues about what is reported to parent councils.
Concerned about what parents can do with
information. Parent council often a self-selecting
group and so the voice of vulnerable families is lost
I PEF has demonstrated in some places that schools
want to collaborate but can’t because centralised
policy limits flexibility
9 Reporting framework from Scottish Attainment
Challenge is huge and would lead to increased
bureaucracy for teachers
9 League tables are not helpful but would be the
consequence of attainment data being published
9 Headteachers would overload if they hold the
responsibility for reporting
T Where would the pupil voice be in the data? Just
number and grades
Opportunities: Key Concerns:
I Lack of real local democratic accountability
I Teachers want to be in charge of teaching and
learning, not budgets and endless reporting
 Children and young people need to be reported back
to in an accessible way
f  Need to be costed — would need to have greater
number of employees in centre to support this
Parents would move to the “good” schools which
would increase inequity
I Publishing attainment data will not solve child

poverty

16




Scenario 4

Finance Strengths: Weaknesses:
9 Teacher numbers removed would | Y  Possible to have significant differences for young
be helpful people in their school experiences when decisions
made at the granular level of individual headteacher
— equality may not be possible
9 Concerns about headteachers having recruitment
control. Lose efficiencies of re-deploying teachers to
areas of need
 Who employs the headteachers?
9 Headteachers want to focus on learning and teaching
not management
 Learning and teaching will be poorer
Opportunities: Key Concerns:
T Lose efficiency of scale
Workforce Strengths: Weaknesses:
I If SNCT goes, what is the replacement?
I Everything to be done on a school by school basis.
SNCT/LNCT can work well and makes the staffing
system work because the workforce is not constantly
moving to get a better deal
 May end up with fewer teachers outside the central
belt
1 Staff appointed by headteacher/employed by
education authority cannot work — education
authority would have no responsibility to improve the
teacher
Opportunities: Key Concerns:
 SNCT works — keep it.
GIRFEC Strengths: Weaknesses:
1Bs not working well in some places
I Headteachers may not be the right person to involve
agencies. Nobody would want a headteacher post
I Headteachers would be fighting over agencies
{ Lack of coordination
I Very difficult to close gap
Opportunities: Key Concerns:
I Few people would want a headteacher job
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Scenario 5

Scenario 5

Collaboration 9 Collaboration priorities are set nationally
Design 9 Collaboration partnerships are dictated by the Scottish
Government
9 In-authority clusters responsible for delivering additional support
needs and other services decided nationally
1 Requirement for engagement in peer to peer learning within a
cluster
I Member of staff appointed to each cluster to lead activity
1 Reporting required on what cluster has achieved — financial
sanctions for not achieving nationally-defined objectives
Accountability 9 Accountable to Scottish Ministers
9 Accountable to Parent Council
9 No local democratic accountability, either regional or national
accountability
Finance I Money is taken from local government settlement and goes
directly to regional collaboration
9 Money is taken from local government settlement and goes
directly to headteachers
9 Headteachers must contract for support services — either with their
local government or private companies
9 Headteachers have no requirement to follow local authority
procurement and Best Value procedures
1 No national targets (e.g. teacher numbers)
Workforce 9 Headteachers have complete autonomy over all budgets
9 Staff are appointed and employed by headteachers at school level
9 No flexibility for staff to move around the local authority
9 SNCT agreement does not remain
9 New standards on collaboration and requirements for CPD written
into teacher contract to be self-funded
GIRFEC Education removed from local authority control
Headteachers have responsibility for making arrangements on
process and procedure of involving other agencies
Reporting  Reporting the responsibility of headteachers
9 Scottish Government routinely publish school level data including

financial data
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Scenario 5

Discussion Summary

While this scenario was viewed as an extreme scenario, there was much discussion about where
strengths and opportunities lay, alongside weaknesses and concerns. Key amongst the concerns was
the focus on governance in education — governance in education is not the issue. There was also a
significant concern about the conflict of this policy with policy in other areas, for example GIRFEC,
Early Years and Childcare and Developing the Young Workforce. This fed in to concerns that there
was a high risk in these proposals for some children, particularly vulnerable children. This scenario
was not seen to benefit children equally or to be the best for closing the attainment gap.

