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1 Executive Summary

1.1 Background
· In January 2005, Hertfordshire’s Children Schools and Families made the decision to set up 14 pilot extended schools consortia to test DfES directives with regard to extending services in schools and children’s centres.  A further consortium is now operational but is not included in this evaluation.
1.2 Consortia

· The consortia vary in size, composition and focus.  A range of different schools were included in each consortium, including special schools and the established children’s centres as they were then configured.  

· A range of different hub or lead schools were chosen to pilot as many different configurations as possible.  
· Decisions on the composition of consortia and the identification of hub schools were as good as they could have been at the time, given the tight timescales and lack of guidance from central government.
1.3 Support for consortia

· One of the DfES requirements for this pilot was that consortia employ Extended Schools Coordinators (ESCOs) to coordinate business and ensure implementation of the pilot.  All consortia now have an ESCO.

· Community teams have acted as brokers in this pilot providing a balance between government and CSF requirements and consortia.  They have provided support, information and guidance to consortia, in particular to ESCOs.  Community teams have made huge efforts to bring themselves up to speed with a very new and rapidly developing agenda.  
· The capacity of central support for the extended schools pilot is limited in the main to just one post, the Extended Schools Manager.  The Extended Schools Manager is responsible for the successful set up and implementation of the pilot and leads on the extended schools element of the joint agendas project.  
· A limited amount of funding was available for piloting extended services in Hertfordshire.  Funding was allocated to schools following proposals ratified by Elected Members.  Issues that were taken into account included relative disadvantage and the number of schools in the consortium.

1.4 Delivery of services

· Very tight timescales are a major theme of this evaluation and have hindered delivery.

· Consortia were required to audit the needs of their community at an early stage in the pilot, in order to plan appropriate activities based on need.  Difficulties with timescales resulted in incomplete information and a concentration on the schools’ parental body rather than the community as a whole.

· Central data was not made available to consortia in a format useful for planning. 

· One of the requirements of this pilot was to provide evidence of planning and expenditure.  Consortia were asked to provide a business plan, but many had difficulties with this process.

· Many consortia are demonstrating a willingness to collaborate on the joint programme for delivery of the core offer but collaborative projects have only just started to be implemented.

· It is too early in the project to expect robust joint planning processes but there is evidence of schools meeting regularly and starting to set up joint planning structures.

· Despite difficulties with timescales, there are some examples of early partnership work

1.5 Training

· A comprehensive training programme has been delivered since the start of the pilot.  

· Because of the speed of national developments in the extended schools agenda and the local context in which these changes have taken place, training has been delivered rapidly and frequently.
· Certain groups of staff have been required to change their role, to work in a new and different way to implement a complex change management process.

· Training has been well received, in particular the opportunity for networking.

· The Extended schools Remodelling training was well received by those who attended.  

· Further training on issues such as commissioning, procurement, finance, data analysis and best practice has been identified.

1.6 Summary

· This large pilot is fully operational with 15 consortia, 15 Extended Schools Coordinators, new joint planning processes, a planned programme of extended activities and early evidence of success.

· Community Teams have shown dedication and have made huge efforts to assimilate information and guidance on the extended schools agenda.  This steep learning curve has taken place against a backdrop of constant change and has required some community team officers to adapt to new ways of working, whilst awaiting a major review of their area of work.
· The tremendous drive and initiative of the Extended schools Manager has ensured that this pilot has moved forward despite a lack of capacity at the centre, a fact noted by both national and regional advisors.

· Tight timescales and a lack of capacity have hindered delivery of outcomes.
· The pilot has provided a solid base and a wealth of experience on which to build the future roll out of extended services in Hertfordshire.
· Recommendations for the way forward are contained in section 5.
2 Introduction
2.1 Background

Hertfordshire Children, Schools and Families (CSF) Department made the decision in January 2005 to establish 14 pilot extended schools consortia in the county to implement and test the DfES directives with regard to extending services in schools and children’s centres.  The consortia vary in size, composition and focus.  A recruitment drive to appoint consortia co-ordinators was begun in April 2005.  All consortia now have an Extended Schools Co-ordinator (ESCO) in post.  

