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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
• This research project emerged from the common ground between Worklife
Support’s (WLS’s) objective to grow the Well-Being Programme and the Health and
Safety Executive’s (HSE’s) objective to encourage greater take-up of the
Management Standards approach in the education sector
• A key aim of the project was to evaluate how best to roll out a programme broadly
equivalent to the Management Standards approach to a large number of schools
• Because WLS’s National Well-Being Programme included considerable face-to-face
support at school level, the programme was redesigned to create a ‘streamlined’
version that could be rolled out more cost effectively (for details, see section 2.1)
• The programme began in March 2006 with local authority sign-up and ran until the
end of March 2007, by which time all participating schools had completed one staff
survey and received their survey data
• This project is a piece of operational research. Conclusions have been drawn from a
combination of hard data and qualitative feedback from participants at all levels
SECURING LOCAL AUTHORITY SUPPORT AND COMMITMENT
• There are over 25,000 schools in England, but only 149 local authorities – each of
which has well-established channels of communication with a large number of
schools. Working strategically through local authorities was therefore the most
effective way of reaching large numbers of schools in the time available
• Ten authorities from around England were recruited to participate in this project
• The project was found to be attractive to authorities for the following main reasons:
• It would help them to meet their duty of care as employers of school staff
• The subsidy from the HSE and the increased cost-effectiveness of the streamlined
programme made the programme affordable
• They wanted to encourage the development of strong relationships, high morale
and healthy working environments in their schools
• They already enjoyed a positive working relationship with WLS
• They wanted to support schools with the increasing demands of external
initiatives, such as implementation of the National Workforce Agreement
• They hoped to see improvements in staff absence, recruitment and retention;
school standards and performance; and/or management practice
• There is a lack of capacity for undertaking this work within authorities themselves
• They wished to offer practical support to their headteachers
• They would receive an overview of the situation in their schools
• The unions provided an impetus for undertaking this work
ENGAGING AND RECRUITING LARGE NUMBERS OF SCHOOLS
• 410 schools and 2 other education-related organisations signed up to the research
project, in total comprising more than 17,000 staff
• School-participation rates ranged between 9% and 50% across the ten authorities
• The project was found to be attractive to schools for the following reasons:
• It would help them to meet their duty of care
• They wanted to encourage the development of strong relationships, high morale
and healthy working environments in their schools
• They hoped to see improvements in staff absence, recruitment and retention
and/or management practice/staff development
• The subsidy from the HSE and the increased cost-effectiveness of the streamlined
programme made the programme affordable
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THE PROGRAMME’S IMPACT
• Perceived benefits of the streamlined programme over the full programme include:
• The pace of the streamlined programme
• The lower cost of the streamlined programme
• The greater likelihood of reaching a larger proportion of an authority’s schools
• The ‘development days’
• The fact that it is seen as a more ‘business-like’ approach
• The streamlined approach empowers schools to take action themselves
• Perceived disadvantages of the streamlined programme include:
• The logistical/time implications of taking people out of school
• The lack of half-termly ‘facilitator network meetings’
• Reduced one-to-one time
• The most common areas of development work in schools have been communication
and worklife balance. Acknowledging achievements, managing time and change,
improving the physical environment, support and social cohesion were also cited
• ‘Communication and team working’ was rated as the area seeing the greatest impact
to date. This was followed by ‘staff morale’
• Participating headteachers reported useful links between the Well-Being Programme
and other important educational initiatives, felt that the programme had helped them
in their own roles, and supported the programme as a way of reducing stress and
improving staff wellbeing in their schools
• Based on data from participating schools, the absence rate for teaching staff was
lower in 2006 than it was in 2005 (for details, see section 5.7.1.1)
• There was a lower overall staff-turnover rate for both teaching and non-teaching
staff in 2006 than there was in 2005 (for details, see section 5.7.1.2)
• The majority of headteachers surveyed made positive reference to continuing in the
programme and said that they would recommend it to other schools
REVIEW OF WELLBEING IN PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS
• The staff-survey data from the streamlined programme very closely reflects national
Well-Being Programme trends in the following ways:
• Well-Being ratings in secondary schools are consistently lower than those in
primary schools and special schools
• The areas of ‘relationships’, ‘role’ and ‘support’ generally attract some of the
highest ratings in the survey
• The areas of ‘change’ and ‘personal wellbeing and worklife balance’ tend to
attract lower ratings
• Workload, consultation, change management, training and the development of
shared visions universally emerge as high priorities for participating schools. On the
positive side, staff enjoy their work and feel they are making a valuable contribution
IN CONCLUSION
• This project has shown that, notwithstanding the complexities of the school sector,
risk assessments in the area of work-related stress are certainly possible in schools
• The Streamlined Well-Being Programme appears to be more attractive to schools
than the National Well-Being Programme: school-recruitment numbers are higher, as
are survey-participation rates, and feedback on the development days is very positive
• The research project has raised awareness of the need to identify and tackle workrelated stress in more than 400 schools around the country
• The report identifies a number of critical factors for local authority and school
recruitment as well as a ‘best practice’ programme model (for details, see chapter 7)
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CHAPTER 1:
INTRODUCTION
1.1 CONTEXT FOR THE RESEARCH PROJECT
1.1.1 The Health and Safety Executive and the Management Standards for WorkRelated Stress
Following research highlighting stress as the second greatest cause of occupational ill health in
Great Britain, the Health and Safety Commission asked the Health and Safety Executive
(“HSE”) to formulate a pragmatic approach to tackling stress at work. The aim was to bring
about a reduction in the number of employees taking sick leave or underperforming at work
because of stress.
After a year-long pilot and repeated consultation, the HSE launched the Management Standards
for Work-Related Stress in November 2004. In doing so, the HSE identified six main areas of
work that, if not properly managed, are associated with poor health and wellbeing: demands,
control, support, relationships, role and change. The Standards themselves represent a set of
conditions that reflect high levels of health, wellbeing and organisational performance in each
of these areas. Following the Management Standards process helps employers to identify the
gap between their current performance and these conditions and to develop their own solutions
to close this gap.
The Management Standards and their supporting processes were designed to:
• help simplify risk assessments for stress
• encourage employers, employees and their representatives to work in partnership to
address work-related stress throughout an organisation
• provide a yardstick by which organisations can gauge their performance in tackling
the causes of stress
The Standards are applicable to all types of organisations, in all sectors. However, the HSE is
currently focusing its efforts on raising awareness of the Standards and promoting their use in
the five key sectors where the incidence of work-related stress has been found to be greatest:
education, health services, local government, central government and financial services.
1.1.2 Worklife Support and the National Well-Being Programme
Worklife Support Ltd (“WLS”) was established in 1999 by the national charity Teacher Support
Network. Their primary aim is to work in partnership with schools, local authorities and other
organisations, encouraging a focus on and investment in the health and wellbeing of all staff.
The education sector, in particular, attracts some of the most passionate, creative and dedicated
people in the workforce. WLS encourage schools and local authorities to make the most of the
unique contribution made by every individual member of staff.
To date, approximately 140,000 staff in 2,600 schools across more than 70 local authorities
nationwide have participated in WLS programmes.
The ultimate aim of all WLS programmes in schools is to create a systemic step-change in the
wellbeing of the school workforce across the UK. The National Well-Being Programme (a
school-specific intervention broadly equivalent to the HSE Management Standards process) has
to date been the primary vehicle for achieving this.
The National Well-Being Programme is a tried-and-tested organisational development process.
Its survey of staff perceptions is based around the six Management Standards and incorporates a

1

number of other key areas. The aim of the programme is to support a whole organisation to
perform at its best by identifying and building on the organisational factors that support
wellbeing. The programme draws on sustainable methods, ensuring lasting benefits for all, and
is supported by an extensive, continually expanding bank of data collected from participating
organisations. This database enhances WLS’s knowledge and understanding of the sectors in
which they work and enables the development of national and regional profiles.
The key stages of one cycle of the National Well-Being Programme for schools are as follows:
• Recruitment of a local authority
• Headteacher briefing(s) to encourage school sign-up
• Headteacher induction training to secure management commitment and explain the
process of establishing a school “Well-Being team”
• Establishment of school Well-Being teams, ideally comprising the headteacher (who
acts as the programme’s ‘sponsor’), another member of the senior leadership team (who
takes a more hands-on role as ‘champion’) and one or two ‘facilitators’ from the main
body of the staff
• Induction training for Well-Being team members (“facilitation day training”), offering
guidance on how to achieve a high staff-participation rate in the survey, keeping up the
momentum and other aspects of the team’s role back in school
• Well-Being survey (“Organisational Self-Review Measure” or “OSRM”) for all staff
• Full data profile produced for each individual school
• Face-to-face, individual school feedbacks to discuss the data and the continuing process
• School access to online resources, including guidance materials and presentations
• Group data profile (aggregated schools’ data) produced for each local authority
One of WLS’s principal goals in the education sector over the next three years is to extend the
programme’s reach to a far greater proportion of a local authority’s schools.
1.1.3 The particular challenges faced by the school sector
There are particular issues associated with the educational sector that need to be taken into
consideration when developing strategy to bring about sustainable change within schools:
• Large number of small organisations: there are over 30,000 schools in Great
Britain, with the average one employing fewer than 40 staff
• Devolved school management and budgets: most schools in England are still
maintained by their local authorities, but increasingly management and budget are
almost entirely devolved to schools. This complex web of relationships is further
complicated by being in transition – current government plans will in the future give
schools greater independence and transform them into self-governing trusts
• Confusion about who is the employer: local authorities are still the employers of
the staff working in most English schools. However, the day-to-day management of
staff is held at school level. There is often a shared responsibility for Health and
Safety between a school’s governing body and the local authority
• Limited school resources: schools have traditionally relied on local authorities for
Human Resources support and so do not have much HR capacity of their own
• Initiative overload: schools - and headteachers in particular - perceive themselves
as being overloaded by government-led initiatives and are frequently suffering from
‘initiative fatigue’. (Some of the different national initiatives currently affecting
schools are outlined in Appendix 12.) Work overload can lead to resistance from
headteachers to committing their schools, and their staff, to any new projects
• Stakeholders: there are many different stakeholders and interests within the school
sector (for example, unions, local authorities, parents, governors and national
government). Relationships with all the stakeholders need to be carefully managed
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• Funding: although 90% of budgets are now devolved to schools, a ‘buy back’
arrangement exists whereby schools purchase back services, such as HR support,
from their local authority. This arrangement can take the form of optional buy-back
or ‘top-slicing’ (whereby schools collectively agree to have their budgets top-sliced).
Such arrangements are negotiated on an annual basis in line with the financial year
and impact on schools’ ability to take on new projects
1.1.4 Collaboration between the Health and Safety Executive and Worklife
Support
Figures provided by the HSE in 2003/2004 show that stress is the predominant cause of workrelated illness in the education sector, with 50% of all absence caused by work-related illness
being stress-related 1 . The education sector has among the highest prevalence rates for stress,
depression or anxiety, with the rate of incidence nearly twice the ‘all industries’ average 2 .
Tackling work-related stress in education has therefore become a priority for the HSE.
The Management Standards tool and process are very similar to the Well-Being Programme’s –
in fact, the Organisational Self-Review Measure (the Well-Being Programme’s survey of staff
perceptions; for further details, see section 2.1.5) looks at all of the six areas covered in the
Standards, as well as at organisational culture and personal wellbeing. For this reason, the WellBeing Programme is one way in which schools can carry out a suitable and sufficient risk
assessment for work-related stress and take an organisational approach to tackling it. The
emphasis placed on wellbeing – rather than on the prevalence of stress – is viewed particularly
positively by school staff. Figure 2 illustrates how the Well-Being Programme integrates with
the Management Standards process.
Figure 1: Well-Being and the Management Standards – how they fit together

1

Unpublished figure provided by the HSE, based on data from the Self-Reported Worker Ill-Health (SWI) survey
2003/2004
2
HSE statistic sourced from www.hse.gov.uk/statistics/industry/education.htm; accessed 1 November 2006
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This collaborative research project emerged from the common ground between WLS’s objective
to grow the Well-Being Programme and the HSE’s objective to encourage greater take-up of the
Management Standards approach in its five target sectors (including education). Realising that
schools do not conform to traditional organisational models, the HSE recognise WLS’s
knowledge of and experience in the educational field and consider the Well-Being Programme,
which is based around the Management Standards, an appropriate process through which to
undertake the challenge of reducing stress and its impact within the educational sector.
The HSE are simultaneously partnering with WLS in a two-year research project to assess the
impact of rolling out the full National Well-Being Programme to a large proportion of schools
in two local authorities hitherto untouched by the programme.
1.2 OBJECTIVES OF THE RESEARCH PROJECT
The overall aim of this research project was to test the effectiveness of a streamlined version of
the National Well-Being Programme in managing staff wellbeing in schools. The project
constitutes a piece of operational, rather than theoretical, research.
Before the start of this project, only a small proportion of schools in the majority of
participating local authorities were involved in the National Well-Being Programme. A key
element of the project was therefore to evaluate how best to increase school-participation rates.
Detailed objectives:
• To trial a streamlined version of the National Well-Being Programme in schools
• To investigate the most effective ways of securing local authority support and
commitment to the programme and of enlisting key influencers to champion the
programme (see chapter 3)
• Working with local authorities, to investigate the most effective ways of engaging a
greater proportion of an authority’s schools in the Well-Being Programme,
specifically considering:
• The key messages and motivators for schools
• The role of a local authority
• Resourcing and funding issues
• How best to embed the programme within an authority’s planning, policies and
practice (see chapter 4)
• To make an initial evaluation of the effectiveness of this programme, including what
works well in schools and areas for further development (see chapter 5)
• To make recommendations with regard to the future roll-out of the Well-Being
Programme to a large proportion of a local authority’s schools (see chapter 7)
This report offers a detailed account of the trial of the ‘Streamlined Well-Being Programme’
rather than an independent evaluation.
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CHAPTER 2:
METHODOLOGY
2.1 PROGRAMME METHODOLOGY
Because the National Well-Being Programme included considerable face-to-face support at
school level, WLS redesigned the process to create a ‘streamlined’ programme that could be
rolled out more cost effectively to a larger proportion of a local authority’s schools – and would
therefore be a more attractive proposition both to authorities and to schools.
The programme began in March 2006 with local authority sign-up and ran until the end of
March 2007, by which time all participating schools had completed one staff survey and
received their survey data. In contrast to the full National Well-Being Programme process
outlined in section 1.1.2, the key elements of this revised approach were:
• Recruitment of local authorities
• Recruitment of schools
• Establishment of school Well-Being teams
• Induction training for school Well-Being team members (“facilitation day training”)
• Initial and final sickness-absence and turnover data collection
• Well-Being survey (“Organisational Self-Review Measure” or “OSRM”) for all staff,
undertaken in allocated time slots
• Full data profile produced for each individual school
• Collective ‘development day’ for school Well-Being teams, to replace the individual
school feedbacks of the full programme
• School access to online resources, including guidance materials and presentations
• Provision of optional, collective ‘Well-Being workshops’
• Group data profile (aggregated schools’ data) produced for each local authority
Figure 2: The streamlined Well-Being process
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A little more detail follows about each key element.
2.1.1 Local authority recruitment
As there are over 25,000 schools in England alone, attempting to communicate directly with
individual schools would require significant investment. There are, however, only 149 English
local authorities, each of which already has well-established channels of communication that
facilitate contact with a large number of schools. Whilst Worklife Support (WLS) acknowledge
that there are some schools – particularly in the secondary sector – that prefer to operate
independently of their authority, working strategically through local authorities is the most
effective way of reaching large numbers of schools in as short a time as possible.
Due to the limited timescales of this project, it was decided to concentrate initially on targeting
a number of ‘warm’ local authorities to participate in the research project – either authorities
that were known already to have an interest in the Well-Being Programme or that had
participated in the original National Well-Being Programme. In total, discussions were held
with 20 local authorities from around England, half of which had not yet taken part in any WLS
programme, one of which had links with WLS through participation in the WLS Employee
Assistance Programme, and the remaining eight of which had varying levels of contact with the
National Well-Being Programme. While focusing on warm leads by definition adds a certain
bias to local authority selection, for the purposes of this research project – whose principal aim
is to identify good practice for recruiting large numbers of schools – this was considered the
most effective method of achieving the project’s aims without altering the outcomes in any
significant way.
Local authority recruitment is discussed in further detail in chapter 3 of this research report.
2.1.2 School recruitment
WLS aimed to recruit a sample of 400 schools to trial this new ‘streamlined’ Well-Being
process across the ten participating authorities. Although recruitment practices across local
authorities followed a relatively similar pattern, there was no one ‘standard’ recruitment
method. The one element common to 90% of all participating authorities (all except for the
Girls Day School Trust [GDST]) was a detailed briefing event for headteachers prior to school
sign-up.
The three authorities achieving the highest school-participation rates were Suffolk, the GDST
and Barnet. Those that, despite their best efforts, achieved the lowest were Dudley, East Riding
and Cheshire. Outlined below are the differing recruitment practices of these six authorities:
• In Suffolk, a strongly worded letter signed by a senior member of the authority (and
branded with the Children’s and Young People’s Services Health and Safety logo)
was sent to all schools in the authority, with three or four follow-up letters sent over
the ensuing weeks and months. Schools were asked to respond either expressing
interest in the Streamlined Well-Being Programme or explaining what alternative
approach they were taking to meet their duty of care. These letters were followed by
face-to-face briefings for headteachers who had expressed interest in participating, at
which point they were given participation forms (binding contracts) to sign and
return. All schools who went on not to participate had to indicate what measures they
were taking instead
• The GDST initially contacted all of its schools who were asked to express their
interest in participating in the programme. All schools expressed interest and, from
this initial response, a group of nine schools plus the Trust office were chosen to
‘pilot’ the programme. Headteacher briefings, which in this case took place after the
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participating schools had been identified, were conducted electronically owing to the
vast geographical distances between Trust schools
In Barnet, headteachers were briefed at the end of a pre-scheduled meeting and given
participation forms to complete and return. A WLS consultant actively chased up
these forms over the ensuing weeks and months
School recruitment in East Riding followed a similar pattern to that in most of the
participating authorities: information was initially sent out to schools, who were
invited to a headteacher briefing. Those who expressed interest were then followed
up individually with a view to securing signed participation forms
Cheshire wrote to all schools inviting headteachers to Well-Being briefing sessions
that would take place as part of previously scheduled headteacher meetings. This
was followed by separate, more detailed ‘induction meetings’ for all interested
headteachers and then a formal sign-up process
In Dudley, a letter from the Director was sent to all schools, inviting them to a
briefing session and recommending that they seriously consider participating in the
programme. A briefing session was then held for all headteachers who had expressed
interest in attending