Reflecting on critical success factors, ensuring the skills of headteachers was viewed as crucial.
Developing their ability to do the job, with the right financing and fully staffed schools is vital, as
would be a phased approach which allowed for the development of the workforce.

Collaboration
Design

Strengths:

I Clusters could mean excellent local
innovation but this would have to be
resourced

1 Working together could create more
flexibility in curriculum

Weaknesses:

T Noimpact on existing clusters

9 Nationalisation of priorities would impact
negatively on existing partnerships e.g. with
the third sector

T Issues not about structures and governance
so a new structure would not solve current
issues

No evidence that existing structures are

failing

Opportunities:

 Would allow complete redesign of system

9 Quality would potentially improve e.g. PISA
results

I Peer evaluations possible

Key Concerns:

f
f
f

= =

Risk existing collaboration would fail
Control stops innovation and creativity

No leverage for collaboration so no way to
adapt to local needs

People with responsibilities don’t want this
scenario and have stipulated this in the
governance review

Collaboration requires correct definition
which cannot be imposed

Challenge cluster concept

Is counter to building capacity —
centralisation does not build capacity
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Scenario 5

Accountability | Strengths: Weaknesses:
and Reporting| 1  Speed of delivery for politicians — on paper 9 English example — more variation in schools
this could be delivered quickly T Lack of responsibility in school boards
9 National policy would be more stringently 9 Lack of representation in school boards —
applied e.g. some communities would like voice of vulnerable lost
more local board “place” 9 Loss of existing terms and conditions for
T More immediate response for complaints if staff
directly to Scottish Ministers 9 Performance related pay
1 Agree we need an accountability service for | §  Loss of job security
children — achieved here through Parent 1§ Schools competing for staff — affluent/poor
Council community
 Measurement in context required, currently
this falls short
More authority for headteachers
Opportunities: Key Concerns:
1 National/regional role for complaints 1 Need for capacity in school boards
9 Need a focus on local priorities 9 Lack of accountability when things go wrong
I  More emphasis on performance 1 Impact on local government
f Own HR support — more flexibility for T Link to impact of college regionalisation —
headteacher industrial action, conditions of service
 Local authorities “trade” option for T Not helping recruitment crisis
corporate support
Finance Strengths: Weaknesses:

I Pupils “picked” from schools to school. Vulnerable
children getting lost in the system which would widen
gaps

Families could move to avoid systemic identification —
child protection

9 School cohesion — learning as part of wider children’s
needs would be at risk

 ASN —less role for existing school professionals — loss
of joint support teams — cost to school

Opportunities: Key Concers:

9 Resources for Education Scotland f  Added pressure on Social Work — whole system cost

1 Peer evaluation 9 Risk to placement planning with potential increase in
placing requests

I Pressure on children if they don’t get first choice
school

Workforce Strengths: Weaknesses:
9 Easily accessible school league I Danger of failings in the English model being
tables to help decide where staff repeated in Scotland — eg “Free school”
want to apply I Lack of objectivity — currently achieved to a large
extent through the support and challenge role which
Local Authorities play
Opportunities: Key Concerns:
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Scenario 5

GIRFEC

Strengths:

9 Equity in funding

Headteacher autonomy “nimble” — more
focused on school needs

Protection of education budgets from cuts
Free up schools/parents to use variety of
suppliers if not bound by procruement

f
f

Weaknesses:

9 Risk of quality of service with a loss of
accountability. Who would ensure
performance?

I No procurement means that there is an
increased need for scrutiny of individual
purchases — even if small

9 Local authorities would have different ranks
for headteachers — big school vs. small,
urban vs rural, both in and between
Councils. Impact on schools

Itisimpossible to deliver GIRFEC if you
remove education from local authority
control