A further consortium in Borehamwood is currently being established but has not been included in this evaluation.  The CSF Extended Schools Manager is responsible for the overall leadership and management of these developments, supported by the Head of Adult, Family and Community Learning.  The services are positioned in the Access and Participation group of CSF.  

A joint agendas project to ensure joined up developments between Children’s Centres and Extended Schools was agreed by CSF Board in March 2005.  The Extended Schools Monitoring and Evaluation Group were set up to monitor and evaluate the pilot consortia developments reporting progress to the Joint Agendas Steering Group.  

There have been very tight timescales for this work.  The Extended Schools Manager has been in post since May 2005, the Head of Adult, Family and Community Learning has only been able to dedicate less than 10% of her time to managing the extended schools agenda.  There was no dedicated funding for this initiative from the end of the pathfinder 2001/02 (which funded only two schools) to April 2005.
2.2 Purpose of the evaluation
· To provide a report on the outcomes and impact of 14 pilot extended schools consortia taking into account the leadership and management arrangements that have evolved during the course of the pilot

· To provide recommendations to inform the roll out of future consortia arrangements within the context of the joint development of children’s centres and extended schools

2.3 Objectives of the evaluation
The report covers the following aspects:

· The impact of the decisions taken on the configuration of consortia  The impact of the 2005/2006 financial allocations on each of the consortia

· The effectiveness of the role of the hub school and hub schools’ management and governance arrangements including support for the ESCO and quality of the process

· The impact of the appointment, induction and role of ESCOs

· The quality of the consortia business planning

· The quality and impact of training programmes with recommendations for how they could be continued in the future

· The CSF central support capacity and arrangements with recommendations for how these could be developed in the future in the context of CSF and national developments

· The impact of service outcomes against the DfES core offer definitions in the context of each consortia's Business Plan

· The consortia use of premises and their ability to maximise potential

· The development of local and central data and information gathering and how this can be improved in the future
2.4 Scope

This report covers 14 of the 15 consortia currently operating as the final consortium of the pilot has only recently been set up in Hertsmere.  Interviews have been conducted with Head teachers, Community Team Managers, Community Team staff, Strategic core staff and members of the Extended Schools Consortia Monitoring and Evaluation Group (ESCMEG).
2.5 Document structure

This report begins with an overview of approach to the work and an explanation of methods of working.  Fieldwork methods will be explained, followed by an analysis of fieldwork.  Ten major sections will be covered:

· Composition of consortia

· Hub/lead schools

· Coordination of consortia

· Role of Community Teams

· Central Support

· Collaborative working

· Funding

· Business Planning

· Training

· Data.

The document concludes with recommendations to inform the future roll out of extended services in the county.  Appendices include the current job description for Extended Schools Coordinators (ESCOs) and the list of schools and children’s centre consortia.
3 Approach

3.1 Background research

During the course of this evaluation documentation produced in the pilot phase was examined to provide a context for the research analysis.  It was not possible to interview service users; however, the views of two parents have been included as a result of feedback from a Community Team lead.
3.2 Methods of working – Qualitative research

In order to examine the effectiveness of delivery and the efficiency of provision a comprehensive programme of semi-structured qualitative interviews were planned.  Nominated contacts were interviewed and asked their opinions on the running of the pilot.  

Background research informed the development of two detailed semi-structured qualitative questionnaires that were ratified by the Extended Schools Manager and Head of Adult, Family and Community Learning and piloted with members of ESCMEG.  One questionnaire was targeted at strategic core staff and community team staff.  The other questionnaire was targeted at schools staff.  A list of outline questions is attached at Appendix 1.  Questions were designed to ensure some consistency whilst allowing further exploration around issues that had arisen from the pilot and that were important positive or negative factors for the respondents.

In depth semi-structured qualitative interviews were conducted with:

· Consortia hub managers (mainly Head teachers)

· Other consortia Head teachers

· Extended Schools Coordinators

· Community Team Managers

· Community Team officers

· Extended Schools Manager

· Head of Adult, Family and Community Learning

· Head of Primary School Effectiveness

· Head of Sure Start and joint agendas project

· Deputy Director CSF

· Planning Officer, School Access team - Property
The majority of the interviews were conducted over the telephone to accommodate both the tight deadline and the busy schedules of schools.  However, five strategic core staff, one Community Team manager and one Head teacher hub manager were engaged in in-depth face-to-face interviews.  