School recruitment is discussed in further detail in chapter 4 of this research report.
2.1.3 Facilitation day training
These training sessions aimed at school-based Well-Being team members comprise activities
aimed at unpicking the essence of ‘wellbeing’ and raising awareness of its vital importance
within schools, as well as sharing good practice around how best to ensure all-staff participation
in the Well-Being process.
2.1.4 Data collection
The research project placed importance on the collection of data from a variety of sources – not
only data on staff perceptions of wellbeing from the Well-Being survey (see section 2.1.5), but
also quantitative data on levels of staff absence and turnover (see section 2.2.2). The aim was to
collect a set of absence and turnover statistics at the beginning of the programme and another at
the end. In the full National Well-Being Programme, the only data actively collected has been
the survey data itself.
2.1.5 The Organisational Self-Review Measure (Well-Being survey)
As part of the Streamlined Well-Being Programme, all staff of participating organisations were
asked to complete this confidential survey. The survey offers staff an anonymous, confidential
forum in which to give their honest perceptions on the six areas of the Management Standards
and also to consider their own quality of life – both at work and more generally. The resulting
data highlights an organisation’s strengths as well as any areas of collective concern.
Six of the survey sections are based around the six Management Standards. A further three
provide additional wellbeing-related data. For the purposes of data enrichment, the survey also
asks a number of optional demographic questions.
A follow-up survey to measure changes in perception was not undertaken as part of this
research project owing to time constraints and not being key to the project’s objectives.
Whilst in the full National Well-Being Programme, every school has been able to choose when
to undertake its survey of staff perceptions (within the constraints of the programme dates), the
Streamlined Well-Being Programme allocated set periods during which schools were obliged to
undertake their surveys.
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2.1.6 School data profile
The data profile is an electronically generated report containing all the data arising from a
school’s completed Well-Being survey, broken down into a number of clear sections. Where
two or more groups, each of at least eight survey respondents, described themselves as
belonging to related demographic categories (for example, to two different role categories),
these group responses are shown as separate bars on certain charts in the data profile. In this
way, any collective differences of opinion can be noted and compared.
In addition, a school's ratings are shown against the decile range for ratings for other schools of
the same type (for example, primary schools in England). The upper and lower decile values are
shown together with the value for that school, thereby enabling it to carry out a ‘gap analysis’.
The data profile represents the views of the staff and will help the school define how to start, or
develop, its Well-Being Programme.
2.1.7 Development day
This whole-day session, to which several members of the Well-Being teams of all participating
schools are invited, was introduced to replace the National Well-Being Programme’s individual
face-to-face feedback consultations. It is the session at which schools receive their data profiles
and it provides an opportunity both to look in depth at the data and to consider this data within
the school’s individual context. At this meeting, school Well-Being teams also receive
information, support, detailed guidance and practical suggestions on planning their next steps
and encouraging all staff to participate in the process. The day focuses in particular on:
• understanding and working with the data
• feeding back to and involving the whole staff
• implementing a change programme following the Well-Being approach
• incorporating staff-wellbeing issues into the school’s ongoing development plan
2.1.8 Further support
All participating organisations are given password-protected access to a wide range of
electronic resources (such as guidance materials, case studies, workshops and further reading),
all based on best practice from Well-Being schools. Organisations are also offered the
opportunity to attend additional training workshops or buy in one-to-one consultancy.
2.1.9 Group data profile
Data generated through the Well-Being survey provides the opportunity for a local ‘group data
profile’ to be produced (containing aggregated data for all the participating schools within a
given authority) and for comparison against national figures.
2.2 EVALUATION METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS
As previously outlined, this research project constitutes a case study: a practical, real-world
piece of operational research. Conclusions have been drawn from a combination of hard data,
qualitative feedback from participants at all levels and, crucially, WLS’s experience and
expertise in the education field.
This report draws on a wide range of data, information and perceptions that have been collected
from the following sources:
• WLS’s programme-progress database
• Sickness-absence and turnover returns provided by schools
• School questionnaire that was sent to all schools
• In-depth interviews with the headteachers of 10% of participating schools
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• Local authority focus group
• Interviews with a number of senior local authority officials
• Evidence from WLS consultants working in the field
These data sources are considered in more detail below.
2.2.1 Programme-progress data
WLS kept full and systematic records of programme progress throughout the course of the
Streamlined Well-Being Programme (HSE research project). This progress data included local
authority and school sign-up statistics, event-participation figures and survey completion data
and is shown in full in section 4.1 of this research report.
2.2.2 Sickness-absence and turnover data provided by schools
2.2.2.1 Methodology
The forms shown in Appendices 7 and 8 were sent to all participating schools. The initial set of
data was collected at the beginning of the research project and referred to the 2005 calendar
year. The final set of data was collected in March and April 2007 and referred to the 2006
calendar year.
2.2.2.2 Results
In total, 123 schools returned the initial data-collection form (a response rate of 30%) and 91
schools returned the second form (a response rate of 22%).
Figure 3: Summary of returns from participating schools

Authority
Barnet
Bedfordshire
Bournemouth & Poole
Cheshire
Dudley
East Riding
GDST
Lambeth
Redbridge
Suffolk
Total

Total no. of
No. of
participating possible
schools
returns
34
68
43
86
21
42
58
116
10
20
28
56
9
18
19
38
14
28
176
352
412
824

Forms
Forms
Total
received received no. of Return
rate
Jan 06
Jan 07 returns
6
5
11
16%
18
12
30
35%
12
3
15
36%
0
10
10
9%
0
2
2
10%
8
4
12
21%
0
0
0
0%
2
2
4
11%
4
3
7
25%
73
50
123
35%
123
91
214
26%

As was anticipated, collection of this information from schools proved difficult. Despite it being
emphasised that these two sets of data were vital to the success of the research project, many
schools did not submit any. Furthermore, many of those that provided an initial set of data did
not supply any follow-up data, and vice versa. As the two data sets do not relate to exactly the
same cohort of schools, they cannot strictly be compared. However, they can still be used to
provide information about absence and turnover levels in 2005 and 2006.
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2.2.3 School questionnaire
2.2.3.1 Methodology
The three-page, anonymous questionnaire attached as Appendix 2 was circulated to all
participating schools by email at the beginning of March 2007. The closing date for responses
was 20 April 2007.
2.2.3.2 Results
In total, 122 schools returned this questionnaire by email, post or fax – a response rate of 30%.
2.2.4 In-depth interviews with headteachers
2.2.4.1 Methodology
An independent researcher was contracted to conduct semi-structured telephone interviews with
a 10% sample of participating headteachers. Before the research was undertaken, WLS
contacted the headteachers of all participating schools to ask if they would be prepared to take
part in the telephone survey. Those that responded positively were contacted first. Not all
headteachers who offered to be involved were surveyed owing to difficulties with their
availability. The remaining schools were selected randomly by the researcher with a view to
achieving a sample of approximately 10% across all participating authorities. Headteacher
availability and accessibility influenced which headteachers were ultimately interviewed.
Conversations with each school lasted on average 20 to 25 minutes and followed the interview
format set out in Appendix 3. Interviewees were also given the opportunity to raise other issues
they considered relevant.
2.2.4.2 Results
A total of 42 schools were contacted from the full list of participating schools in late April and
early May 2007. Figure 4 provides a summary of the interviews conducted.
Figure 4: Breakdown of headteacher telephone interviews by authority

Authority
Barnet
Bedfordshire
Bournemouth & Poole
Cheshire
Dudley
East Riding
GDST
Lambeth
Redbridge
Suffolk
Total

Total no. of
No. of
participating headteachers Percentage
schools
interviewed interviewed
34
4
12%
43
5
12%
21
1
5%
58
9
16%
10
0
0%
28
2
7%
9
1
11%
19
1
5%
14
1
7%
176
18
10%
412
42
10%

10

2.2.5 Local authority focus group
2.2.5.1 Methodology
All local authority lead partners were invited to attend a focus group on 9 May 2007 at the HSE.
The two-hour focus group was run as a semi-structured group interview, the format of which is
attached as Appendix 4. Participants were also given the opportunity to raise other issues they
considered relevant.
2.2.5.2 Results
Well-Being representatives from three of the ten participating authorities attended this session
(Cheshire, the GDST and Suffolk), along with representatives of WLS and the HSE.
2.2.6 Individual interviews with a number of senior local authority officials
2.2.6.1 Methodology
WLS arranged semi-structured face-to-face or telephone interviews with senior personnel in
half of the participating authorities. These interviews took place in April and May 2007 and
followed the format shown in Appendix 5. Interviewees were also given the opportunity to raise
other issues they considered relevant.
2.2.6.2 Results
Senior local authority representatives from five of the ten participating authorities (Barnet,
Bournemouth and Poole, Cheshire, Lambeth and Redbridge) were interviewed. This means that,
in total, representatives from seven of the ten participating authorities were consulted in the
course of this evaluation – either through this interview process or during the local authority
focus group (see section 2.2.5.2 above).
2.2.7 Evidence from WLS consultants
In early 2007, WLS formally surveyed each of the consultants working with schools and local
authorities as part of this research project using the questionnaire shown in Appendix 6.
Consultants based their responses on their experiences working directly with school and local
authority colleagues in this research project.
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CHAPTER 3: PROGRAMME RESULTS –
SECURING LOCAL AUTHORITY SUPPORT AND COMMITMENT
One of the key objectives of this research project was to investigate the most effective ways of
securing local authority support and commitment to the programme and of enlisting key
influencers to champion the programme. This chapter contains a discussion of this issue and a
summary of the main findings of the research project. For a summary of our conclusions and
recommendations regarding securing local authority support and commitment, please see
section 7.1 of this report.
3.1 LOCAL AUTHORITY UPTAKE
The first ten English education organisations that signed up to participate in the research project
were accepted as the research group. In fact, these ten ‘education organisations’ comprised ten
local authorities and one independent schools’ trust. They were Barnet, Bedfordshire,
Bournemouth, Cheshire, Dudley, East Riding, Lambeth, Poole, Redbridge, Suffolk and the Girls
Day School Trust (a charitable body that owns and runs 28 independent girls’ schools in
England and Wales, making it the largest group of independent schools in the UK). Four of
these – Poole, Barnet, Lambeth and the Girls Day School Trust (GDST) – were authorities in
which the Well-Being concept had never yet been tried. Bournemouth and Poole worked
together for the purposes of this programme and were treated as a single authority, thereby
bringing the total number of education organisations involved to ten.
For the purposes of simplicity, we will from this point onwards refer to ten participating
‘authorities’, as per the list below. However, we wish to emphasise that the GDST is not in
reality a local authority and that Bournemouth and Poole are in practice two distinct authorities:
• Barnet
• Bedfordshire
• Bournemouth and Poole
• Cheshire
• Dudley
• East Riding
• Girls Day School Trust (GDST)
• Lambeth
• Redbridge
• Suffolk
The time lag between entering into negotiations with these authorities and receiving a confirmed
participation agreement from them varied between approximately four weeks and seven months,
owing principally to different internal processes. It is therefore evident that negotiations with
local authorities should commence a number of months before school recruitment is scheduled
to begin.
3.2 DUTY OF CARE FOR STAFF WORKING IN SCHOOLS
As far as duty of care is concerned, the situation of schools is a unique one. School staff are
often considered to be employed both by the school itself (in other words, by the headteacher
and governing body) as well as by the local authority ultimately responsible for that school.
Officially, however, local authorities are the employers in all community schools and voluntary
controlled schools. They also have an interest, along with the relevant governing bodies, in the
employment of staff in voluntary aided and foundation schools and city academies.
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3.2.1 Local authority perceptions around duty-of-care responsibilities
In the series of face-to-face or telephone interviews discussed in section 2.2.6 (the full format of
which is set out in Appendix 5), WLS asked a number of senior local authority managers where
they perceived the duty of care for school staff to lie. It was generally acknowledged that –
whilst local authorities ultimately employ most school staff – in practice, the duty of care of
these staff is a responsibility shared between the local authority and the schools themselves. One
interviewee suggested that governing bodies’ level of understanding around this issue was wideranging.
One senior local authority official stated that the role of a local authority vis-à-vis school staff is
“to ensure that everyone working in school is able to their best job … to put in place
infrastructure that allows that to happen without the direct management of schools. However,
as the employer of last resort, there may be some areas where the authority needs to intervene.
The authority … can give strongly worded guidance; if schools fail to take up this guidance,
then the responsibility must lie with the schools”.
Another local authority representative interviewed asserted that it was necessary to “strike a
balance between recognising the autonomy of schools and the fact that the local authority is the
ultimate employer”. Health and safety was felt to be one of the areas where a local authority
could take a stronger line with its schools because of the legal element.
Another authority director agreed: “the duty of care rests with the heads and governors ... But
we as a local authority ultimately have the responsibility”.
Duty of care is clearly a complicated issue in the sphere of education – and one that is not
universally understood even by local authorities and schools themselves. In summary, though,
both local authorities and school headteachers/governing bodies have a duty to take
responsibility for the wellbeing of their staff.
3.2.2 The HSE’s actual or potential role in motivating local authorities
Representatives from two of the authorities taking part in the local authority focus group
suggested that the greatest challenge to undertaking meaningful work in this area (when there
are so many conflicting calls on stretched budgets) was gaining access to the right people within
each authority – the people with sufficient authority to make wide-reaching decisions. It was felt
that, in order for staff wellbeing/stress to be prioritised by authorities, external pressure needed
to be applied at the highest levels, either by the HSE or by other sectors of national government.
Without this pressure, staff wellbeing would never be given the degree of priority that it
merited.
As far as various authority representatives interviewed during the course of this research project
were concerned, the current HSE inspections of authorities do and will continue to act as a
motivator to local authorities to get involved in the Well-Being Programme or to take equivalent
steps to meet their duty-of-care responsibilities. However, as a further example of the
complexities of the wider educational environment, the inspections regime is perceived as
becoming increasingly onerous on both local authorities and the schools within them (according
to one authority representative, at one time their education authority was simultaneously going
through nine separate inspections), and it was therefore suggested that these new HSE
inspections could perhaps be amalgamated into existing, scheduled inspections (such as the
Joint Area Review). This would not only ensure that risk assessment for stress amongst staff
was given high priority and visibility within an authority, but also that authorities were not
taken by surprise by inspections and could therefore coordinate and plan ahead for them.
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3.3 KEY MESSAGES AND MOTIVATORS TO SECURE LOCAL AUTHORITY
SUPPORT FOR THE PROGRAMME
Based on information received from authority personnel at a number of levels (both during
senior-level interviews and the local authority focus group), the project was attractive to
authorities for the following main reasons. These have been ranked in perceived order of
importance according to feedback received during the interviews held with senior authority
managers and at the local authority focus group:
• It would help them to meet their duty of care as employers of school staff
• They would receive a subsidy from the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) and this,
combined with the increased cost-effectiveness of the streamlined programme, made
the programme affordable
• They wanted to encourage the development of strong relationships, high morale and
healthy working environments in their schools
• They already enjoyed a positive working relationship with WLS
• They wanted to support schools with the increasing demands of external initiatives,
such as the National Workforce Agreement
• They hoped to see improvements in one or more of the following areas:
• Staff absence, recruitment and retention
• School standards and performance
• Management practice
• There was a lack of capacity for undertaking this work within the authority itself
• They wished to offer practical support to their headteachers
• They would receive an overview of the situation in their schools
• The unions provided an impetus for undertaking this work
3.3.1 Duty of care
There was a very strong health-and-safety focus to several of the local authority contracts, with
authorities wanting to deliver an effective tool for risk assessment and thereby ensure that their
schools were complying with their own duty of care as employers. One authority mentioned that
they were in the process of launching the Standards across the main body of the authority, but
weren't clear how to move forward with their schools, which made the HSE/WLS research
project very timely.
Yet whilst the Well-Being Programme’s broad equivalence to the Management Standards was
considered important – to one degree or another – by all participating authorities, in the majority
of cases this was only one of a number of key selling points. This is likely to be – at least in part
– linked to the confusion over where the duty of care for school staff lies, as discussed in section
3.2, above. Duty of care would be a stronger motivator without these ambiguities.
3.3.2 Funding and increased cost-effectiveness
Virtually every authority interviewed in the focus group and during the individual director-level
interviews mentioned the complexities that arise through ever-increasing and conflicting
demands on central funds and resources. There are now so many competing priorities within
local authorities that a strong case has to be made for any and all expenditure:
“While everyone wants better workplaces, we need to show a return on investment.”
Senior local authority representative, one-to-one interview
Without exception, therefore, two of the most important factors for local authority commitment
to the streamlined programme were:
• the HSE funding
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• the fact that the streamlined programme was a more cost-effective option than the
original National Well-Being Programme
“The subsidy on offer was a big driving force.”
Well-Being representative, local authority focus group
“Without the subsidy, we wouldn’t have been able to sustain our involvement into this
year and next year.”
Well-Being representative, local authority focus group
“[Our authority] would not have had the funding or the resources to take on a high
commitment project. Resourcing is very tight...”
Senior local authority representative, one-to-one interview
According to the WLS consultants directly involved in the recruitment of these authorities, the
reduced cost of the streamlined programme had a large part to play in the recruitment of every
one of the ten participating authorities.
A number of local authority representatives independently raised the question of funding. Could
the HSE or national government provide a source of ear-marked funding to local authorities to
undertake this crucial work at a time of such enormous pressure on authority budgets – or even
simply to promote the importance of such work to their schools?
3.3.3 Support for the development of strong relationships, high morale and
healthy working environments for all school staff
Previous Well-Being Programme evaluations (such as that of the Well-Being pilot programme
in Dudley) indicated that the programme had been effective in supporting school improvement
generally, improving relationships and morale and developing healthy working environments.
According to feedback from WLS consultants in the field, many of the participating authorities
simply felt that this would be a supportive project for their schools and one that was therefore ‘a
good thing to be involved in’.
3.3.4 Positive relationship with Worklife Support
Many of the authorities that participated in this research project mentioned in some form or
other the faith they felt in continuing their already successful partnerships with WLS. A number
of them suggested that they would like to widen existing programmes (which had received
positive feedback from participating schools) to new schools, drawing on WLS’s objectivity and
experience in the education sector and the streamlined Well-Being model as vehicles for
achieving this.
3.3.5 Support for schools with the demands of external initiatives
At least four of the seven authorities consulted wished to support schools, through participation
in the Streamlined Well-Being Programme, with the increasing set of demands and additional
workload that arise as a result of external initiatives (particularly those generated by central
government).
One major initiative mentioned by a number of local authorities was implementation – and the
aftermath of implementation – of the National Workforce Agreement (a key part of the
government’s ‘Remodelling Agenda’). Since the Remodelling Agenda incorporates a focus on
worklife balance, workload and other related areas, the Well-Being Programme was seen as a
good way of engaging schools in this agenda and helping those that were struggling with some
of these areas to ‘pick off the first layer’. Investors in People was also mentioned by at least one
authority as an external initiative that would be supported by participation in the programme.
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3.3.6 Improvements in staff absence, recruitment and retention
There is a general recognition that high levels of absence amongst school staff are likely to be
due in a large part to stress and that something needs to be done to tackle this problem – not
least in order to try to recuperate some of the financial losses to which staff absence
(particularly teacher absence) can lead. At least half of the seven authorities consulted were
interested in trying to reduce levels of staff absence, or at least to improve the management of
such absence, through participation in the Streamlined Well-Being Programme.
At least four of the seven authorities consulted also mentioned using the Well-Being
Programme to help them focus on and improve staff recruitment and retention in their schools.
3.3.7 Improvements in school standards and performance
At least three of the seven authorities consulted made overt reference to a positive correlation
between staff wellbeing and school performance in discussions around joining the programme.
3.3.8 Improvements in management practice
At least three of the seven authorities consulted either felt or hoped that the programme would
lead to improvements in managerial practice and decision making in their schools.
3.3.9 Minimal capacity for undertaking this work internally
Several authority representatives at the local authority focus group stated categorically that
running and managing their own programme of this type was simply not viable – either by using
the HSE’s own tool or by designing their own individual programme. This area of work has
become an essential part of every authority’s remit and the Well-Being Programme constitutes,
according to one representative, “the least painful option” for meeting their commitments.
“… If we want to continue to undertake work in this important area, what real
alternative is there to the Well-Being Programme? The HSE tool wouldn’t be
meaningful for us. It would give us results, but what would we do with these without the
resources with which to do it?”
Well-Being representative, local authority focus group
In total, at least three of the seven authorities consulted explicitly mentioned the increased
capacity provided by WLS’s programme due to the fact that the vast majority of the work is
completed by WLS, thereby reducing the authority’s time and resource commitments.
3.3.10 Support for school leadership
At least three of the seven authorities consulted cited a desire to further support their
headteachers as one of the principal reasons for participation in this project. They wished to
respond positively to messages that headteachers in particular are experiencing increasing levels
of stress and work overload. One authority mentioned that headteachers already participating in
the WLS Headspace programme had provided a lot of positive feedback.
It was considered vital by a number of the participating authorities to support – and be seen to
support – their headteachers in a proactive manner with regard to both their individual and
organisational wellbeing. Support for succession planning was also given as a motivating factor
for participation in the programme in an attempt to tackle the current crisis in school leadership.
3.3.11 Interest in obtaining an overview of the situation in their schools
At least three of the seven participating authorities consulted – either during one-to-one
interviews or the local authority focus group – were keen on obtaining, through the aggregated
Well-Being data (the ‘Group Data Profile’), an overview of their employees’ general wellbeing
and insight into any issues around which they might be able to better support their schools.
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3.3.12 Union pressure
The unions and the Joint Negotiating Committee were driving forces in the participation of at
least two of the seven authorities consulted.
In summary, participating authorities felt that the Streamlined Well-Being Programme (HSE
Research Project) offered a ready-made, tried-and-tested way of pulling together a number of
important strands of work at both local authority and school level.
3.4 THE IMPORTANCE OF A HIGH-LEVEL CHAMPION
One of the requirements for an authority to participate in this research project was the presence
of a high-level Well-Being ‘champion’ within the authority – preferably a director with
responsibility for schools. It was felt that, without high-level endorsement, the schoolrecruitment process would necessarily be more complex.
At least one authority that decided not to participate in the programme at all did so because
there was a lack of high-level support for the programme in the authority, even though there was
strong support at lower levels. Furthermore, it is WLS’s perception that a lack of senior
education personnel on one participating authority’s Well-Being steering group has contributed
to that authority’s decision not to continue into a second phase of the programme.
Besides potentially impacting on the likelihood of local authority sign-up, the presence of a
high-level ‘Well-Being champion’ within an authority also helps to keep the programme on the
authority’s wider agenda and ensures that it retains a high level of visibility across the authority
and its schools. Suffolk is an example of an authority that managed to achieve this – information
about the programme is sent out as part of the ‘budget pack’ that goes to all schools; all schools
not taking part have formally been asked to inform the authority what they are doing instead;
and the Joint Negotiating Committee has asked to be kept informed about progress.
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CHAPTER 4:
PROGRAMME RESULTS – ENGAGING AND
RECRUITING LARGE NUMBERS OF SCHOOLS
Another of this research project’s objectives was, working with local authorities, to investigate
the most effective ways of engaging a greater proportion of an authority’s schools in the WellBeing Programme, specifically considering:
• The key messages and motivators for schools
• The role of a local authority
• Resourcing and funding issues
• How best to embed the programme within an authority’s planning, policies and
practice
This chapter contains a discussion of this issue and a summary of the main findings of the
research project. For a summary of our conclusions and recommendations regarding the schoolrecruitment process, please see section 7.2 of this report.
4.1 SCHOOL UPTAKE
Worklife Support (WLS) aimed to recruit a sample of 400 schools to trial this new ‘streamlined’
Well-Being process across the ten participating authorities. The final numbers were 410 schools
and 2 other organisations 3 , in total comprising more than 17,000 staff.
Figure 5: Breakdown of participating organisations
School type