 Need to look at the whole picture of
children’s services — education is only one
part

9 Need to share good practice/need for
headteachers to be managed — who would
undertake this?

Opportunities:

Local authority “sell” services to schools
f  Local economic impact for businesses

f More choice for headteacher in service

In

Key Cacerns:

1 Nationalisation of priorities will impact
negatively on partnership working, and
compromise key legislation in localities, for
example community empowerment
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Key Emerging Themes

Discussion around the scenarios was rich and varied.  While the design of the scenarios varied a
great deal, common themes emerged strongly:

T
T

The needs of children and young people should be the central consideration of any reform

The GIRFEC approach is highly valued and should underpin the approach to children’s
services

A whole system approach to children’s services planning and delivery should not be
compromised

There are workforce issues which must be addressed — not only in terms of teacher and
headteacher recruitment but also in terms of the key role support staff and central local
authority staff play

The needs of communities, and the families, children and young people within those
communities, are complex. Any forward approach must allow for local insight to fully realise
the ambition of closing the attainment gap

Retaining local accountability is essential, both the democratic accountability at local
government level and the support and challenge at local authority level.

Across attendees, there was a willingness to embrace new ways of working which had the purpose
of improving educational outcomes. However, this was balanced with concerns over how this might
be achieved.
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Annex 1 ‘,)

COSLA

Overarching Principles for Regional Collaboration

At a COSLA event on the 1°* November 2016, these principles emerged from the discussion as a
guide to the principles which local government would prioritise when developing a model for
regional collaboration:

a.

The success of existing regional collaborations has been rooted in organic growth, flexibility
and adaptability. This cannot be achieved by arbitrarily imposed regional borders or
externally determined priorities.

‘Regions’ should not be set entities. For true collaboration to be achieved, there should be a
common sense approach: not all partners within a region should be compelled to be party to
each element of collaboration; the fact of being party to one collaborative region should not
exclude the possibility of entering collaboration with another region; and regions need not
be determined by geography.

A whole-system approach to collaboration is required; both across the breadth of children’s
services, social work and health and across all stages of education including early years and
Further Education. The structural organisation of local authorities is such that education
cannot be singled out from the wider system and local authorities do not believe it should
be.

Impact cannot always be measured quickly, and early evaluation is not always positive or
useful.

Continued local accountability is essential. Regional partnerships must be accountable to
local authorities who have the statutory responsibility for the delivery of services, as well as
answerability to the electorate.

There are opportunities for collaboration around delivery, improvement and performance
which are aided by a shared understanding of what this may involve, for example:
i.  Continued Professional Learning and Development
ii.  STEM (Science, Technology, Education and Mathematics)
iii. Languages — both 1+2 and the Gaelic education requirement
iv. Work force planning

Increased collaboration requires resources to be considered in different ways. This is in
terms of support which can be provided by national organisations such as Education
Scotland, and also in terms of financial resource. It is difficult to dedicate resources to a
collaborative partnership with one year budget cycles. For the opportunities for
collaboration to be realised, national resources must be considered in the round.
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Annex 2

Attendance List by Organisation

Aberdeen City Council
Aberdeenshire Council
AHDS

Angus Council

Argyll and Bute Council
Children in Scotland
Combhairle nan Eilean Siar
COSLA

East Ayrshire Council

East Dunbartonshire Council
East Lothian Council

East Renfrewshire Council
Edinburgh City Council
Education Scotland

EIS

Falkirk Council

Fife Council

Highland Council

Moray Council

NASUWT

North Ayrshire Council
North Lanarkshire Council
NPFS

Orkney Islands Council
Perth & Kinross Council
Renfrewshire Council
Royal Society of Edinburgh
School Leaders Scotland
Scottish Borders Council
Scottish Youth Parliament
Shetland Islands Council
Social Work Scotland
South Lanarkshire Council
Scottish Secondary Teachers' Association
Stirling Council

UNISON

Voice Scotland

West Lothian Council
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