Every effort was made to interview all of the central CSF staff mentioned in the consultancy specification in the time available.  All Community team Managers and Community team leads were interviewed.  However, this report does not include the views of the Children’s Service Managers (Provider Services), the Head of Governance, the county lead for Remodelling and the Interim School Funding Manager. 
3.3 Methods of working – Analysis of business plans

Business plans have yet to be analysed.

4 Results of Fieldwork

4.1 Composition of the Consortia
One of the main DfES process requirements for the implementation of a pilot extended schools programme in Hertfordshire was that schools should work together in clusters (consortia) to implement this pilot.  DfES also required local authorities to ensure that funding was directed at areas of deprivation, those areas most in need of extended services.  
The Policy Group, responsible for implementing the pilot used local super output data to identify disadvantaged areas in the county and expected the schools consultation to provide a further steer on need and willingness for schools to be involved in the pilot.  However, there was only limited response to the consultation due to a number of factors including problems with communication and timing.  Those schools who had expressed an interest in participating in the pilot and who fitted the DfES criteria were invited to take part.  Other schools were recruited following proposals ratified by Elected Members.  

4.1.1 Range and mix of schools and children’s centres
A broad range of consortia were chosen by the policy group to represent as many different schools, areas and groups of people as possible.  A decision was taken to include a range of different schools in each of the consortia, including special schools and the established children’s centres as they were then configured.  All of the consortia contained a mix of primary and secondary schools, with many including a children’s centre or special school where practicable.  

The schools chosen to take the lead in each consortium were those schools best placed to take on the responsibility of leading a pilot consortium.  Further details on hub schools can be found in section 4.2. 

The decision was made to ensure that a number of different models were explored during the pilot phase.  Consortia were to be different sizes and contained different configurations of schools, nurseries and children’s centres.  In urban areas some were geographically very close; others covering more rural areas were further apart.  The lead schools were all different and consortia were spread across the county to increase coverage and to reach different communities.
Fieldwork for the evaluation of this pilot showed that the consensus amongst respondents is that the composition of consortia was as good as could have been arranged at the time.  Half of all respondents commented positively on the composition, a further third had mixed views, and 7 respondents felt negatively about the initial composition of the consortia.

Typical comments from those with positive feelings about the pilot were:

‘Nice mix of state, voluntary aided, church, primary and secondary schools’

‘I think there is a good range of schools within our consortium’

‘I think we got it right’
Those respondents with mixed views were happy with some aspects but were concerned for different reasons including; consortia were too big or too small, geographical spread was too wide and other schools should have been included or excluded.  Typical comments of those who had mixed feelings about the composition of consortia were:
‘Not sure we got it right but not sure we could have done it any better’

‘I initially wanted to include one extra school but we found that the initial consortium suggestion was right’
All but one of those with negative views were constructive, explaining that difficulties had arisen for practical reasons such as size, geographical spread or that schools had different levels of commitment to the pilot.  Typical comments included:
‘...I’m finding it hard to balance across the consortium’

‘Schools were missing from our consortium, lots of our children go to ... and have elder siblings there...’ 

‘...composition was not ideal, too widespread’

‘It was difficult to get everyone together and they had too many ideas to deal with.  It was difficult for the extended schools coordinator to move things on’
4.1.2 Size and geographical spread of consortia

The respondents who were content with the size of the consortium they worked with generally worked with between six and 10 schools.  Those who were concerned that consortia were too big were dealing with in excess of 10 schools in general, one with 16.  
Consortia in the North and East of the county cited difficulties with the physical distance between schools as some consortia cover more rural areas.  Communications were more difficult in these areas, and one of the ESCOs reported difficulties with gaining access to schools.  Support workers in the South West reported that existing physical boundaries such as main trunk roads appeared to be a barrier to working together successfully.  They felt that parents from schools on either side of the busy main road were reluctant to cross this barrier to access services.
One school felt that geographical proximity was not necessarily the best element of collaborative working.  This school felt that links with schools facing similar problems and dealing with similar pupils would be better suited to collaborate.  Although they could not facilitate joint activities, they could share planning, processes and good practice.  Although this approach may not be practicable for consortia in Hertfordshire, there may be scope to promote loose networks of schools where good practice, ideas, barriers and solutions could be shared between similar schools without the need for rigid meetings and increased work load. 
4.2 Hub/lead schools