Number of
organisations

Proportion of
organisations

Proportion of
staff 4

Primary schools 5

341

83%

61%

Secondary schools

43

10%

32%

Special schools 6

26

6%

6%

Other

2

<1%

<1%

Total:

412

100%

100%

These figures roughly reflect recent national primary:secondary:special ratios (approximately
78:15:7 for schools and 48:44:7 for full-time-equivalent staff), although there is a slightly
higher occurrence of primary schools and staff and slightly lower occurrence of secondary
schools and staff in this research project.

3

The category of ‘other’ signifies organisations that are not schools but also participated in this research project –
they are the GDST Trust Office and a local authority service in Redbridge
4
Based on actual staff numbers rather than full-time-equivalent calculations
5
The category of ‘primary schools’, for the purposes of this research project, also incorporates infant schools,
nursery schools, lower schools, middle schools and junior schools
6
The category of ‘special schools’, for the purposes of this research project, also incorporates pupil referral units
(PRUs)
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During the same period in the preceding year (May to December 2005), WLS recruited 246 new
schools to the original National Well-Being Programme, with no subsidy provided by the
Health and Safety Executive (HSE).
Figure 6, overleaf, shows the final status of the Streamlined Well-Being Programme (HSE
Research Project) in each of the ten participating authorities.
4.2 IMPACT OF DIFFERING RECRUITMENT METHODS
As was outlined in section 2.1.2 and can also be seen in figure 6, overleaf, the three authorities
achieving the highest school-participation rates were Suffolk (at 50%), the GDST (at 32%) and
Barnet (at 28%). The three authorities that, despite their best efforts, achieved the lowest
participation rates were Dudley (at 9%), East Riding and Cheshire (both at 17%). The
recruitment methods employed by each of these six authorities are described in section 2.1.2.
Of the authorities with the highest participation rates, Suffolk and Barnet each show a
‘conversion rate’ (conversion of initial interest into actual sign-ups) of 85%, demonstrating that
not only were they successful in raising high levels of interest amongst their schools, but they
were also effective at converting this initial interest into formal commitments to proceed. The
strong duty-of-care message conveyed by Suffolk, who achieved by far the highest participation
rate, is highly likely to have been a contributing factor in their success at this stage.
The GDST is a special case, showing a low overall conversion rate only because all GDST
schools were interested in joining the programme (possibly because of the strong relationship
between Trust Office and the schools and the fact that Trust Office were advocating the
programme), but Trust Office themselves limited take-up to one in three of their schools.
Of the schools with the lowest participation rates, Dudley shows a very low conversion rate of
just 22%, indicating that an issue arose some time between attracting interest from 39% of the
authority’s schools and just 9% of schools finally signing up to the programme. In fact,
following the headteacher briefing session, there was a long delay in the authority signing its
own contract for the programme, resulting in the loss – before the programme even began – of
many schools that had initially expressed interest in participating.
East Riding and Cheshire show extremely high conversion rates (91% and 97% respectively),
but only relatively low numbers of schools ever expressing interest in participating (less than
20% in both cases). In these two authorities, therefore, generating interest amongst schools in
the first place clearly proved more of a challenge than converting this interest into a firm
commitment to proceed. Cheshire’s in-depth approach to school recruitment (described in
section 2.1.2) is interesting when considered in this context. The authority included an
additional ‘induction’ session for headteachers at the beginning of the programme with a view
to ensuring that those schools starting on the programme were definitely committed to it.
However, this approach proved a lot of work and yielded a relatively low participation rate –
and the existence of the additional out-of-school session may even have contributed to a number
of headteachers opting not to participate.
Logistically, it was difficult to get all participating schools signed up to the programme at the
same time and the recruitment process in general took longer than anticipated. In most
participating authorities, the school-recruitment process lasted a matter of months rather than
weeks. In Suffolk (the largest programme in the research project), because the recruitment
process was very well managed and deadlines were tight, a large number of schools (indeed, the
vast majority) had signed up within approximately six weeks – although a few schools were still
joining the programme six months after the first ones started. The GDST also acted rapidly to
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Figure 6: School participation in the research project – summary table
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establish a base of schools for the programme. In a number of other authorities, the recruitment
process was more drawn out, with the chasing of school-participation forms proving far more
time-consuming and cumbersome than had initially been anticipated. The fact that Cheshire
invested even more time and effort than other authorities in recruiting schools but that this was
not reflected in the final participation rate suggests that the most successful approach may be
more strategic (such as a stronger focus on duty of care) and less a case of ‘spadework’.
4.3 THE LOCAL AUTHORITY’S ROLE IN MOTIVATING SCHOOLS TO
PARTICIPATE
It is clear that relationships between authorities and their schools vary enormously and
understanding the unique relationship in any given authority is vital to understanding that
authority’s role in school recruitment. Some authorities would not hesitate to impose certain
‘duties’ on their schools; others, where schools have historically had a higher degree of
autonomy, would never consider it. One senior authority representative interviewed explained
that the 'big stick' approach does not always have the best results with their schools, but that
schools are usually quite responsive when the authority explains that something is a key issue
and they want to support their schools in working on it. He believed it should be a case of
“carrot and stick – but more carrot than stick”. This perhaps sums up an authority’s key role in
school recruitment.
In the opinion of several authority representatives consulted, one of the most powerful
motivators of headteachers is other headteachers. It therefore seems logical that a local authority
with previous experience of the programme can have a crucial impact on school-participation
rates by facilitating the networking of its headteachers. Through such networking events,
participating headteachers are able to share their perceptions of the programme and its benefits
with their colleagues from other schools – and their colleagues have an opportunity to ask
questions and raise any concerns they might have.
Authorities are in a position to increase awareness of the programme amongst their schools
through displaying information about the programme in a prominent position on their websites.
They can also make use of their websites and other information-dissemination channels
(including letters from director-level) to support their schools in understanding the duty of care
that employers have and how the Well-Being Programme can help schools to meet their
responsibilities.
Most authorities taking part in the streamlined programme contributed to the general
administration of the programme, including sending communications to schools. Some
authorities provided a senior-level co-signature for correspondence and some took on the task of
following up expressions of interest. These all constitute critical elements of school recruitment.
However, certain authorities wanted – or were willing to take on – a greater level of
involvement than others. Where individual authorities did not want to become involved in
chasing up participation forms, for example, this became logistically more difficult. Where
authorities were unable or unwilling to provide a senior co-signatory for correspondence with
schools, there was no alternative but to proceed without this.
4.4 EMBEDDING THE PROGRAMME WITHIN A LOCAL AUTHORITY’S PLANNING,
POLICIES AND PRACTICE AND ITS LINKS WITH SCHOOL ENGAGEMENT
Local authorities are vast and complex organisations. Increasing awareness and visibility of the
Well-Being Programme across the wider authority – as well as an understanding of how the
programme might link in with and support other work taking place – has to date proved
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challenging. Yet it is only with this wider awareness and understanding that the programme will
become embedded and therefore be able to fulfil its true potential: that of supporting the
authority as a whole.
WLS consider an embedded Well-Being Programme to be one that has a high profile within an
authority, is taken into account in authority planning, has strong support and commitment from
Human Resources, Health and Safety and School Improvement departments, and has its own,
focused steering group comprising representatives from around the authority and from the
relevant unions.
4.4.1 The potential impact that rapid embedding of the Well-Being Programme
can have on school recruitment
Suffolk is an example of an authority that successfully embedded the programme into its
planning, policies and practice from a very early stage. One critical factor in Suffolk is that both
Human Resources and Health and Safety are “very supportive and fully behind the programme”
(Suffolk representative, local authority focus group). Information about the Well-Being
Programme is sent out as part of the ‘budget pack’ that goes to every one of their schools and a
senior person in the authority has formally asked all schools not taking part in the programme to
inform the authority of what they are doing instead. Senior authority personnel take an active
interest in programme progress and the unions have also asked to be kept informed.
In no other authority was the programme found to be quite as well embedded at such an early
stage, and no other authority succeeded in recruiting either such a large number or such a high
proportion of schools. (Indeed, Suffolk have increased their school-participation rate still further
for the next phase of their streamlined programme.) These two facts are likely to be related,
although we cannot state with certainty the degree of correlation between the two.
4.4.2 How to successfully embed the programme within an authority
In the majority of participating authorities, the programme sat in one of two principal areas:
within the Recruitment Strategy/Human Resources team or within the Workforce Development/
Remodelling team. The key to further embedding the programme is to recruit a wide variety of
representatives from across the authority to sit on the Well-Being steering group. In doing so,
the programme is able to put down firm roots, link together and feed into all the different yet
related work taking place, and begin to make a difference to the overall culture of an authority.
According to one authority representative at the focus group, to date their schools have actually
made more links between the Well-Being Programme and other work taking place (such as
Healthy Schools, Investors in People and Ofsted) than the local authority itself has. For this
reason, it is also imperative to gain the support of headteacher and governor associations and
staff representatives (for example, relevant unions) – and to encourage their participation in the
steering group – in order for any such initiative to become truly embedded within an authority.
One other potential way of promoting the programme’s relevance to other areas of work within
an authority is to consider rolling the same programme out across the whole authority instead of
separating out schools, which gives the impression that they are a ‘special case’ and unrelated to
the work of the rest of the authority. As the Well-Being representative in Cheshire explained,
their next challenge was “to bring the programme in-house”. This would not only benefit all
internal authority staff, but would also be a positive message to send out to schools. A senior
representative from another local authority also suggested that an authority’s role should be that
of “modelling best practice”. The Well-Being Programme is applicable to all areas of a local
authority and if an authority can show it is ‘leading the way’ by buying into the programme
itself, it is likely to stand a chance of convincing a greater proportion of its schools to sign up.
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Staff wellbeing will feature in at least one official policy in every local authority. The wider
authority needs to be aware that the Well-Being Programme is simply about putting such
policies into action. This comes back once again to the importance of engaging the most senior
levels of authority management.
4.5 THE KEY METHODS AND MESSAGES THAT DID/WOULD MOTIVATE
SCHOOLS TO PARTICIPATE
4.5.1 Reasons given for participating
Based on information received from local authority personnel (both during one-to-one
interviews and at the local authority focus group) and WLS personnel working directly in the
recruitment of schools, the project was primarily attractive to schools for the following reasons:
• It would help them to meet their duty of care as employers of school staff
• They wanted to encourage the development of strong relationships, high morale and
healthy working environments in their schools
• They hoped to see improvements in one or more of the following areas:
• Staff absence, recruitment and retention
• Management practice/staff development
• They would receive a subsidy from the HSE and this, combined with the increased
cost-effectiveness of the streamlined programme, made the programme affordable
4.5.1.1 Duty of care
As previously discussed, Suffolk is likely to have achieved such a high participation rate at least
in part as a result of the letters that were sent out by the authority regarding meeting the
Management Standards, which were branded with the Suffolk Health and Safety logo. This
correspondence suggested that participation in the programme – or taking equivalent measures
to assess the risk of work-related stress – was a high priority. Whilst a small number of schools
in Suffolk may have felt that they had little alternative but to participate, there were also schools
who did genuinely want to be seen to be doing everything possible to meet their legal obligation
of carrying out a risk assessment for work-related stress amongst their staff:
“Schools are getting the message that they need to be seen to be doing
everything they can to meet their part of the Duty of Care.”
Well-Being representative, local authority focus group
According to the Well-Being representative in Cheshire, none of Cheshire’s Well-Being schools
engaged with the programme because of a ‘big stick’ approach, yet he felt that emphasising
their duty of care and the implications of not meeting this might well be the way to increase
participation rates in the future.
As outlined in section 4.3, above, a senior official from another participating authority felt that,
whilst a certain sense of obligation was necessary to encourage schools to engage with the dutyof-care issue, the most effective approach to take was one of “carrot and stick – but more
carrot than stick”. He talked about the importance of offering schools active support and
guidance rather than taking the more negative approach of looking at ‘what is wrong’. Because
schools receive a lot of criticism from a lot of spheres (as everybody feels they have a stake in
the education system), they respond well to offers of support.
WLS are aware, based on our experience in the education arena, that the Management Standards
have not really, until now, been a driver for school activities. This is beginning to change as
increasing numbers of headteachers and school governors start to hear more about them.
Nonetheless, at the time of school recruitment for this research project – unlike in the case of
local authority sign-up – the fact that the Well-Being Programme is broadly equivalent to the
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Management Standards approach was generally felt by local authority representatives and WLS
personnel to be neither a driver nor a deterrent for school participation.
4.5.1.2 Support for the development of strong relationships, high morale and
healthy working environments for all school staff
According to on-the-ground feedback, many schools joined the Streamlined Well-Being
Programme simply because they felt it was a supportive project that would send an important
message to their staff, raise morale, and generally be a good thing to be involved in.
4.5.1.3 Improvements in staff absence, recruitment and retention
Schools have to cope with the many and varied consequences of high levels of sickness absence
and staff turnover on a day-to-day basis and, based on the perceptions of both authority and
WLS staff, many headteachers seemed keen to participate in a programme that might lead to
improvements in these areas.
The impetus provided by a need to tackle staff absence and retention varied across participating
authorities. A senior representative of one participating London authority confirmed in an
interview that, like a lot of inner-city boroughs, his authority has a pressing turnover issue to
tackle (particularly with regard to teaching staff), which is caused by a constant flux of people
moving in and out of the inner-city environment. In Cheshire, bringing about improvements in
staff-absence levels – and the financial saving this would generate – was one of the key
messages the authority employed to encourage school sign-up.
4.5.1.4 Improvements in management practice/staff development
A number of schools articulated the impression that having access to the in-depth overview of
staff feelings provided in the Well-Being Programme’s data profile would inform managerial
practice and/or support staff development.
4.5.1.5 Financial incentives
For discussion of financial considerations, please see section 4.6, below.
Purely at the recruitment stage, there is no indication that schools themselves saw the
programme as a potential support mechanism for headteachers, nor as a way of supporting them
with the demands of external initiatives – both of which were motivating factors for several of
the local authorities that participated.
4.5.2 Reasons given for not participating
According to WLS consultants directly involved in school recruitment, most of the reasons
given by schools for not participating (where they gave any at all) can be grouped into the
following main categories:
• Unease about a perceived heavy-handed approach on the part of their authority
• The conviction that they could do this for themselves or had no need for it
• Cost/budgeting constraints
• Work/initiative overload
• Bad timing (perhaps due to a forthcoming inspection or a change in leadership)
• The area of staff wellbeing not being considered a current priority
4.5.3 How we might motivate more schools in the future
The following suggestions from local authority colleagues give some ideas for improving
school-recruitment rates moving forward:
• The greatest influence on headteachers is their peer group – other headteachers.
Positive word of mouth from participating schools is therefore all-important. In order
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to encourage this, it would be beneficial to gather examples of good practice and
successes from across the Well-Being network to share with schools and to work
closely with local authorities to increase networking opportunities and arrange for
participating headteachers to speak at headteacher meetings and events
There is a growing recognition that staff need to be nurtured not just for their own
sake (in other words, the duty of care), but because a happier, more involved, valued
workforce will be more productive. The link to standards and achievement is key
and that message needs to get across at every point
A demonstrable impact on staff absence, turnover and supply costs would be a key
selling point
It is important to show that the Management Standards offer a way of unpacking and
understanding 'stress' (a complex, catch-all term) and therefore of supporting and
managing staff more effectively
We need to be clearer about the fact that the Well-Being Programme – and the
Management Standards more generally – is not just another initiative that brings
with it extra workload, but instead underpins and supports a school’s other goals
It may be worth considering reducing some of the paperwork, particularly at the
recruitment stage

Furthermore, WLS are aware of an important shift in perception in schools with regard to the
school self-evaluation, which is now accepted as a cyclical process rather than a one-off. The
guidance from the HSE is that the Management Standards similarly cannot be seen as
something that a school – or any other organisation – ‘does’ once, but is instead an ongoing
process of evaluation and improvement. The HSE could, therefore, potentially benefit from
schools’ shift in perception by incorporating a risk assessment for stress into the school selfevaluation process.
4.6 HOW FAR RESOURCING AND FUNDING ISSUES AFFECTED SCHOOL
PARTICIPATION
Funding is clearly a key issue for any programme, particularly in the sphere of education.
According to the WLS consultants responsible for school recruitment, however, whilst budgets
are always tight in schools (particularly in primary schools where staff numbers are often
relatively high due to a large proportion of part-time staff), the reduced price of the streamlined
programme combined with the HSE subsidy meant that cost was generally far less of an issue in
recruiting schools than it has been for the full National Well-Being Programme.
Local authority practice with regard to any financial contribution offered to schools varied
widely across the research project. However, certain authorities are currently facing
difficulties with renewals because their schools were so heavily subsidised in the
programme the first time around – and the price has increased now that the various
subsidies are unavailable.
Some headteachers who participated in the independently conducted telephone interviews did
raise the question of continued financial support – whether from their local authority or from the
HSE. For example, one said “We would love to remain in the programme but it’s a very cost
sensitive issue and we want the subsidy to continue”.
On the flip side, however, one senior local authority official suggested that the Well-Being
Programme could only be truly effective if schools made a financial contribution, as this would
ensure that they really had ‘bought into’ the idea.
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CHAPTER 5:
PROGRAMME RESULTS – EVALUATION OF THE
IMPACT OF THE STREAMLINED WELL-BEING
PROGRAMME IN PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS
Objective 4 of this research project was to make an initial evaluation of the effectiveness of the
Streamlined Well-Being Programme, including what works well in schools and areas for further
development. This chapter contains a discussion of this issue and a summary of the main
findings of the research project.
For a summary of our conclusions and recommendations regarding the shape of a WellBeing/Management Standards programme, please see section 7.3 of this report.
As a reminder, the following were the key elements of this research programme. The revised
elements of the process are shown underlined and further explained below:
• Recruitment of local authorities
• Recruitment of schools
• Establishment of school Well-Being teams
• Induction training for school Well-Being team members (“facilitation day training”)
• Initial and final sickness-absence and turnover data collection
• Well-Being survey (“Organisational Self-Review Measure” or “OSRM”) for all staff,
undertaken in allocated time slots
• Full data profile produced for each individual school
• Collective ‘development day’ for school Well-Being teams, to replace the individual
school feedbacks of the full programme
• School access to online resources, including guidance materials and presentations
• Provision of optional, collective ‘Well-Being workshops’
• Group data profile (aggregated schools’ data) produced for each local authority
In the full National Well-Being Programme, the only data actively collected until now has been
the survey data itself; every school has been able to choose when to undertake its survey of staff
perceptions (within the constraints of the programme dates); individual face-to-face feedback
consultations have been held to discuss each school’s data profile; and workshops, whilst
available for authorities or groups of schools, have not to date been organised centrally.
5.1 REVIEW OF THE NEW ‘STREAMLINED’ ELEMENTS OF THE WELL-BEING
PROCESS
5.1.1 Sickness-absence and turnover data collection
For a discussion of the data-collection process and its outcomes, please see section 5.7.
5.1.2 Streamlined survey process
There has been no negative feedback from either school or local authority staff regarding the
allocation of set periods during which each school was obliged to undertake the survey. From
this we can surmise that this relatively radical change in approach has been successful. One
local authority representative confirmed that having set dates and deadlines helps to keep up the
momentum and that, if the programme were more flexible by way of timings, schools would
continually put off taking the survey.
Worklife Support (WLS) consultants on the ground have fed back that the schools with which
they worked found it helpful to know set survey dates in advance as this also enabled them to
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plan properly back in school. Some even found it beneficial not to have had to make the
decision of when would be the ‘right’ time to undertake the survey.
Occasional IT difficulties or instances of particularly low participation rates in schools meant
that certain schools (an estimated 5% to 10%) needed their survey dates extending or moving
slightly but, overall, the system of allocating set survey dates worked extremely well.
There were, however, a few negative comments on the survey itself from a handful of
headteachers interviewed by telephone:
“It was a very difficult form to fill in”
“The questionnaire could have been worded differently”
In response to feedback from this project and from other clients, WLS are working to iron out
any technical difficulties that may hinder ease of use of the online survey and also revising the
wording of some of the statements. Yet WLS emphasise the survey’s importance solely as a
starting point to the Well-Being process and not as the focus of that process. The survey
outcomes need to be explored and challenged by the staff team and decisions taken on how to
implement change.
There were also a number of comments regarding the confidentiality limits in the data profile,
which certain headteachers would have liked to have seen reduced:
“It would have been more useful if the sub-populations could have been identified”
“Could the sub-population thresholds be reduced?”
These limits, which currently mean that no sub-group of fewer than eight people can be shown
separately, are in place to protect individual staff members from having their responses
identified. It is WLS’s experience that some staff are extremely apprehensive about giving their
honest views in a survey of this type and require considerable reassurance that they cannot be
identified. For this reason, WLS would consider it inappropriate to reduce the confidentiality
limits. At least one respondent to the school questionnaire overtly supported this stance, saying
“the confidential nature of the OSRM [Well-Being survey] leads to accurate and useful
results”.
5.1.3 Development days
The feedback WLS have received from participating schools following the development days
has been extremely positive. Schools were, on the whole, very receptive to this form of group
feedback, engaged with their own data and the additional programme materials they were
offered, networked positively, asked questions, and began to formulate a way forward into the
next stage of the process. Development day evaluation forms (the template of which is attached
as Appendix 1) reflect that the programme was valued by the headteachers and Well-Being
teams involved.
All authority representatives questioned felt that schools had valued the opportunity to share
concerns and best practice around wellbeing issues at these days. They were able to gather ideas
on actions to take in school and, more importantly in some cases, to confirm that they were not
alone. The sessions gave a real sense of the programme being wider than just one school.
According to the researcher who conducted the headteacher telephone interviews, over 75% of
those questioned said the development day was “very useful” and that they “quite” or “really
enjoyed it”. The general feeling was that the data was “excellent” and the time allowed to
interpret and analyse with colleagues was valuable.
From a total of 366 development day evaluation forms received:
• 253 people (69%) said that they wanted to continue with the Well-Being Programme

28

• 95 people (26%) said that they were not yet sure (the main reason given was the
need to consult with others back in school before confirming)
• 7 people (2%) said that they were not planning to continue with the programme
• 11 people (3%) did not respond to the question
There were a vast number of individual comments made on the evaluation forms returned.
Below are a small selection of comments relating to a number of key areas.
A selection of comments on the structure of the development day and the materials provided:
“Thank you for an excellent day with knowledgeable trainers - particularly pleased
with 1-to-1 session”
“Interesting and easy to follow - clear development stages”
“Very useful materials and advice from trainers”
“We anticipated more sharing of issues across schools and more input on possible ways
forward for common issues”
(WLS take this final point on board and plan to place a greater focus on sharing ideas,
good practice and action-planning tips at upcoming development days – see below)
A selection of comments regarding the data and action planning:
“Interesting - the confidential nature of the OSRM [Well-Being survey] leads to
accurate and useful results”
“The data profile has been very straightforward to analyse and we have clear priorities
to action”
“Useful - but what about headteachers? Is the local authority going to give us overall
feedback and opportunities for an action plan? It would be useful to have some
collective data for minority groups in schools of similar size (eg admin staff/HTs)”
(Schools that are continuing on the streamlined programme have been shown both local
and national data and given an opportunity to discuss this at collective ‘review
meetings’. In addition, we would advise all authorities to consult with headteacher
groups on possible actions at local authority level following data feedback)
A selection of comments regarding the programme’s usefulness to a headteacher:
“Extremely valuable as a relatively new headteacher”
“Clear but challenging. Looking at things from a different perspective”
A selection of comments regarding sustainability:
“Questionnaire is very well structured and easy to use. Development day was good at
showing how to promote wellbeing, emphasising sustainability and nurturing practice”
“A positive experience. Would support a 3-year programme with OSRM [Well-Being
survey] every 18 months”
“So far so good, the work only just begins. Too early to judge”
(This final comment has been echoed many times throughout this research project –
both by schools and local authorities. The work needs to continue in order to be able to
make any clear assessments of impact or effectiveness)
After the first two development days, WLS altered the structure of the session slightly to give
delegates more time to focus on their own data, plan their actions on returning to school and
consult with WLS personnel and their own colleagues. Most people really benefited from this
time and many commented that being given the opportunity to focus on this issue away from the
interruptions of daily school life was invaluable. A few headteachers, however, felt that the
session could have been covered in half a day without lunch, allowing them to return to school
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in the afternoon. We will bear this in mind when we look again at the structure of the
development day over the coming months.
With the benefit of hindsight, WLS feel that there could have been a greater emphasis placed on
practical tips for developing an action plan and on sharing ideas and good practice across
schools at the development days. We plan to remedy this in future. We also intend to develop
ways of keeping up the momentum in schools once they have left the development day as well
as more efficient ways of assessing the level of ensuing action taken.
5.1.4 Additional support on offer
A series of three-hour Well-Being workshops were held in various locations around the country
to support schools in the development phase of the Well-Being Programme. The two different
workshop themes offered aligned closely with the issues most commonly arising from the WellBeing survey. The workshops were advertised at development days as well as on the WLS
website. In addition, mailings were sent to participating schools.
“I thought some of the Well-Being training was amongst the best I’ve ever been on.”
Headteacher, telephone interview
Figure 7: Summary of workshop attendees
Total number of
individuals attending

Total number of
schools attending

Workshop one
(offered in 5 locations)

123

79

Workshop two
(offered in 2 locations)

31

20

Total

154

99

Six schools attended both workshops, meaning that a total of 93 schools from around the
country chose to receive more detailed guidance on further action they could take to better
embed the programme, and in doing so implement the Management Standards.
Just a handful of schools bought in additional individual consultancy time.
5.1.5 Comparison with the original National Well-Being Programme
A number of local authority representatives were in a position to comment on the benefits and
drawbacks of the Streamlined Well-Being Programme compared with the full National WellBeing Programme.
Perceived benefits of the streamlined programme over the full programme, according to
authority personnel, include:
• The pace of the streamlined programme – the external dimension, with set dates and
deadlines, helps to prevent schools from continually postponing the survey
• The lower cost of the streamlined programme – it is more affordable for schools,
whose budgets are under strain
• The development days / lack of one-to-one feedback sessions – the development
days are an efficient means of feeding back data and schools appreciate being able to
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come together and network with other schools; some headteachers didn’t like having
individual feedback meetings
• Greater likelihood of reaching a larger proportion of an authority’s schools
“It’s a more business-like approach than the full programme – and schools prefer this”
Suffolk representative, local authority focus group
Perceived disadvantages of the streamlined programme over the full programme, according to
authority personnel, include:
• The logistical/time implications of getting people out of school and pulling schools
together for the development days
• The lack of half-termly ‘facilitator network meetings’ – the ability to share good
practice on an ongoing basis is very constructive
• Reduced one-to-one time
Furthermore, it is WLS’s own perception that the streamlined approach helps to empower
participating schools by creating the expectation that they – not the consultant – are responsible
for taking action to bring about sustainable improvements in the wellbeing of their staff.
One local authority representative suggested that the programme could be further ‘streamlined’
in the following ways:
• Facilitator training could be slimmed down – it doesn’t need to take a day
• The paperwork could also possibly be simplified
The Suffolk representative at the focus group commented that there is great value in combining
the Streamlined Well-Being Programme with an Employee Assistance Programme (as was the
case in the Suffolk programme) because they are “two sides of the same coin”.
WLS will take these comments into consideration in further development of the programme.
5.2 REVIEW OF KEY AREAS OF ACTION TAKEN IN SCHOOLS
According to a number of local authority personnel interviewed for the purposes of this
evaluation, schools generally feel supported by the Well-Being Programme and appear to be
finding it beneficial in terms of reducing stress. Many schools have started to tackle the deeper
issues raised through the survey as well as putting in place more immediate, practical solutions,
such as offering an ironing service. Local authority representatives also felt that the programme
had helped to develop the links between teaching and support staff and, equally importantly,
helped schools to recognise their strengths.
5.2.1 Development of action plans
Every headteacher taking part in the telephone interviews referred to further Well-Being
development work planned in their schools. Many described in detail what that work consisted
of as well as the associated timetable.
Just over half of the schools interviewed had drawn up a Well-Being action plan independent of
any other initiative.
Of the other half, some were in the process of doing this and some were including it as part of
other documentation. For example, one headteacher said “We have been developing our own
School Development Plan and the principal actions from Well-Being have been incorporated
into that”. Just three or four headteachers out of the 42 interviewed suggested that they were ‘all
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action-planned out’. Quotes from these headteachers include “it’s in our minds enough for us to
not have to commit it to paper” and “we don’t need it yet”.
Some schools had a formalised system of team meetings and an evaluation process built into
their action plans.
5.2.2 Action taken
5.2.2.1 Information from school questionnaires
In response to the three-page questionnaire that was sent to all schools in March 2007 (attached
as Appendix 2), the three most commonly cited areas in which work had been carried out
following schools’ Well-Being surveys were, in this order, ‘communication’, ‘worklife balance’
and ‘acknowledging achievements’. ‘Time management’ and ‘physical environment’ were the
next most popular areas for development work. ‘Communication’ far outstripped all other areas,
with 68% of questionnaire respondents stating that communication-related development work
had been undertaken already.
When asked to rate a number of different issues according to the impact the Well-Being
Programme had had on them so far (in other words, in the short time between feedback of the
data and completion of the questionnaire), respondents again rated the area of ‘communication
and team working’ most highly, with 39% giving it an impact-rating of 4 or 5 (the topmost two
categories of the 5-point impact scale). This was followed by ‘staff morale’ at 31% and ‘school
culture and ethos’ at 30%.
The area that was rated lowest for visible impact to date was that of sickness absence, with 10%
of respondents giving it an impact-rating of 4 or 5. A further 25% of respondents gave this area
a 3 rating. For a further discussion of sickness absence, see section 5.7.
One questionnaire respondent asserted that it was “Still too early to say what impact the
programme has had in certain areas. Taking part in next year’s programme will help to
evaluate effectiveness.” More than three in every four respondents (76%) stated that they felt
the Well-Being Programme was likely to have a further impact in these types of areas over time.
5.2.2.2 Information from telephone interviews
The areas of development work that were consistently mentioned by headteachers taking part in
the telephone interviews were again those of communication and worklife balance. The issues
of change management, time management, support, physical environment and social cohesion
were also highlighted in many of the telephone interviews.
All headteachers interviewed noted improvements in communication since the issue had been
flagged, particularly with regard to support staff, such as teaching assistants.
Worklife balance had been addressed in different ways. Some methods mentioned during the
telephone interviews were:
• permission to take PPA (planning, preparation and assessment) time at home
• a focus on staff health, including providing lifestyle information and alternative
therapies in school
• identification and acknowledgement of stress hot-spots in the academic year and the
school day
Change and time management were issues tackled by many schools, sometimes by using
practical exercises from the Working for wellbeing workbook that was given to all participating
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schools at the facilitation training (“we found the handbook really excellent”, headteacher,
telephone interview).
Social activities for staff had been organised or further developed by almost every one of the 42
schools as a result of participation in the programme. These ranged from simply having lunch as
a whole staff on certain days to visits to the theatre. One of the most important outcomes in this
area is that staff have realised that socialising together improves the culture and ethos of a
school and provides opportunities for caring for one another. Social activities have, however,
been placed carefully in the mix with longer-term, more complex solutions.
Headteachers explained that premises/physical-environment issues (such as cleaning the
windows, servicing photocopiers and reconfiguring space to facilitate group work) were seen as
opportunities for a ‘quick fix’ and had often been purposefully chosen to demonstrate an
immediate commitment to staff wellbeing. One senior local authority official interviewed
agreed, explaining that whilst teaching is pressurised job, people do it because they want to
make a contribution, they like working with young people and they enjoy seeing them learn.
However, the conditions in which teachers work in many schools around the UK give the
impression that the vital work they undertake is not valued - particularly when compared with
the conditions in large corporate organisations. Relatively simple changes in physical
environment can often make a big difference.
5.2.3 Links with other work taking place
All but one headteacher interviewed by telephone reported links between the Well-Being
Programme and other areas of work. Headteachers on the whole did not see it as repeating work
already done or competing with other things, but instead as further evidence of a commitment to
other similarly focused but non-competing areas of work. Examples of other work cited by
headteachers as being linked to and supported by the Well-Being Programme are:
• National Healthy School Standard (NHSS)
• School Improvement (SIP)
• School self-evaluation (SEF)
• Ofsted inspections
• Workforce Remodelling
• Investors in People (IiP)
• SEAL (Social and Emotional Aspects of Learning) Programme
• Every Child Matters (ECM)
• Staff training and development
• School development plans
For further information about any of these areas, please see Appendix 12.
5.3 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACT ON HEADTEACHERS
According to a number of local authority personnel interviewed for the purposes of this
evaluation, headteachers had generally found the Well-Being data useful, even when
challenging, and seemed to have been prepared to listen to the issues that have arisen through
participation in the programme. Local authority representatives felt that the programme had
opened a discussion between headteachers and their staff and offered headteachers a proactive
approach, which was better than simply acting when problems arise.
When asked if participation in the programme had supported their own role as headteacher, at
least 75% of the headteachers interviewed by telephone felt that the programme had contributed
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positively by helping them to focus on issues that were considered important by their staff.
Comments included:
“Allowed me to focus my energies where they were needed”
“Having information always empowers a headteacher”
“It gave me management confidence”
“It gave me an insight I wouldn’t have had before”
Many headteachers overwhelmingly appreciated the validation that the data provided:
“positive validation”
“staggering, really really positive”
“came out stronger than I thought”
Even a number of those whose data had flagged up issues were pleased to have received the
information, which they said they would not have not have had access to if it had not been for
the Well-Being Programme:
“With the data we had confidence to resolve the issue”
“It is an anonymous response so you get a true and frank exchange”
29 out of the 42 headteachers interviewed categorically supported the Well-Being Programme
as an initiative that could and did reduce stress and improve the wellbeing of staff in their
schools. Comments included:
“Yes, it’s a great all-involving initiative for everyone to take ownership”
“Yes, because it highlights the issues we need to deal with”
“Surveys, programmes and action planning give their own stress, but for this one the
equation is balanced”
9 other headteachers gave a mixed response, seeing the benefits of the programme but not
always feeling that it was relevant to their school. Some of these wanted to point out that in their
schools, where there had already been a close supportive environment in place, it was “difficult
to see how it took us any further”.
A few people, in both the telephone interviews and the school questionnaires, flagged up the
pressures inherent in introducing new initiatives (“… it’s ironic – it’s caused more stress”
[comment from headteacher interview]) or suggested that the programme had made their job
more difficult – although various of them went on to qualify this:
“Although at first it seemed as though this was yet another initiative that needed a coordinator, it was good to get us all together and discuss certain issues”
Comment on school questionnaire
“It did nothing for the headteacher’s wellbeing. We have an excellent culture of
teamwork and support in our school. The emphasis is on mutual support. Feedback on
the OSRM survey enabled us to discuss and plan some new initiatives which we are
only just beginning now. However, we would have probably done this anyway”
Comment on school questionnaire
One interviewed headteacher, in whose school a particularly sensitive issue had been
uncovered, felt that stress levels had actually risen as a result of being in the programme.
Another, when asked about the data, stated that “the feedback of the data caused a lot of
distress. There was a lot of finger pointing”. Another respondent asserted that “the programme
can only support me so far”.
A handful of headteachers were naturally a little sensitive about issues that had arisen in their
schools’ survey data – particularly uncomfortable areas such as perceptions of bullying and
harassment amongst staff. There were a number of comments along the lines of “I don’t accept
that we had a problem. There wasn’t a problem I’m sure”.
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Any survey of staff perceptions is likely to be an emotionally challenging experience for
headteachers, who feel at the very least responsible for – and often actually the personification
of – their individual schools. It is evidently not the programme’s aim to subject headteachers to
additional pressure, and there is a potential area for development around integrating a greater
level of support into what can prove a testing programme for some headteachers.
5.4 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACT ON MANAGEMENT PRACTICE
Positive changes in management practice were explicitly mentioned by at least one participating
authority at the beginning of the programme as a desired outcome of the programme. According
to the results of the school questionnaire, 81% of respondents felt that participation in the
programme had to some degree changed their thinking about ‘problem solving, decision
making, communication and how change is managed’ in their schools (in other words, they
gave this area a rating of 3, 4 or 5).
5.5 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACT ON SCHOOLS’ AWARENESS OF THE
MANAGEMENT STANDARDS
In launching the Streamlined Well-Being Programme in these ten authorities, not only have the
programme name, presentations and documentation encompassed reference to the Health and
Safety Executive (HSE), but overt reference has continually been made to the Management
Standards approach and its relevance within the education sector. Awareness of the HSE and its
work is therefore very likely to have increased within the sector.
93% of school-questionnaire respondents asserted that the Well-Being Programme’s online
survey had been useful in raising awareness among the staff in their school of some of the
factors that can impact on wellbeing.
In addition, several local authority representatives explicitly stated that the programme had
increased awareness of the Management Standards within participating schools. According to
one, for example:
“Even schools that aren’t participating are looking on the HSE website, so they’re
finding out more about the Management Standards because the Well-Being Programme
exists in the authority.”
5.6 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACT ON SCHOOL/PUPIL PERFORMANCE
A number of authority representatives interviewed asserted that there are evident links between
staff wellbeing and pupil performance and that it was common sense that the Well-Being
Programme would support pupil learning and performance: happy, confident staff are much
more likely to perform well, enjoy positive relationships with parents and encourage improved
pupil behaviour.
There was also a broad, albeit unsupported, acknowledgement that this kind of programme
delivers a good return on investment in terms of productivity, performance and results:
“Improved staff wellbeing must enhance the quality of education in the end”
Well-Being representative, local authority focus group
The challenge now is to identify a robust means of measuring this that differentiates the part
played by the Well-Being Programme (or equivalent approach to managing staff wellbeing) in
influencing school/pupil performance from that played by other possible factors. WLS have
recently entered into partnership with Birkbeck College, University of London, with a view to
doing just this and initial research has been undertaken to explore the links between the
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wellbeing of school staff and school performance, as measured by SATs and added-value
measures. Initial results from a cross-section of schools participating in the Well-Being
Programme show that there is a clear and consistent link between staff wellbeing and SATs and
added-value scores. Schools whose staff, on average, report higher levels of feeling valued,
greater job satisfaction and lower levels of work overload are also those schools where SATs
performance is higher. 7
5.7 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACT ON STAFF SICKNESS ABSENCE AND TURNOVER
The rationale for including an investigation of sickness-absence and turnover levels in this study
was that these are often key performance indicators for organisational health and wellbeing.
However, given the short time span of this project, it was anticipated that reductions in absence
and turnover – which are generally lag indicators – were unlikely.
5.7.1 The data
Below is a brief summary of the initial and final sickness-absence and turnover data collected
across nine of the participating authorities. Data was only requested from schools participating
in the research project and return rates for each authority are detailed in section 2.2.2. There is
no data available for the GDST. 8
5.7.1.1 Sickness absence 9 10
As is evident from the data attached in full in Appendix 9, there is a wide variation in absence
rates across participating authorities, although these rates do loosely reflect the national picture.
Looking purely at teacher absence over the two years, four of the seven authorities with data
available for 2005 (one of which is the authority with the most data returned) show a lower level
of absence in 2006 than in 2005. The overall data for teaching staff also reflects this picture.
Figure 8: Absence rates according to data returned by participating schools (overall)
2005