4.2.1 Identification of hub schools

Decisions on identifying hub schools were made in broadly the same way as those to decide on consortia.  A range of different hub or lead schools were chosen to pilot as many different configurations as possible.  Some schools put themselves forward and others were not considered due to a variety of practical issues such as capacity or the need to tackle existing difficulties. 
Many respondents felt it was too early to say if hub schools had been effective.  Of those respondents who expressed an opinion on how effective hub schools had been, 18 thought it had been useful to have hub schools and only two thought hub schools had not been effective.  One of these respondents was concerned that the lead had been imposed and the other was uncertain because a lack of commitment from other schools in the consortium.

Respondents from both the strategic core and community teams were asked to comment on the identification of hub school.  The majority of respondents (10) felt that the identification was right or that decisions were as good as they could have been given the tight timescales and lack of guidance from central government:
‘We did our best at the time’

‘As good as could have been expected’

 Three respondents had mixed feelings about the identification of hub schools:

‘There was not a transparent process to identify hubs ... in the longer term we need a process for this’

‘I have never met the Head teacher of ... the lead has been delegated to someone with a heavy workload and some meetings have not happened’
‘... had real reservations but it’s now fine and turning around’

Two respondents felt decisions were not right:

‘... the wrong choice of hub was made ... in some areas the wrong choice of hub may have caused resentment’

Many respondents were unclear as to why and how the hub school had been identified.  Schools did not have enough lead-in time for this process.  There was no transparent process to identify hubs.  Some Head teachers expressed their concerns:

‘I felt it was imposed upon us to be the hub school … I was landed with the job and the work’

(There was) ‘… bad feeling initially that … was the hub school’
‘The first problem was that nobody consulted us on becoming the hub’

Although Community team Managers were consulted Community teams felt that they should have been consulted earlier about the composition of consortia and identification of hub schools.  They felt that their local knowledge would have been valuable earlier in the decision making process:

‘We insisted that one of the consortia have a different hub and it worked out fine, in fact the original suggestion has not fully engaged’

The initial aim to include as broad a range of schools and children’s centres as possible may, in the light of experience, have resulted in the local authority trying to pilot too much, too soon. The process for identifying both consortia members and hub schools needed to have been more rigorous.  For further roll out of consortia and identification of hub schools, a robust process of identification should be agreed on. 
4.2.2 Management and Governance arrangements

4.2.2.1 Management
All of the Head teachers of hub schools were unanimous in their opinion that the extra work involved in leading a consortium was onerous.  Without exception, they reported that they could not have taken on this role without a coordinator.  However a couple of hub Head teachers highlighted issues around school workforce development.  The first was concerned about the perceived extra burden on the senior management team:

‘You often need a member of the senior leadership team on site…Do I need to be here during the whole of the school holidays?’
The second Head teacher felt that a support member of staff could take on much of the work around extended services. 
‘A lot of this work is not education work but contract negotiations, business planning etc.  I think this sort of work could be done by a bursar and not necessarily by a Head teacher’
DfES guidance and the development of the school workforce should release Heads’ capacity and enable others to take on these roles.

Two of the Head teachers of hub schools were concerned about the time and money invested in their involvement in the pilot and felt that some form of remuneration for hub school Head teachers would be appropriate:
‘…there is no component in the money to pay Heads of hub schools extra for extra responsibilities (yet) none of the other schools apparently had the capacity’

‘Significant input is required of Heads in terms of meetings, prioritising, providing evidence, it is time consuming … there is no money put aside to subsidise the wider senior leadership team and this irritates me’

Some of the respondents felt that it was right to appoint primary schools as well as secondary schools as hub schools. 
‘It was good to choose primary schools as some of the secondary hubs tend to dominate’ 

Others felt that secondary schools were a more appropriate choice to lead a consortium:
‘I think the hub school should be the secondary school because they have the capacity.  They have better economies of scale in terms of management and administration time and they have the structures already in place’