2006

Teaching staff overall

3.4%

3.0%

Non-teaching staff overall

2.4%

3.0%

7

Research conducted by Professor Rob Briner and Dr Chris Dewberry, Birkbeck College, University of London,
August 2006
8
It is important to reiterate that many of the schools that sent back a form containing 2005 data at the beginning of
the project (attached as Appendix 7) did not send one back containing 2006 data at the end (Appendix 8), and vice
versa. The data cannot, therefore, be considered to provide evidence of change, but is an indication of two (perhaps
unrelated) status quos. Also, whilst the data collected relates to the 2005 and 2006 calendar years, the research
project ran from March 2006 to March 2007
9
Calculations are based on headcount rather than ‘full-time equivalent’, which may lead to an overstating of
absence levels in some schools, which generally have a relatively high proportion of part-time employees
10
There are some anomalies in this data – for example, one school reported a teacher being absent for 275 days in
the year. This figure, which is significantly higher than the total contracted number of term-time days, indicates that
the school was not only counting working days. Returns from schools in two authorities suggest another anomaly: in
both cases, figures provided by schools suggest that over 100% of staff took some absence during the period in
question. This is theoretically possible if staff changes took place during the year and every member of staff –
whether current or departed – took some period of absence. However, it is unlikely that the figure would ever reach
the 267% and 175% reported in these two authorities during 2006. It is more likely that some of the data supplied is
simply inaccurate. For the raw data supplied by schools, please see Appendix 9.
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5.7.1.2 Turnover
According to the turnover data also shown in full in Appendix 9, again there is a large variation
between authorities. However, there was a lower overall turnover rate for both teaching and
non-teaching staff in 2006 than in 2005, as shown in the following table.
Figure 9: Turnover rates according to data returned by participating schools (overall)
2005

2006

Teaching staff overall

31.2%

29.8%

Non-teaching staff overall

23.4%

19.6%

5.7.2 Staff data for schools: how best to access it?
It was highly improbable that a programme of less than one year in duration would show any
great reduction in staff-absence levels as these are generally a much longer-term indicator. What
was not, however, envisaged was the level of difficulties encountered in obtaining meaningful
absence and turnover data from schools – although the difficulty of accessing accurate absence
statistics for the school sector is well documented. Robertson Cooper, for example, discussed
this problem in their 2005 case study for the HSE: “The Council’s figures currently exclude
absence for teachers and school based non-teaching staff which to date are significantly underreported and have been too unreliable to include.” 11
WLS faced a number of challenges in gathering this data. Just under one third of participating
schools (30%) returned their 2005 data forms at the beginning of the programme and fewer still
(22%) their 2006 data forms in early 2007. Furthermore, some of the schools that did return data
provided conflicting or unlikely figures – and many did not provide any information on stressrelated absence. This combination of factors could indicate a perception amongst schools that
this type of information is either difficult or cumbersome to gather.
As a result of the difficulties that have come to light during this latest research project,
combined with the previous experiences of other researchers, we are able to draw a number of
firm conclusions around the data-collection process in the education sector:
• Very little regulated staff-absence management is currently taking place in schools,
particularly with regard to stress-related absence
• Too many schools either do not collect this data, do not understand it or do not
collect it using a standard format or method
• Alternative ways of accessing this data are clearly required
• Gaining access to the Department for Children, Schools and Families’ (formerly the
Department for Education and Skills) school-census data (collected via the 618G
form, the relevant parts of which are attached as Appendix 10) is probably the most
efficient way of obtaining anything like accurate data in these areas. However, these
forms only ask for data relating to teachers – not other school staff – and they do not
distinguish between stress-related and non-stress-related absence
5.8 ASSESSMENT OF LOCAL AUTHORITY USE OF THE ‘GROUP DATA’
Aggregated data is beneficial to authorities as common areas of strength and areas for
development can be identified and support can therefore be tailored for the latter. Whilst schools
11
“Case study: Establishing the business case for investing in stress prevention activities and evaluating their impact
on sickness absence levels”, prepared by Robertson Cooper Ltd for the HSE, 2005
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need to carry out their own work based on their individual data, local authorities are in a good
position to tackle ‘umbrella issues’ across their schools. Participating authorities could also gain
another important benefit through wider awareness of their Well-Being data – namely that all
their schools, whether participating or not, will begin to see the authority as a proactive
supporter of staff wellbeing.
Two aspects of the aggregated survey data that were explicitly mentioned by authority
representatives as areas of particular interest were (a) the data showing the authority’s position
in the wider national picture and (b) the data showing the differences between school types
within the authority. One authority, for example, saw that its special schools seemed to be well
ahead of its primaries and secondaries with regards to staff wellbeing. The authority is now
interested in commissioning a research project to look into what the special schools are doing so
well that others might be able to learn from.
One senior authority official suggested that one of the potentially most effective ways of taking
the outcomes of the Well-Being Programme to a wider audience and getting staff wellbeing
onto the wider agenda would be to take it to headteacher councils. Another participating
authority is already working with a sample of its headteachers on the data that originated in the
Streamlined Well-Being Programme. Through careful analysis of the data, global training needs
have been identified and specific work started with headteachers.
In general, however, authority representatives felt there was a need to further develop how they
use the data, how to extend its reach and how to undertake other research based around it.
5.9 ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAMME SUSTAINABILITY
75% of questionnaire respondents felt that the changes that had come about in their schools as a
result of the programme were likely to be, at least in part, sustainable. Some respondents were
more hesitant, for example one who said “We are very committed to the Well-Being
Programme, but recognise that implementing change is a slow process…” and another who said
“It has been very useful for raising awareness… time will tell if the changes will endure”. This
type of comment highlights once again the ongoing nature of the programme and the
importance of its not being seen as a one-off initiative.
5.9.1 Future of the programme within the participating schools
Roughly 75% of headteachers interviewed by telephone made positive reference to continuing
in the programme and 85% of respondents to the schools’ questionnaire said that they would
recommend the Well-Being Programme to other schools:
“We’ve booked up for three years! I know it’s cheaper that way, but we are so
convinced that it has been of benefit to our school”
Headteacher, telephone interview
“We know that this can work because we had a very positive period after feedback to
staff. We had a very good half-term, with ALL members of staff working together,
communicating and taking people’s feelings into account. Everybody worked as one”
Comment on school questionnaire
“It raises awareness of the issues involved and provides ALL staff with an opportunity
to discuss any concerns they have. As a result we have to look at ways of improving
things in school”
Comment on school questionnaire
“It is a really useful tool to evaluate the school environment and understand the issues
involved in working in the institution. It helps identify areas for improvement and give
ways of addressing them”
Comment on school questionnaire
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“Staff felt valued and that their opinions mattered. Senior management gained a
valuable insight into the thoughts and feelings of staff. It opened a dialogue with staff
and encouraged staff to work together as a team and feel proud of their achievements”
Comment on school questionnaire
“It makes you DO something about issues which are crucial to staff wellbeing”
Comment on school questionnaire
Of the 15% of questionnaire respondents who said they would probably or definitely not
recommend the programme to other schools, the reasons given can be classified into roughly
seven categories. An example quote taken from the school questionnaire is provided for each:
(1) Low staff-participation rates: “The data returned has not really enabled a clearer
picture of the school to be gained. The concept was excellent, but success or failure of
the questionnaire depended on the take-up”
(2) No action has been taken since data feedback: “Lots of effort from staff, but a waste
of time if not implemented. It initially appeared a positive idea to highlight strengths
and weaknesses of the school. But once areas for improvement have been discovered,
changes need to be made – not ignored or swept aside”
(3) Raised expectations too far: “Frustrating process due to constraints… staff morale
now lower than before”
(4) Initiative/work overload: “Most staff viewed completing the survey as a hassle –
more time taken up when they’re answering questions on having no time!”
(5) Perception of undue local authority pressure: “Other headteachers have felt
pressured and intimidated by the LA to sign up to the programme”
(6) Perception that the programme is not relevant to their school: “The ethos of the
school has always been to work together, to support each other, to constantly find ways
to reduce the level of stress. This is the prime function of management. In the last 30
years, there has never been a stress-related incident or culture or a single day of
absence that was stress-related. So we do not need an expensive programme which has
wasted a considerable amount of money”
(7) Cost: “For a small school with a small dedicated staff, issues raised have not
justified the costs incurred”
5.9.2 Future of the programme within the participating authorities
Whilst it is still too early to cite final participation figures for 2007/2008, the following are our
early indications on the future of the programme within the ten participating authorities:
• Five of the ten participating authorities have already renewed their involvement in
the programme. To date, two of these programmes have increased their schoolparticipation rates – including Suffolk, which has so far expanded to 214 schools (a
22% increase)
• Four authorities have yet to confirm participation in a second phase of the
programme, but there is a high probability that they will continue
• One authority has confirmed that it will not be continuing
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CHAPTER 6:
REVIEW OF WELLBEING IN PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS
A summary of the Well-Being survey (“OSRM”) data collected in the course of this research
project is shown in figures 10 to 20, below, discussed by school type and, where applicable, role
group. Whilst the data is outlined with a view to providing a richer picture of participating
schools, there has been no attempt to analyse this data because that does not fit within the remit
of this research project.
It is worth highlighting here that survey-participation rates have been higher in schools on this
‘Streamlined Well-Being Programme’ than in schools participating in Worklife Support’s
(WLS’s) full ‘National Well-Being Programme’. For example, the participation rate is around
64% in secondary schools participating in the streamlined programme as opposed to 57% in
secondary schools on the full programme. 12
As can be seen in figure 6 in section 4.2 of this report, a total of more than 17,000 education
staff have been involved in this research project, 12,720 of whom chose to participate in the
survey of staff perceptions. Only 6% of these staff are, however, employed in special schools.
Despite the relatively small sample size, WLS have included special-school data in this section
of the report as special schools can have very distinct issues from primary schools and
secondary schools.
6.1 OVERALL SURVEY ‘SECTION’ AND ‘THEME’ DATA 13
The data shown overleaf in figures 10 and 11 very closely reflects national trends in the
following ways:
• Well-Being ratings in secondary schools are consistently lower than those in primary
schools and special schools
• The survey areas of ‘relationships’, ‘role’ and ‘support’ generally attract some of the
highest ratings in the survey
• The areas of ‘change’ and ‘personal wellbeing and worklife balance’ tend to attract
lower ratings
Having looked at the OSRM survey section ratings achieved during this research project against
WLS’s comprehensive national database, WLS can confirm that for primary and secondary
schools, the data collected on the streamlined programme for staff overall does not deviate
notably from the mean national OSRM section data for primaries and secondaries. The data for
special schools participating in this research project shows, in five of the eight survey areas,
ratings a little lower than the national average for special schools, although this could simply be
a result of the small sample size.
The picture for headteachers is interesting. Primary and secondary headteachers participating in
the research project appear to have given ratings slightly lower than the national averages for
primary and secondary headteachers right across the survey. Special school headteachers, on the
other hand, have come out visibly higher than special school headteachers nationally in all
survey areas except for that of ‘demands’ (where ratings for special school headteachers in the
research project are slightly lower than the national average) and ‘culture’ (where their ratings
are approximately the same as the national average).

12
13

This difference has not been tested for statistical significance
Charts showing comparison with national averages can be found in Appendix 11
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Personal Wellbeing...

Support

Role

Change

Culture

Relationships

Special

Secondary

Primary

Overall

1

2

3

3.24

3.31

3.55

3.63

3.69

3.92

3.97
3.71

3.53

3.51
3.37

Control

3.82

3.90

3.94
3.70

3.60

3.39

Demands

3.63

3.66

3.65

3.78

3.75
3.43

3.47

3.73

3.76

4

3.99

5

Figure 10: Well-Being survey – overall ‘section’ ratings by sector 14

The scale shown in figures 10 to 17 inclusive is the 5-point Likert scale used in the Well-Being Programme’s
survey of staff perceptions. A rating of 1 shows strong disagreement with a survey statement and a rating of 5 strong
agreement. As all survey statements are framed positively, the higher the rating, the more positive the response (in
other words, the better the perception of performance on this measure). Overall section ratings are calculated by
taking a mean of all the positive responses to all the statements in the section
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Figure 11: Well-Being survey – overall ‘theme’ ratings by sector 15
Primary

1

2

3

4

Secondary
Special

3.52

Communication

3.25
3.60

3.83

Team Working

3.61
3.88

3.85

Staff Development

3.65
3.86

3.55

Health, Safety & Support

3.27
3.65

6.2 TOP AND BOTTOM SURVEY STATEMENTS BY SCHOOL TYPE
For the purposes of providing a more detailed picture than the overall section and theme data
can offer, we will look a little more closely at the data at survey-statement level.
In this section, it is important to remember the different demographics of the three different
school types: because the category of ‘primary schools’ incorporates infant schools, nursery
schools and so on and the category of ‘special schools’ incorporates pupil referral units, these
two school types have a relatively high proportion of support staff. This means that statements
given particularly high or low ratings by support staff are more likely to appear in the lists of
top and bottom statements overall in these two school types than they are in secondary
schools 16 .
It is also important to recognise that the Well-Being Programme’s survey touches on some
sensitive areas, which means that a wide range of ratings is not surprising.

15

Figure 11 shows the same survey data that is depicted in figure 10, but here according to a number of key
‘themes’. Ratings are calculated in the same way as section ratings
16
The independent GDST schools have been included in the category of secondary schools
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6.2.1 Primary schools
Figure 12: Top three survey statements overall in participating primary schools
Rank
Statement
1
Rarely do I think my job is dull or boring
2
I am not harassed, bullied or victimised
3
I feel I am doing a good job

Rating14
4.22
4.22
4.21

The overwhelming impression that comes across from the highest-rated survey statements
amongst staff working in participating primary schools, above, is that they, on the whole, enjoy
their work and feel they, as individuals, make a difference. This is supported when the data is
looked at at role-group level: primary support staff working both inside and outside the
classroom rate the statement ‘I feel I am doing a good job’ most highly, teaching staff working
primarily inside the classroom rate the statement ‘Rarely do I think my job is dull or boring’
topmost, and teaching staff principally working outside the classroom 17 opt for ‘I feel that I
contribute to the success of the organisation’.
Figure 13: Bottom three survey statements overall in participating primary schools
Rank
1
2
3

Statement
I seldom feel overloaded by my work
At work, I am less stressed than 12 months ago
I am less stressed than my colleagues

Rating
2.84
3.07
3.15

Looking at the three lowest-rated statements for participating primary-school staff overall
(figure 13), it is evident that the general area of workload and pressure is a big issue. Yet it is
noteworthy that the statement on work overload is in fact the only one to achieve a mean rating
of below 3 (the mid-point on the five-point Likert scale used in the survey) from primary staff.
The breakdown of this data into role groups strongly corroborates the overall picture given
above, with the survey statement ‘I seldom feel overloaded by my work’ the lowest-rated
statement by three of the four role groups (all except for support staff working in the
classroom). Interestingly, primary teaching staff (both inside and outside the classroom)
perceive that they cannot do their jobs well without putting in a lot of extra hours – which has
an ensuing impact on their worklife balance and primary support staff (also both inside and
outside the classroom) feel strongly that pressure had increased over the past year. The
perception of not being ‘appropriately consulted’ or informed about change arises amongst
primary support staff working in the classroom.
6.2.2 Secondary schools
Figure 14: Top three survey statements overall in participating secondary schools
Rank
Statement
1
I feel that I contribute to the success of the organisation
2
I feel I am doing a good job
3
I make every effort to support my line manager/supervisor
17

The category of ‘teachers working outside the classroom’ is primarily a ‘management’ category
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Rating
4.18
4.17
4.17

The top statements overall in participating secondary schools reflect a very similar picture to
that in the primaries. When looked at according to role groups, secondary teaching staff at all
levels reiterate that their jobs are interesting and stimulating and support staff feel strongly that
they make a difference to the success of their schools.
Figure 15: Bottom three survey statements overall in participating secondary schools
Rank
Statement
1
I seldom feel overloaded by my work
2
We are all appropriately consulted in the decisions that affect us
3
At work, I am less stressed than 12 months ago

Rating
2.51
2.84
2.87

In participating secondary schools, yet again the key issues overall appear to be workload,
pressure and consultation. However, crucially, the mean ratings for all of these lowest-rated
areas are significantly lower than they are in primary schools, with all of them falling below 3
and the statement directly concerned with workload achieving an average rating of just 2.51.
There is a large degree of agreement between the two teaching-staff role groups in secondary
schools and likewise between the two support-staff role groups. Yet again, the same three staff
groups as in primary schools (all except for support staff working primarily inside the
classroom) rate the statement on work overload as the lowest in the survey. Furthermore, the
two ‘teaching staff’ groups put a number of other statements related to pressure, workload and
working hours in their bottom three. Support staff, in contrast, clearly feel more strongly about
the issue of consultation and change management, evidently perceiving themselves to be
underconsulted, underinvolved and underinformed in the change process.
6.2.3 Special schools
Figure 16: Top three survey statements overall in participating special schools
Rank
Statement
1
I feel I am doing a good job
2
I feel that I contribute to the success of the organisation
3
I am clear about my role and responsibilities

Rating
4.34
4.29
4.21

As can be seen in figure 16, above, special-school staff overall give top ratings to a similar set
of survey statements as primary- and secondary-school staff. However, there is a slightly greater
degree of variation between role groups in special schools. The statement rated top by both
teaching and non-teaching staff working primarily in the classroom is ‘I feel I am doing a good
job’. ‘I feel that I contribute to the success of the organisation’ comes in the top three for
teaching staff in the classroom and ‘I enjoy my job immensely’ for non-teaching staff based in
the classroom. Support staff working primarily outside the classroom confirm that they feel very
supported by the way they are supervised and line-managed and are clear about their roles and
responsibilities. Special-school teaching staff working outside the classroom (primarily a
management category) feel a strong sense of loyalty to their schools, rating the statement ‘There
are things about working here that make me want to stay’ as their number one.
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Figure 17: Bottom three survey statements overall in participating special schools
Rank
Statement
1
I seldom feel overloaded by my work
2
Problems are recognised and solved promptly whenever they arise
3
We are all appropriately consulted in the decisions that affect us

Rating
3.04
3.18
3.21

Special schools follow the same pattern as primary and secondary schools in that the survey
statement ‘I seldom feel overloaded by my work’ is the lowest-rated statement by staff overall.
However, special-school staff seem to feel slightly more positive than both primary- and
secondary-school staff with regards to their wellbeing as no survey statement has achieved an
overall mean rating of less than 3. One new issue appears in the bottom three for special-school
staff: that of problem solving.
As in primary and secondary schools, the same three role groups in participating special schools
rate the statement ‘I seldom feel overloaded by my work’ as the lowest in the survey. Again,
teaching staff have – on the whole – rated statements relating to workload, working hours and
pressure the lowest. Support staff, also mirroring patterns seen elsewhere, consider
communication, consultation and change to be some of the most critical areas. Yet specialschool support staff working primarily in the classroom rated the statement regarding problem
solving as the lowest in the survey.
6.3 DEVELOPMENT PRIORITIES BY SCHOOL TYPE
In the Well-Being Programme’s survey of staff perceptions, staff are asked to choose five
priorities from a possible 20 and to rank these in order of importance. The chosen priorities are
given a rating that reflects the order of preference. 18
It is clear from figures 18, 19 and 20, below, that the areas most consistently rated by staff in all
types of schools as priorities for development are:
• ‘Develop a clear and shared idea of what we are trying to achieve’
• ‘Improve and balance workloads’
• ‘Develop the skills and training we need to do our jobs’
These are three areas that rate highly across all types of schools participating in the Well-Being
Programme nationally.
6.3.1 Primary schools
Figure 18: Overall top three ‘development priorities’ in participating primary schools
Rank
Development priority
1
Develop a clear and shared idea of what we are trying to achieve
2
Improve and balance workloads
3
Develop the skills and training we need to do our jobs

Rating18
1.49
1.35
1.26

18
The rating system for the development priorities differs from the rating system employed in the rest of the WellBeing Programme’s survey of staff perceptions (which is outlined in footnote 14 on page 42). In this different system,
the top two development priorities chosen by each individual receive additional weighting: every individual’s first
choice is given 6 points, his or her second choice 5 points, the third 3 points, the fourth 2 points and the fifth 1 point.
The total number of points given to each development priority by all respondents have been added together and
divided by the total number of respondents in each sector category. Thus, the closer the overall rating is to 6 (the
maximum), the more highly – and unanimously – this priority was rated by staff
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The three priorities listed in figure 18, above, emerged as the most popular for staff working in
participating primary schools. These three priorities also appear in the top five for secondaryschool staff and special-school staff. It is evident from the rating shown in the right-hand
column, however, that there was no clear consensus with regard to priorities for development
across the primary sector.
The only top-five priority chosen by all four primary-school role groups was ‘Develop a clear
and shared idea of what we are trying to achieve’, with both teaching and non-teaching staff
working inside the classroom ranking it second and both staff groups working primarily outside
the classroom ranking it at number one. Unlike support staff on the whole, primary teaching
staff both inside and outside the classroom consider tackling workload and acknowledging
achievements as two other priorities. Primary support staff are, in contrast, the only groups to
feel a strong need for additional training and development (which, in spite of this, actually made
the top three overall) and for closer links between managers and staff.
6.3.2 Secondary schools
Figure 19: Top three ‘development priorities’ in participating secondary schools
Rank
Development priority
1
Improve and balance workloads
2
Develop a clear and shared idea of what we are trying to achieve
3
Create closer links between managers and staff

Rating
1.57
1.34
1.24

The top two development priorities for participating secondary schools, shown above in figure
19, are exactly the same as those for primary staff overall – except that they are reversed. Again,
there appears to be no particularly strong consensus amongst staff working in participating
secondary schools owing to the low ratings shown in the right-hand column.
It is interesting to note from a closer look at the role-group data that, as in primary schools, the
only top-five priority chosen by all four secondary-school role groups is ‘Develop a clear and
shared idea of what we are trying to achieve’ and that support staff on the whole do not consider
tackling workload as a top priority – unlike teaching staff both inside and outside the classroom,
who chose it as their top priority. It can also be seen from this data that the category in which
the majority of senior management are likely to sit (‘teachers working outside the classroom’) is
the only staff group that does not consider forging closer links between managers and other staff
a top priority.
Perhaps given the more complex nature and greater size of secondary schools, secondary
support staff feel strongly that in-school communication needs to be improved and all role
groups except teachers in the classroom consider forging closer links between teams as a topfive priority.
6.3.3 Special schools
Figure 20: Top three ‘development priorities’ in participating special schools
Rank
Development priority
1
Develop a clear and shared idea of what we are trying to achieve
2
Develop the skills and training we need to do our jobs
3
Improve and balance workloads
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Rating
2.02
1.66
1.30

Again, the top three development priorities overall for participating special-school staff are
shared with primary- and secondary-school staff. Here, however, workload has dropped to
number three. In fact, with a rating of more than 2, ‘Develop a clear and shared idea of what we
are trying to achieve’ stands out clearly as the most popular development priority for staff in
this school type – and is indeed the clearest priority for role groups across all three school types.
The picture for special-school priorities for development according to role group is actually
quite different from that of primary staff and secondary staff. Two priorities feature in the top
five priorities for every one of the four role groups working in special schools: ‘Develop a clear
and shared idea of what we are trying to achieve’ and ‘Develop the skills and training we need
to do our jobs’. The priority ‘Improve the physical environment’ is chosen by three of the four
different role groups (unlike in either primary or secondary schools), reflecting a national
special-school trend.
In the case of special schools, it is only teachers working primarily in the classroom who have
chosen workload amongst their top-five priorities (although this group rank it as number one).
Support staff working mainly outside the classroom prioritise the areas of consultation and
communication, following similar patterns elsewhere. Interestingly, ‘Boost job enjoyment’
appears as one of a role group’s top priorities for the first time – that of teachers working
primarily outside the classroom (in other words, senior management).
6.4 IN SUMMARY
Whilst there are a number of differences between school types and role groups, the areas of
workload, consultation, change management, training and the development of shared visions
universally emerge as high priorities for schools participating in this research project – and
probably also for schools more generally. On the positive side, the majority of staff working in
these schools appear to enjoy their work and feel that they are making a valuable contribution.
This is a very strong position from which to start bringing about improvements in the areas for
development.
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CHAPTER 7:
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This research project has shown that, in spite of the many logistical and cultural complexities
inherent in the school sector, undertaking a risk assessment in the area of work-related stress is
certainly possible in schools. The project has identified a number of critical success factors for
school and local authority recruitment as well as a ‘best practice’ programme model for the
future. A simple, practical, step-by-step process is outlined below. Going forward, Worklife
Support (WLS) and the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) will draw on this information in
their shared drive to make a step-change in the wellbeing of the whole school workforce.
7.1 METHODS FOR SECURING LOCAL AUTHORITY COMMITMENT
It is WLS’s firm belief that the only really practical way of reaching large numbers of schools is
by working through local authorities.
During the recruitment of the ten participating authorities, some key themes emerged as drivers
for local authority involvement. The presence of at least some of these factors was found to
encourage local authority participation, while the presence of most or all of the factors means
that the programme becomes better embedded within the authority, which helps at the schoolrecruitment stage. Whilst we cannot categorically state the relative significance of each, the
more of the factors outlined in section 7.1.1, below, that are present during local authority
negotiations, the higher the probability of not only achieving sign-up, but also ensuring the
authority has ‘bought into’ the programme in more than just a financial way.
7.1.1 A blueprint for the future
• Involvement in negotiations: Negotiations should involve a senior member of local
authority education personnel, the Human Resources department, the Health and
Safety department and the School Improvement department
• Securing of support: Secure the early support of representatives of local headteacher
and governor associations as well as that of relevant unions
• Key messages: During negotiations, emphasise the following key messages and
benefits, which were found to be motivators during this research project:
• The programme is relevant to a variety of areas of work within the authority
• The programme is a more cost-effective version of a long-established national
programme that has to date been rolled out in more than 2,600 schools
• The programme offers an ‘off-the-shelf’ package that has been tailored
specifically to schools. The fact that the vast majority of the work is completed
by WLS reduces the authority’s time and resource commitments
• The programme will help the authority to meet its legal duty of care as employers
of school staff
• The authority will receive a detailed statistical overview of the situation within its
schools
• The authority will be supporting its schools with the increasing demands of
external initiatives
• Over time, the authority is likely to see improvements in areas including staff
absence, recruitment, retention and morale; school standards and performance;
and management practice
• Authority-wide communication: Following successful negotiations – in order to
build strong links within the authority – send a communicaton to every department
within the authority detailing the programme, explaining how staff wellbeing links
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with other work taking place across the authority and inviting volunteers for a
steering group
• Steering group: Establish a wide-ranging and influential steering group comprising
(a) from the central authority: senior education, human resources, health and safety
and other relevant or interested personnel; (b) from schools: headteacher and
governor representatives; and, if possible, (c) union representatives
• Implementation plan: Draw up a detailed implementation plan, including dates and
venues for events, a strategy for communication with schools, a plan for awareness
raising within the wider authority and a proposal for evaluating the programme
7.1.2 Additional recommendations
• External pressure: It would be beneficial if external pressure to take action around
the Management Standards, including in schools, was being applied at the highest
levels of all local authorities
• Timing of negotiations: Negotiations with authorities should commence well before
school recruitment is due to begin (a minimum of two months – preferably longer)
• Inspection regime: HSE inspections could be amalgamated into existing local
authority inspections in order both to avoid creating an additional ‘tier’ of
inspections and to forewarn authorities so that they are able to properly prepare
• Funding: It would be helpful if national government could provide a source of earmarked funding
7.2 METHODS FOR INCREASING SCHOOL PARTICIPATION RATES
Following the recruitment of the ten participating authorities, some key themes emerged as
critical success factors in recruiting higher percentages of schools onto the programme. If some
or all of these factors (which are outlined in section 7.2.1, below) are present within an authority
at the beginning of a programme, it is likely that larger numbers of schools will participate,
which will ultimately strengthen the programme’s impact across the authority. Whilst we are
unable to state with certainty the relative significance of each of these factors or arguments for
encouraging schools to participate, from our experience of working closely with both local
authorities and schools, all are factors that impact on school sign-up.
It is important to bear in mind that different authorities have very different relationships in place
with their schools and that, as one senior authority official put it, “relationships can be fragile”.
The following suggestions are best-practice recommendations that will occasionally need to be
adapted to suit the individual circumstances of the authority in question.
7.2.1 A blueprint for the future
• High-level influence: Ensure that senior local authority education personnel, Human
Resources and Health and Safety are all seen to be behind the programme – perhaps
by including a variety of signatures and logos on letters sent out
• Duty of care: Convey a clear message to all schools about their duty-of-care
responsibilities and the need to carry out risk assessments for stress, emphasising
that doing nothing is not an option for any school – perhaps by asking schools to
explain what alternative approach they are taking if they choose not to participate
• Support for schools: Provide evidence of positive local authority support that will be
available to participating schools. Since it is clear from interviews with
representatives of various authorities that duty of care is seen as a shared
responsibility between schools and their authority, it is important that schools do not
feel that they will be left to tackle on their own any issues that may arise through
participation in the programme
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• Key messages: Emphasise to schools the following key messages and benefits,
which have been supported by this research project:
• The programme is a long-established national programme that has to date been
rolled out in more than 2,600 schools
• The programme will help schools to meet their legal duty of care as employers of
school staff
• The programme will support schools with the increasing demands of external
initiatives and underpin their other objectives
• Over time, the school is likely to see improvements in areas including staff
absence, recruitment, retention and morale; school standards and performance;
and management practice
• Correspondence: Send out correspondence to coincide with budget packs if possible
• Headteacher briefing: Hold some sort of briefing for headteachers and, if possible,
governors – whether standalone, part of another meeting or electronically (according
to the unique situation within that authority) – to ensure headteachers fully
understand and commit to the programme. If the local authority has access to
headteachers who are already participating, it is good to involve them to provide
first-hand experiences, examples of good practice and successes
• Degree of subsidy: Do not subsidise the programme at an unsustainable level,
although offering some level of subsidy increases schools’ impression of receiving
‘value for money’. It is important that schools make some kind of financial
contribution as this brings with it a greater degree of ‘ownership’
• Communication: Post information about the programme on the local authority
website, schools’ portal and any other information-dissemination channel that exists
• Ease of sign-up: Ensure that it is quick and easy for schools to sign up to the
programme and to attend subsequent training. Excessive paperwork, delays and
confusion cause the momentum to slow and school interest to decline
• Follow-up: Agree in advance a simple, straightforward and uniform process for
following up with schools that received briefing materials but have not yet returned a
signed agreement
7.2.2 Additional recommendations
• School self-evaluation process: The HSE could benefit from the widespread shift in
perception with regard to the school self-evaluation, which is now accepted by
schools as a cyclical process rather than a one-off, by incorporating some sort of
stress risk assessment into this process
• Authority-wide programmes: It might facilitate school participation if local
authorities were encouraged to ‘model best practice’ by rolling out a programme
such as the Well-Being Programme across all authority personnel rather than running
a programme purely for school staff
7.3 THE SHAPE OF THE WELL-BEING/MANAGEMENT STANDARDS PROCESS
Based on evidence from this research project and WLS’s wider experience in the education
sector, the following is our recommended programme model for rolling out the Management
Standards across the school workforce.
7.3.1 A blueprint for the future
• Fixed schedule: set dates, times and venues for training events, the survey itself, and
ensuing feedback sessions and emphasise that this schedule is fixed. If the cohort of
schools is sufficiently large, offering a limited number of options from which
schools can choose at the start of the programme gives an added sense of flexibility
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• Training event: some form of induction for key school personnel (Well-Being team
members) to explain the process and, crucially, how to motivate all staff to take part
• Data collection: survey of staff perceptions (the Well-Being Programme’s ‘OSRM’
survey) and verification of in-school absence and turnover data-collection
procedures – tied in with authority data-collection procedures
• Confidentiality: in order to increase survey-participation rates and encourage open
and honest responses, it is essential that all staff are assured of the confidential
nature of the data
• Data generation: processing of the resulting survey data into individual school ‘data
profiles’, which should ideally include national benchmarking data for schools of the
same type in order to help them to carry out some sort of ‘gap analysis’
• Feedback event: a collective form of feedback at which schools can work together,
sharing ideas and gaining a sense of being part of something bigger than just their
schools – but offer all schools the opportunity of one-to-one time in which to deal
with any queries or concerns. It is important to ensure that this event has a highly
practical focus and that no time is seen to be ‘wasted time’
• Guidance: provide practical information on how schools can take the process
forward to prevent it from floundering because they ‘don’t know where to start’
• Group data: school data aggregated for local authorities to provide a detailed picture
of the situation within their schools
• Ongoing support, review and evaluation: in order to emphasise the ongoing nature
of the Management Standards process and to keep up the momentum in schools, it is
key to include some sort of collective review stage within approximately six months
of the feedback event. Although more than 1 in 5 participating schools attended
further workshops and many have chosen to continue on the programme, due to time
constraints the development day was the final formal contact with some of the
schools in this research project. The process cannot stop there. According to a
number of school-questionnaire respondents, after the initial enthusiasm, nothing
really seemed to happen in their schools. Some mechanism for keeping up the
momentum and assessing the level of action taken by schools following receipt of
their data would therefore be beneficial
• Data collection: follow-up survey of staff perceptions (the Well-Being Programme’s
‘OSRM’ survey) and collation of ‘before’ and ‘after’ absence and turnover data,
ideally running into another full phase of the programme
7.3.2 Additional recommendations
• Support for headteachers: It was confirmed during this research project that
headteachers can find any process of this type quite challenging and that there is
therefore a need to consider what additional support can be offered to them as part of
the programme
• Managing expectations: One of the reasons why some schools did not want to
renew their involvement into a second phase was that they felt that participation in
the programme had raised the expectations of their staff too far and that staff
therefore felt frustrated when the level of change did not reach these expectations.
This raises an important point about emphasising what is and isn’t realistic at the
very beginning of the process and the ‘lag factors’ involved – in other words, many
important changes are likely to have begun during this first cycle but will not be seen
for some time to come because deep cultural change (as opposed to superficial
change) takes time
• Consulting with headteachers: We would advise all local authorities to consult with
headteacher groups on possible actions that could be taken at authority level
following receipt of the group data
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• Employee assistance programmes: As discussed in section 5.1.5 of this report, a
local authority representative commented that there was great value in combined the
Streamlined Well-Being Programme with an employee assistance programme
because they are “two sides of the same coin”: the former offers an organisational
intervention and the latter provides individual support for all staff members
7.4 IN CONCLUSION
Evidence suggests that the new, ‘streamlined’ Well-Being approach is proving more attractive
to schools than the full National Well-Being Programme approach: school-recruitment numbers
are higher, as are survey-participation rates, and feedback collected at the new ‘development
days’ has been extremely positive.
In conclusion, early indications are that the Well-Being approach taken by this HSE research
project is attractive both to schools and to local authorities, with initial take-up of the
programme encouraging in most of the participating authorities. The research project has
successfully raised awareness of the need to identify and tackle work-related stress in more than
400 schools around the country.
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Appendix 1: Development Day evaluation template