Management of extended schools consortia by the hub has not been consistent and depends to a large degree on the commitment and enthusiasm of the hub school Head teacher or manager.  Some ESCOs with previous relevant experience have managed consortia well with little input from the Head teacher or hub manager, these managers generally described a ‘hands off’ approach and were available if needed.  Clearer, more detailed but flexible guidance on line management of ESCOs would ensure better consistency of management across consortia.
4.2.2.2 Special Schools management

The special school hub and some of the staff in touch with the school felt that it may not be appropriate for special schools to lead on consortia.  The Head teacher of a special school was concerned that once the project rolls out, parents might think that their children are being directed to the special school because their children were being considered for special school education.  This would be more likely in an area of disadvantage.  Another concern was the fact that special schools may not be able to pick up on local issues and may not have the detailed local knowledge of the community.  

As transport is an issue for most special schools with pupils traveling to school by bus or car, often for considerable distances, it may be more effective to encourage parents to link with consortia local to their homes to access out of school activities.  This would necessitate better links between consortia and consideration of the needs of children with special requirements when planning for all extended activities.
4.2.2.3 Governance

One common issue that respondents brought up concerning Governors was their lack of knowledge of the extended schools agenda.  Training has been provided for Governors but a number of respondents reported that training had been too late.  One Head teacher felt that the role of Governors in the extended schools pilot was not explicit.  Another reported that Governors were not happy that they had not had an opportunity to ratify extended schools business plans because of the tight timescales, and one community team member noted that Governors in her area had not been ‘on board’ until recently.

‘Governors are finding it difficult to get their heads around the extended schools agenda’

‘Governors are generally supportive but we are only now rolling out training for governors and we should have done it earlier’

4.2.3 Effectiveness of hub schools 

Effectiveness appears to have varied amongst hub schools.  Some consortia have performed well and others have struggled to get this pilot off the ground.  It is difficult to pin point exactly what factors have contributed to success and as is the case with many projects, it comes down to the vision, drive and commitment of the individuals involved.  
Factors reported by respondents to have contributed to success include:

· Quality of the Extended Schools Coordinator (ESCO)

· Commitment of the Heads teachers, particularly hub school Heads

· Enthusiastic and supportive line management of the ESCO
· An understanding of the extended schools agenda

· An understanding of local community needs

· Commitment to collaborative working

· Good leadership

· Vision, drive, energy, commitment to the project and being bothered to ensure that other schools are engaged

· Democratic approaches to ensure all processes are open and transparent.
· Ability to resolve conflict

4.3 Coordination of Consortia

4.3.1 Extended Schools Coordinators

One of the DfES requirements of this pilot was that consortia employ Extended Schools Coordinators (ESCOs) to coordinate the business of the consortia and ensure implementation of the pilot.  All of the consortia have employed an ESCO; however, one consortium is currently recruiting a replacement as the previous ESCO left for another post.  Another ESCO is off on long term sick leave, and one consortium has only recently recruited two people to job share the ESCO position.

When asked to explain how important the role of the ESCO was, all respondents unanimously felt that the role was vital.  The most common answer to this question was ‘absolutely critical’ or ‘absolutely vital’.  All respondents felt that without some sort of coordination the extended schools pilot would not have happened.  Typical responses were:
‘Crucial, no Head could take on this amount of work’

Absolutely critical – this would not happen without her’

‘Absolutely vital, it is critical as schools don’t have the capacity’

It appears that ESCOs have a key role in the success of the consortia.  Those consortia without ESCOs or who have only recently recruited have experienced difficulties in implementing the pilot.  Only one Head teacher was critical of the ESCO working at the hub school leading their consortium, however, this Head did acknowledge that coordination was important to the working of the consortium.
4.3.2 Appointment and induction of ESCOs
A sample job description for ESCOs was produced and graded via a Hay panel before funding was allocated to consortia to ensure consistency and to speed up the process of recruiting.  A copy of the ESCO job description is attached at appendix 2.  
Respondents were asked their opinions on the suitability of the ESCO job description.  Of those respondents who felt they could comment on the job description, 20 felt that it was adequate and five thought it was not appropriate.  However, of those who thought the job description was adequate, a large proportion (14) felt it should be graded higher. All of these 14 responses concerned consortia considered by support staff to be successful.  Typical responses were:
‘They are being asked to work at a senior level without senior grading’