The Well-Being Programme
Development Day evaluation form
Session: *Add location*, *Add date*
Course evaluation: Delegates are asked to circle the number that best rates each aspect of the day
Course objectives – how well were
they met?

Well

==>

==>

Poorly

To provide a supportive training
environment within which you can
begin to explore your school’s data

1

2

3

4

To help you identify some of the key issues
that may emerge from your data profile

1

2

3

4

To deepen your understanding of the
next stages of the Well-Being process
and give you a chance to consider how
you will undertake them

1

2

3

4

Good/Well

==>

==>

Poor/Poorly

To what extent did the level & content
of the course meet your needs?

1

2

3

4

To what extent were appropriate
teaching/presentation methods used?

1

2

3

4

To what extent were the trainers
approachable & courteous?

1

2

3

4

To what extent were the trainers
confident & knowledgeable?

1

2

3

4

Overall, how do you rate the course
materials you were given on the day?

1

2

3

4

Very

==>

==>

Not at all

1

2

3

4

Course delivery and materials

Course venue
How suitable was the venue?

Please make a note here of any observations you wish to make about heating, lighting, visibility, etc:
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Overall comments on the Streamlined Well-Being Programme to date
How have you found the process so far?

Do you have any further comments or suggestions that could help us to develop the programme?

Maintaining the momentum
Are you planning to take part in the follow-up OSRM survey for comparative purposes?
Yes

No

Not sure yet

If ‘yes’, when would be your preferred time to undertake the next survey (e.g. in 6 months’ time;
same time next year, etc.)? ____________________________________________
If ‘no’ or you are still unsure, why is this? _______________________________________________

Further support
Worklife Support provide a range of additional support that can help you to maintain and improve the
wellbeing of your staff and further embed the programme in your school.
Please indicate if you would like to receive information about any of the following services:
Employee Assistance Programme: 24-hour access for staff members & their immediate families to
advisors, coaches and counsellors to help resolve personal or work-related issues quickly and effectively
Headspace Programme: a unique, face-to-face development programme for small groups of school
leaders, helping them to develop robust, creative & sustainable approaches to headship
Additional consultancy/support: delivery of all-staff feedback/workshops or other in-school
facilitation work

About you (optional – but please ensure to complete if you have requested further information)
Name:

Role:

School:

Contact telephone no:

Thank you for your time!
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Appendix 2: School questionnaire template

The Streamlined Well-Being Programme – HSE Research Project
End-of-programme evaluation questionnaire
As an essential part of the Streamlined Well-Being Programme (HSE research project), we are
asking all participating schools to complete this end-of-programme questionnaire. We know how
busy you are and really appreciate the time you are able to give this. The questionnaire should
take no more than 10 minutes to fill in.
Please return by Friday 20 April either by email (wbhelp@worklifesupport.com), by fax (020
7554 5239) or by post (Trina Montgomery, Worklife Support, Hamilton House, Mabledon Place,
London, WC1H 9BE). Thank you.

Evaluation questionnaire
1. How useful was the online survey (OSRM) in raising awareness among the staff in your school of
some of the factors that can impact on wellbeing?
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Very useful
Quite useful
Of little use
Of no use
Don’t know

2. Has the Well-Being Programme changed your thinking about issues such as problem solving,
decision making, communication and how change is managed in your school?
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Yes, definitely
Yes, a little
No, not really
No, definitely not
Don’t know

3. Has the OSRM data proved a useful tool in working to improve organisational wellbeing and
effectiveness?
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Yes, definitely
Yes, a little
No, not really
No, definitely not
Don’t know

4. Do you feel that any changes that have come about as a result of the programme are likely to
be long term and sustainable?
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Yes, definitely
Yes, a little
No, not really
No, definitely not
Don’t know
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5. Following your school’s OSRM survey, in which of the following Well-Being areas have you
carried out development work so far?
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)
(h)
(i)

Communication
Worklife balance
Acknowledging achievements
Change management
Health and safety training
Stress management
Time management
Physical environment
Other (please detail)

6. On a scale of 1 to 5 (where 1 = no impact at all and 5 = a very positive impact), please rate
the Well-Being Programme in the following areas for its impact to date:
(a) School culture and ethos

1

2

3

4

5

(b) Communication and team working

1

2

3

4

5

(c) Physical work environment

1

2

3

4

5

(d) Retention of staff

1

2

3

4

5

(e) Recruitment of new staff

1

2

3

4

5

(f) Levels of sickness absence

1

2

3

4

5

(g) Staff morale

1

2

3

4

5

(h) Individual and school performance

1

2

3

4

5

(i) Other (please state)

1

2

3

4

5

7. Do you feel that participation in the Well-Being Programme would be likely to have a further
impact in these types of area over time?
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Yes, definitely
Yes, a little
No, not really
No, definitely not
Don’t know

8. Are staff-wellbeing issues now regularly discussed at staff meetings?
(6) Yes, definitely
(7) Yes, a little
(8) No, not really
(9) No, definitely not
(10) Don’t know
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9. Have issues related to staff wellbeing and stress been incorporated into personnel policies?
(1) Yes
(2) No
(3) Don’t know
10. Have issues related to staff wellbeing and stress been included in your staff-induction
programme?
(1) Yes
(2) No
(3) Don’t know
11. Have issues related to staff wellbeing and stress been included in performance-management
procedures?
(1) Yes
(2) No
(3) Don’t know
12. Would you recommend the Streamlined Well-Being Programme to other schools?
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Yes, definitely
Yes, a little
No, not really
No, definitely not
Don’t know

Why is this?
13. Do you have any other comments?

Your details
Local authority:

School name (optional):

Type of school:
Infant
Primary
Special
Other

Nursery
Middle
PRU

Junior
Secondary
College

Number of staff:
Your role:

Headteacher / Well-Being sponsor
Deputy/Assistant Head / Well-Being champion
Well-Being facilitator

Thank you for completing this questionnaire.
Please return it to the contact details on the front page by Friday 20 April 2007.
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APPENDIX 3:
HEADTEACHER TELEPHONE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
1. Do you think that all your staff are fully aware of the Well-Being Programme? If so,
how have they been made aware of it? If not, why do you think this might be?
2. Has participation in the Well-Being Programme supported your own role as headteacher
or not? How?
3. What links have been made between the Well-Being Programme and other
programmes/initiatives/work taking place within the school?
4. How useful have you found the OSRM data?
5. Exactly how have you used it in the school?
6. Was it useful for you to be able to compare your school with other schools of the same
type nationally? Why/why not?
7. Which specific areas have you focused on so far as a result of the Well-Being
Programme/OSRM data? Have you seen clear improvements in these areas yet?
8. Do you consider the Well-Being Programme to be a potentially effective route to
reducing stress and improving staff wellbeing in your school? Why/why not?
9. What was your view of the Development Day?
10. Have you produced an action plan or will you be doing so? If not, what mechanism do
you have in place for monitoring progress?
11. How will you evaluate the success of the programme in 12 months’ time?
12. What do you see happening next with regards to staff wellbeing in the school? (Do you
intend to remain within the programme? Do you have further Well-Being development
work planned?)
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APPENDIX 4:
LOCAL AUTHORITY FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS
1. What were the main drivers for the authority to take part in this HSE research project?
2. What visibility does the Well-Being Programme have within the authority? Are those
‘at the top’ aware of it?
3. Does the wider authority support the Well-Being Programme as a route to reduce stress
and improve staff wellbeing in your schools? If so, what is the evidence for this? If not,
what alternative approach (if any) does it advocate?
4. Has participation in the Well-Being Programme increased awareness and understanding
of the HSE Management Standards within the local authority?
5. Has participation in the Well-Being Programme supported your own role or not? How?
6. What links have been made with other programmes/initiatives/work taking place within
the authority?
7. How useful have you found the aggregated OSRM data? How has/will this data been/be
used within the authority?
8. Please describe the process of recruiting schools onto the Well-Being Programme.
Could you make any suggestions for improvement or for achieving a higher percentage
of schools?
9. What is your perception of the main benefits of the programme?
10. What do you see happening next with regard to staff wellbeing within your authority?
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APPENDIX 5:
LOCAL AUTHORITY SENIOR MANAGER
INTERVIEW FORMAT AND QUESTIONS
A) A BRIEF UPDATE ON THE PROGRESS OF THE WELL-BEING PROGRAMME
WITHIN THE LOCAL AUTHORITY
B) INTERVIEW:
1. What were the main drivers for the authority to take part in this HSE research project?
2. How much do you feel you know about the HSE Management Standards for WorkRelated Stress? Are you clear about the links between the Well-Being Programme and
the Management Standards?
3. Where do you feel the employer’s ‘duty of care’ towards school staff lies? Do you feel
that your view is widely understood in the schools?
4. Do you support the Well-Being Programme as a route to reduce stress and improve staff
wellbeing in your schools? If so, why? If not, what alternative approach would you use?
5. Do you feel appropriate links have been made between the Well-Being Programme and
other work taking place within the authority? If so, which areas do you feel the
programme links in most closely with?
6. Have you seen the aggregated OSRM data for your participating schools? If so, how
has/will this data been/be used within the authority?
7. What is your perception of the main benefits of the programme?
8. xx% of schools participated in your authority. How do you feel these numbers could
increase?
9. How could we support you to grow the programme?
10. Who are the other key influencers within your local authority who we would need to
engage in order to move this forward?
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Appendix 6: Worklife Support consultant questions

The Streamlined Well-Being Programme – HSE Research Project
Internal evaluation questionnaire for consultants
Please answer as fully as possible, leaving out any questions you don’t feel in a position to
answer. If more than one of your authorities joined the HSE research project, please complete a
separate questionnaire for each authority.

Recruiting local authorities: general
How did you make initial contact with the local authorities you approached?

What made you choose to approach these authorities?

Who in the local authorities was your initial contact (i.e. what position did they hold)?

Did any of the authorities you approached choose not to participate in the streamlined
programme? If so, why was this?

Recruiting local authorities: specific to the LA that signed up
Had the local authority previously been involved in Well-Being or another WLS product? If so, do
you believe this had an effect on their willingness to sign up?

How long did it take to get the authority to agree to participate (from initial contact to definite
‘yes’)?

Who was the final person to sign off on participation (i.e. what position did they hold)?
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Were there specific things the local authority were interested in finding out through participation
in the project?

Was there one thing that swung it more than anything else (i.e. what was their main reason for
coming on board)?

Was the authority aware of the HSE Management Standards before you made contact?

Was the OSRM’s basis in the HSE Management Standards a key selling point?

Is the local authority interested in continuing the programme?

If the local authority has previously participating in the full Well-Being Programme, how do they
compare the two?

Did the reduced cost of the streamlined programme have a part to play in recruiting the LA?

Did the LA directly contribute to the cost of the programme? If so, how (i.e. just paid the LA
subscription themselves/part-funded their schools)?

Recruiting schools
What processes were put in place to recruit schools?
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What responsibilities did the LA have in this?

What were the main difficulties/challenges faced in recruiting schools?

What approach did you find most effective?

What would you do differently next time?

What were the main reasons schools gave (if any) for their interest in the programme?

What reason did schools give (if any) for not joining the programme?

Were there schools that had previously participated in Well-Being or another WLS product? If so,
was it easier or more difficult to recruit these schools than new schools?

How long did it take to get the bulk of the schools to agree to participate (from initial contact to
definite ‘yes’)?

Were all the schools recruited at the same time or over an extended period of time? Why might
this have been?
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How much of an issue was cost in recruiting schools?

In your perception, how many of the schools were aware of the HSE Management Standards
before you made contact?

Training school Well-Being teams
Did the schools have any other types of training apart from the Facilitation Days (e.g.
headteacher inductions)?

What percentage of schools attended the
Headteacher Briefing?

What percentage of schools attended the
Facilitation Day?

Did schools who didn’t attend training continue in the programme?

The OSRM
Did the allocation of a specific time period for completion of the OSRM result in any difficulties
with schools?

How did schools that had done the programme before react to this new system?

How many schools that initially signed up did not complete the OSRM? Why was this?
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Development Days
What percentage of schools attended the
Development Day?

How receptive were schools to this form of group feedback?

Did schools feel that the streamlined programme had made a difference?

How successful do you feel the Development Days you attended were?

What might you want to do differently next time?

General
Do you have any other comments?
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Appendix 7: Sickness and turnover data-collection template 2005-2006

The Well-Being Programme – evaluation data 2005-2006
1. SCHOOL CONTACT DETAILS
Local authority

Name of school

Name of person
completing form

Contact details
(telephone &/or email)

Pupil Numbers

January 2005 -

January 2006 -

2. TOTAL NUMBER OF STAFF EMPLOYED BY THE SCHOOL
(please include all staff, both full-time and part-time)
JANUARY 2005

JANUARY 2006

Teachers
Other staff

3. SICKNESS ABSENCE RATES FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY TO DECEMBER 2005
[A]

[B]

[C]

[D]

[E]

Total number
of staff taking
any period
of sickness
absence during
this period

Number of
days taken for
stress-related
absence

Number of
days taken
for sickness
absence not
identified as
stress-related

Total number
of days taken
during the
period
([D]=[B]+[C])

Number of
days of the total
cited in [D] that
were taken as
part of absences
lasting more than
20 working days

Teachers
Other staff
Any comments/observations about these absences (e.g. unusual picture/similar to most years)?

4. STAFFING TURNOVER DURING THE PERIOD JANUARY TO DECEMBER 2005
[F]

[G]

[H]

[I]

Total number of
retirements during
this period

Total number of resignations
and other departures during
this period

Total number of new
appointments during
this period

Total number of current
vacancies for which you
plan to recruit

Teachers
Other staff
Any comments/observations about this data (e.g. unusual/normal picture; staff leaving at end of contracts, etc.)?
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Thank you for taking the time to complete this form.
Once completed, please return it to Trina Montgomery
by email:
by fax:
or by post:

wbhelp@worklifesupport.com
020 7554 5239
Worklife Support, Hamilton House, Mabledon Place, London, WC1H 9BE

Notes
There are many ways in which a school may choose to evaluate its progress when participating in
the Well-Being Programme. However, many schools with experience of the programme have
reported improvements in levels of staff absence and turnover.
Worklife Support now wish to collect this information systematically and, to this end, we are
encouraging all schools participating in the Well-Being Programme to maintain a yearly record.
As this data is already requested annually, every January, by both the DfES and local authorities,
we hope it will not prove an onerous task. Over time, is should be possible for this information to
provide useful, hard data on the impact and benefits of the programme. Owing to the constantly
changing nature of a school staffing population, the only categories we have used in this form are
those of ‘teachers’ and ‘other staff’.
The January-to-December period used in this form is the same timeframe as that used by the
DfES; we hope this will make the form relatively simple to fill in.
1. School contact details
Please give details of your local authority and school. It is also very useful to have your own
name and contact details in case we need to ask for any clarification regarding the data.
2. Total number of staff employed by the school
Please give the total number of staff currently employed by the school as well as the total
number that were employed at the same time last year. N.B. A person employed on a part-time
contract should be counted as a whole member of staff. (For example, 2 full-time staff members
and 3 part-time staff members should be counted as 5 members of staff.)
3. Absence rates for the period in question
This section asks for the total number of staff who have taken any sickness absence during the
period covered by the form. When categorising absences, it is helpful to state how many of these
individual days’ absence (if any) have been identified as stress-related - whether by the school,
the employee or a medical practitioner [B]. It is also helpful to know how many of the total
number of sickness-absence days form part of longer-term periods of absence [E]. (Please
remember that the figures in [B], [C] and [E] form part of the total given in [D] and are not
additional to it.)
4. Staffing turnover for the period in question
Please identify the total number of staff who have ceased employment at your school during the
calendar year as well as the number of new appointments made and still to be made.

Many thanks for providing us with this information.
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Appendix 8: Sickness and turnover data-collection template 2006-2007

The Well-Being Programme – evaluation data 2006-2007
1. SCHOOL CONTACT DETAILS
Local authority

Name of school

Name of person
completing form

Contact details
(telephone &/or email)

Pupil Numbers

January 2006 -

January 2007 -

2. TOTAL NUMBER OF STAFF EMPLOYED BY THE SCHOOL
(please include all staff, both full-time and part-time)
JANUARY 2006

JANUARY 2007

Teachers
Other staff

3. SICKNESS ABSENCE RATES FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY TO DECEMBER 2006
[A]

[B]

[C]

[D]

[E]

Total number
of staff taking
any period
of sickness
absence during
this period

Number of
days taken for
stress-related
absence

Number of
days taken
for sickness
absence not
identified as
stress-related

Total number
of days taken
during the
period
([D]=[B]+[C])

Number of
days of the total
cited in [D] that
were taken as
part of absences
lasting more than
20 working days

Teachers
Other staff
Any comments/observations about these absences (e.g. unusual picture/similar to most years)?

4. STAFFING TURNOVER DURING THE PERIOD JANUARY TO DECEMBER 2006
[F]

[G]

[H]

[I]

Total number of
retirements during
this period

Total number of resignations
and other departures during
this period

Total number of new
appointments during
this period

Total number of current
vacancies for which you
plan to recruit

Teachers
Other staff
Any comments/observations about this data (e.g. unusual/normal picture; staff leaving at end of contracts, etc.)?
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Thank you for taking the time to complete this form.
Once completed, please return it to Trina Montgomery
by email:
by fax:
or by post:

wbhelp@worklifesupport.com
020 7554 5239
Worklife Support, Hamilton House, Mabledon Place, London, WC1H 9BE

Notes
There are many ways in which a school may choose to evaluate its progress when participating in
the Well-Being Programme. However, many schools with experience of the programme have
reported improvements in levels of staff absence and turnover.
Worklife Support now wish to collect this information systematically and, to this end, we are
encouraging all schools participating in the Well-Being Programme to maintain a yearly record.
As this data is already requested annually, every January, by both the DfES and local authorities,
we hope it will not prove an onerous task. Over time, is should be possible for this information to
provide useful, hard data on the impact and benefits of the programme. Owing to the constantly
changing nature of a school staffing population, the only categories we have used in this form are
those of ‘teachers’ and ‘other staff’.
The January-to-December period used in this form is the same timeframe as that used by the
DfES; we hope this will make the form relatively simple to fill in.
1. School contact details
Please give details of your local authority and school. It is also very useful to have your own
name and contact details in case we need to ask for any clarification regarding the data.
2. Total number of staff employed by the school
Please give the total number of staff currently employed by the school as well as the total
number that were employed at the same time last year. N.B. A person employed on a part-time
contract should be counted as a whole member of staff. (For example, 2 full-time staff members
and 3 part-time staff members should be counted as 5 members of staff.)
3. Absence rates for the period in question
This section asks for the total number of staff who have taken any sickness absence during the
period covered by the form. When categorising absences, it is helpful to state how many of these
individual days’ absence (if any) have been identified as stress-related - whether by the school,
the employee or a medical practitioner [B]. It is also helpful to know how many of the total
number of sickness-absence days form part of longer-term periods of absence [E]. (Please
remember that the figures in [B], [C] and [E] form part of the total given in [D] and are not
additional to it.)
4. Staffing turnover for the period in question
Please identify the total number of staff who have ceased employment at your school during the
calendar year as well as the number of new appointments made and still to be made.

Many thanks for providing us with this information.
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APPENDIX 9:
FULL SICKNESS AND TURNOVER DATA

1

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

Authority A

Authority B

Authority C

Authority D

Authority E

Authority F

Teachers 05

Authority G

Teachers 06

Authority H

Others 05

Authority I

Overall

Others 06

A) OVERALL ABSENCE RATES ACCORDING TO DATA PROVIDED BY
SCHOOLS, 2005 AND 2006 1 2

The absence of 2005 bars for two of the authorities indicates that no sickness or turnover data was supplied by
schools in these authorities for the period in question
2
Absence rates were calculated using the following formula: Total no. absence days taken/Total possible no.
working days (based on contracted term-time working for teachers: 196 days)
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3

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Authority A

Authority B

Authority C

Authority D

Authority E

Authority F

Teachers 05

Authority G

Teachers 06

Authority H

Others 05

Authority I

Overall

Others 06

B) OVERALL TURNOVER RATES ACCORDING TO DATA PROVIDED BY
SCHOOLS, 2005 AND 20061 3

Turnover rates were calculated using the following formula: Total no. retirements, resignations and new
appointments/Maximum no. staff at any one time
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C) OVERALL RETURN RATES, 2005 DATA AND 2006 DATA
Return
rate

Responses

Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Overall

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I

No Orgs
34
43
21
58
10
28
19
14
176
403

Rec 06
6
18
12
0
0
8
2
4
73
123

Rec 07
5
12
3
10
2
4
2
3
50
91

16%
35%
36%
9%
10%
21%
11%
25%
35%
27%

D) FULL ABSENCE DATA PROVIDED BY SCHOOLS, FOR 2005 AND 2006
Staff numbers (maximum number from
totals given at beginning or end of the
year)
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Overall

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I

Teach05
109
240
336

162.7
19.6
143
1025
2035.3

Teach06
114
156
58
175
36
42
27
79.5
659
1346.5

Other05
97
380
445

218
35.5
109
1319
2603.5

Other06
117
292
122
197
69
65
38
124
857
1881

Total number of staff taking any period of
absence during this period
Teach05
81
141
211

146
17.6
115
816
1527.6

Teach06
151
98
41
115
96
18
15
49
555
1138

Other05
111
203
314

128
29
74
1041
1900

% staff taking absence

Other06
205
197
90
95
76
29
29
69
759.6
1549.6

Teach05
74.3%
58.8%
62.8%

Other06
2
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
4
7

Teach05
24
26
37

89.7%
89.8%
80.4%
79.6%
75.1%

Teach06
132.5%
62.8%
70.7%
65.7%
266.7%
42.9%
55.6%
61.6%
84.2%
84.5%

Other05
114.4%
53.4%
70.6%

58.7%
81.7%
67.9%
78.9%
73.0%

Number of days taken for stressrelated absence
Other06 Teach05 Teach06 Other05 Other06
175.2%
553.5
0
385
42.5
67.5%
573
176
69
7
73.8%
488
243
553
232
48.2%
418
113
110.1%
68
11
44.6%
142.5
21
124
0
76.3%
18
0
0
0
55.6%
23
0
3
17.5
88.6%
1564
476.5
108
909
82.4%
3362
1402.5
1242
1332

Number of days taken for other absences

Teach05
233
858
1717.5

501
140
494
6081
10024.5

Teach06
470.5
779.5
428
1105
192
41
137
370
2917
6440

Other05
386.5
1599
2714.5

845
190.5
371
4950
11056.5

Other06
689.5
1503
1387
1036.5
404.5
139.5
294
545
3762.1
9761.1

Staff Turnover
Teach06 Other05
40.4%
32.0%
36.5%
24.5%
50.0%
25.6%
14.9%
33.3%
7.1%
16.1%
77.8%
28.2%
20.1%
19.3%
29.0%
23.1%
29.8%
23.4%

Other06
28.2%
26.4%
14.8%
11.2%
15.9%
26.2%
13.2%
23.4%
18.3%
19.6%

E) FULL TURNOVER DATA PROVIDED BY SCHOOLS, FOR 2005 AND 2006
Staff numbers (maximum number from
totals given at beginning or end of the
year)
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Authority
Overall

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I

Teach05
109
240
336

162.7
19.6
143
1025
2035.3

Teach06
114
156
58
175
36
42
27
79.5
659
1346.5

Other05
97
380
445

218
35.5
109
1319
2603.5

Other06
117
292
122
197
69
65
38
124
857
1881

Teach05
2
7
4

7
1
1
26
48

Retirements
Teach06
Other05
4
4
1
4
3
0
3
0
1
1
0
0
0
1
15
13
27
23

13
4
21
134
259

Resignations
Teach06
Other05
18
12
31
33
13
51
8
6
1
7
12
5
8
5
81
122
178
235

New Appointments
Other06 Teach05 Teach06 Other05 Other06
14
16
24
15
17
38
33
25
56
39
9
35
13
63
9
6
15
15
2
6
9
8
29
1
27
9
3
5
9
5
2
9
56
8
15
20
69
153.5
95
170
84
158
327.5
196
351
204
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Teach05
38.5%
27.5%
22.6%

30.1%
51.0%
54.5%
30.6%
31.2%

Total days absence (NB totals may not
match sum of stress plus other as this data
was not supplied in all cases)
Teach05
752.5
1464
2250.5

643.5
158
517
7644
13386.5

Teach06
470.5
955.5
671
1829
260
62
137
370
3393.5
7842.5

Other05
834.5
1106
3446.5

969
190.5
374
5047
12298.5

Other06
732
1521
1619
1193.5
415.5
139.5
294
562.5
4671.1
11093.1

% days absent due to stress

Teach05
73.6%
39.1%
21.7%

22.1%
11.4%
4.4%
20.5%
25.1%

Teach06
0.0%
18.4%
36.2%
22.9%
26.2%
33.9%
0.0%
0.0%
14.0%
17.9%

Other05
46.1%
6.2%
16.0%

12.8%
0.0%
0.8%
2.1%
10.1%

Other06
5.8%
0.5%
14.3%
9.5%
2.6%
0.0%
0.0%
3.1%
19.5%
12.0%

Absence Rates (i.e. number of days taken
as a proportion of staff working time (196
days))
Teach05
3.5%
3.1%
3.4%

2.0%
4.1%
1.8%
3.8%
3.4%

Teach06
2.1%
3.1%
5.9%
5.3%
3.7%
0.8%
2.6%
2.4%
2.6%
3.0%

Other05
4.4%
1.5%
4.0%

2.3%
2.7%
1.8%
2.0%
2.4%

Other06
3.2%
2.7%
6.8%
3.1%
3.1%
1.1%
3.9%
2.3%
2.8%
3.0%

Appendix 10: 618G form (cover and absence-data sheets only)

For schools and Pupil Referral Units

Form 618G 2007 - survey date: 18 January 2007
Important: Please read the completion notes carefully before completing this form.

School name

DFES number
School type (insert relevant number in box)
Nursery = 1
Primary = 2
Mid deemed primary = 3
Mid deemed secondary = 4
Secondary = 5
Special = 6
Pupil Referral Unit = 7
Contact name
Telephone number
(including STD code)

Fax number
(including STD code)

Contact E-mail address
Completion time:

Please estimate (to the nearest minute) the total time taken
to complete this form.
School
staff

Tables 1 to 8
Table 9
Table 10

Please return this form to:
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Table 9: Sickness absence (including unpaid) of teachers with permanent contracts or
contracts of over 1 month
Include teachers with and without Qualified Teacher Status (as tables 1A, 1B, and 3A)
Note: in each column row 902 must equal the sum of rows 903 to 905
Full-time
(a)
How many teachers have taken sick leave between 1 January 2006 and
31 December 2006? (count multiple absences by the same teacher only
once)
How many days sick leave were taken by teachers between 1 January
2006 and 31 December 2006 (on days they were expected to be available
for work)?
- how many of these days formed part of absences of 5 working days or
less?
- how many of these days formed part of absences of 6 to 20 working
days?
- how many of these days formed part of absences of more than 20
working days?

Part-time
(b)

901

0

0

902

0

0

903

0

0

904

0

0

905

0

0

Do not include sickness at weekends or during holidays.
An absence of less than one day should be counted as one day.
Include teachers who took sickness absence during the year, even if they have now left teaching.
Maternity leave should not be counted as sickness absence.
Row 901 a teacher who is absent more than once during the year should be counted once.
Example
Teachers absent on sick leave
7 teachers absent for 1 day each
2 teachers absent for 5 days each
1 teacher absent twice, for 10 days then 21 days
Teachers who have taken sick leave - row 901:

10

Days sick - row 902

48

absences of 5 working days or less - row 903
absences of 6 to 20 days - row 904
more than 20 days - row 905

17
10
21

76

Appendix 11: Supplementary OSRM data

A) Overall research project primary-school data compared with overall national primary-school data
70.00%

100.00%

130.00%

Culture
Demands
Control
Relationships
Change
Role
Support
Personal Wellbeing...

B) Research project primary-school headteacher data compared with national primary-school
headteacher data
Heads

70.00%

All other
staff

100.00%

Culture
Demands
Control

Relationships
Change
Role
Support
Personal Wellbeing...
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130.00%

C) Overall research project secondary-school data compared with overall national secondaryschool data
70.00%

100.00%

130.00%

Culture
Demands
Control
Relationships
Change
Role
Support
Personal Wellbeing...

D) Research project secondary-school headteacher data compared with national secondary-school
headteacher data
Heads

70.00%

All other
staff

100.00%

Culture
Demands
Control

Relationships
Change
Role
Support
Personal Wellbeing...
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130.00%

E) Overall research project special-school data compared with overall national special-school data
70.00%

100.00%

130.00%

Culture
Demands
Control
Relationships
Change
Role
Support
Personal Wellbeing...

F) Research project special-school headteacher data compared with national special-schoo
headteacher data
Heads
All other
staff

70.00%

100.00%

Culture
Demands
Control

Relationships
Change
Role
Support
Personal Wellbeing...
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130.00%

APPENDIX 12:
A BRIEF INTRODUCTION TO SOME
NATIONAL INITIATIVES IN THE EDUCATION SECTOR
EVERY CHILD MATTERS: CHANGE FOR CHILDREN 19
Every Child Matters is a new governmental approach to the wellbeing of children and young
people from birth to age 19. The Government's aim is for every child, whatever their
background or their circumstances, to have the support they need to:
• be healthy
• stay safe
• enjoy and achieve
• make a positive contribution
• achieve economic wellbeing
This means that the organisations involved with providing services to children - from hospitals
and schools, to police and voluntary groups - will be teaming up in new ways, sharing
information and working together, to protect children and young people from harm and help
them achieve what they want in life.
INVESTORS IN PEOPLE (IIP)
Investors in People provide an optional ‘standard’ for all organisations, including schools, to
work towards in any way they consider appropriate. Their aim is to improve the performance of
an organisation through a focus on its people.
NATIONAL HEALTHY SCHOOL STANDARD (NHSS) 20
The aim of the NHSS is to promote a coherent and holistic message about the importance of a
healthy lifestyle. A ‘healthy school’ promotes physical and emotional health by providing
accessible and relevant information and equipping pupils with the skills and attitudes to make
informed decisions about their health. It understands the importance of investing in health to
assist in raising levels of pupil achievement and improving standards. It also recognises the need
to provide both a physical and social environment that is conducive to learning.
REMODELLING AGENDA 21
The Remodelling Agenda has as its objectives to:
• focus teachers’ time and energies on teaching and learning
• re-focus time-consuming, non-teaching activities
• facilitate the use of new technologies to improve efficiency and effectiveness
• assist headteachers and school change teams (SCTs) to optimise the use of resources
to meet contractual changes
• learn and share innovative and effective practices within and between schools
• enable schools to deliver solutions to workload issues appropriate to their individual
context and circumstances
• encourage school leaders to take control of and lead the change agenda appropriate
to its situation, taking account of appropriate Government initiatives
19

Source: www.everychildmatters.gov.uk
Source: The Department for Children, Schools and Families (formerly the Department for Education and Skills)
21
Source: National Remodelling Team, 2004
20
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• quicken the pace of the implementation of the National Agreement, which aims to
raise standards and tackle workload
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT 22
The School Improvement and Targets Unit of the Department for Children, Schools and
Families is responsible for the development and delivery of policies and programmes that
“transform schools in challenging circumstances; prevent school failure; tackle failing and
underperforming schools; and promote improvements in pupil attainment to narrow attainment
gaps”. The principal focus of school improvement is on strengthening school leadership,
improving teaching standards, working in collaboration with other schools, and engaging
parents and the community.
SELF-EVALUATION AND OFSTED
Schools are advised to complete a self-evaluation form (SEF) annually. According to SEF
guidelines, this should be an accurate diagnostic document, with all conclusions fully supported
by evidence. It should identify key strengths and weaknesses, and what needs to be tackled to
effect improvement.
How effectively a school’s self-evaluation leads to improvement is a major factor taken into
account in Ofsted’s judgements about the effectiveness of that school’s leadership and
management and its capacity to improve in the future.
SOCIAL AND EMOTIONAL ASPECTS OF LEARNING (SEAL) PROGRAMME 23
SEAL is a comprehensive approach to promoting the social and emotional skills that underpin
effective learning, positive behaviour, regular attendance, staff effectiveness and the emotional
health and wellbeing of all who learn and work in schools. It proposes that the skills will be
most effectively developed by pupils and staff through:
• using a whole-school approach to create the climate and conditions that implicitly
promote the skills and allow these to be practised and consolidated
• direct and focused learning opportunities (during tutor time, across the curriculum, in
focus groups and outside formal lessons)
• using learning and teaching approaches that support pupils to learn social and
emotional skills and consolidate those already learnt
• continuing professional development for the whole staff of a school

22
23

Source: The Department for Children, Schools and Families (formerly the Department for Education and Skills)
Source: SEAL website for secondary schools: http://bandapilot.org.uk
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Testing the effectiveness of the streamlined
national well being programme at
managing work-related stress in schools
Following research highlighting stress as the second
greatest cause of occupational ill health in Great Britain, the
Health and Safety Commission asked the Health and
Safety Executive (“HSE”) to formulate a pragmatic
approach to tackling stress at work. The aim was to bring
about a reduction in the number of employees taking sick
leave or underperforming at work because of stress.
After a year-long pilot and repeated consultation, the HSE
launched the Management Standards for Work-Related
Stress in November 2004. In doing so, the HSE identified
six main areas of work that, if not properly managed, are
associated with poor health and wellbeing: demands,
control, support, relationships, role and change. The
Standards themselves represent a set of conditions that
reflect high levels of health, wellbeing and organisational
performance in each of these areas. Following the
Management Standards process helps employers to
identify the gap between their current performance and
these conditions and to develop their own solutions to
close this gap.
This report and the work it describes were funded by
the Health and Safety Executive (HSE). Its contents,
including any opinions and/or conclusions expressed, are
those of the author alone and do not necessarily reflect
HSE policy.
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