‘The quality of person that we’re being asked to provide should be graded higher’

‘The grade is not right; it does not correspond with the responsibility required.  Contracts and commissioning are a more significant aspect than first thought’

‘They have underestimated the role’

‘It needs to be decided if the ESCO is an administrator or a project manager’

As would be expected the job of ESCO has developed along with the pilot, but some significant tasks that were not originally included in the job description have since come to light.  Specifically it appears that contracts and commissioning work is a more significant aspect of the job than was first thought.  Both ESCO and community team respondents felt that ESCO induction and training should also include elements of financial management.
One issue of concern about the induction of ESCOs was highlighted by responses to questions about the job description.  Four ESCOs reported that they had not seen a copy of their own job description.  Although it is relatively early in the project, it seems to indicate that these ESCOs need further induction training and may not be getting sufficient performance management development input from the hub school. 
4.3.3 Line management 

Line management for ESCOs seems to vary considerable from one consortium to the next.  Most ESCOs are line managed by the Head teacher of the hub school.  No ESCOs are line managed by schools other than the hub, but several are line managed by either a Deputy or Assistant Head teacher or a Business Manager.  Some line managers have a ‘hands off’ approach whilst other reported seeing the ESCO daily on an informal basis and weekly for a formal management review meeting.  Several respondents felt that clearer guidance on how to line manage an ESCO would have been helpful.
4.3.4 Coordination of consortia business
Responses to questions about the coordination of consortia business showed that ESCOs were mainly responsible for making things happen.  The approaches of ESCOs to the job of coordinating consortia business varied as was expected.  However, all of the ESCOs interviewed reported that the breadth and range of tasks was daunting, that the volume of work was problematical, timescales were too tight and that coordinating Head teachers and other senior staff was difficult and complicated by the level at which they are employed.  Most of the Head teachers interviewed concurred and reported that ESCOs did an excellent job.  Typical comments about ESCO coordination of consortia business from hub managers were: 
‘Very effective, she has taken charge of the project’

‘Brilliant, she’s rigorous and has a clear vision and her commitment is 100%.  She monitors and evaluates everything and is a driving force for the project.  She works extremely hard and is flexible’

‘Because of her local knowledge she will be very supportive of the consortium and will facilitate a lot of what schools want to do’

Two hub managers felt that their ESCOs had not been totally effective in coordinating consortia business, although both felt that improvements had been made after a steep learning curve.  One outlined a plan of professional development concerned with areas of weakness for their ESCO. Their comments were:
‘…has been 70% effective’

‘Initially – not terribly effective, needed time to get to understand the role and get on top of things’

Support and strategic core respondents felt that ESCOs coordinated consortia business with varied success.  They reported that only some of the ESCOs in their areas were effective.  Successful ESCOs were described as:
· Being effective in creating links with schools, communities and other partners
· Developing a process for joint working.  

· Translating plans into action

· Being able to communicate well

· Handling publicity

Factors hindering effective coordination of consortia business included:
· ESCOs not being aware of the finer points of the extended schools agenda

· Tight deadlines

· ESCOs being overwhelmed by the workload

· Insufficient guidance on processes and requirements

· Unclear expectations

· Make up of consortia

· Working with Heads who are used to directing others and not being directed

· Lack of enthusiasm by schools

· Getting a large number of schools with different agendas on board
The community team respondents responsible for providing support to consortia did not always agree on whether or not consortia in their areas had been successful.  However, a broad consensus would be that nine consortia across the county had been successful to varying degrees whilst five had struggled to get the pilot off the ground.

4.3.5 Engagement with Community Teams

Most of the school based respondents reported that they had engaged well with community teams and that community teams had been supportive.  Of those ESCOs and Head teachers who gave opinions on the question of relations with community teams, 14 reported positive experiences and three reported negative experiences.  Two of the three negative responses were from the same consortium.

Positive experiences were characterised by the accessibility of community team leads, support for business planning and for rolling out the pilot in general, provision of information and contacts, facilitation of networking opportunities and for ESCOs a feeling that they were part of a team.  Typical comments were:

‘Brilliant, fantastic, good local knowledge’
‘Fine – I can phone the community team with a problem at any time’

‘Excellent – community team are great at providing information and support and expert knowledge’

Those with negative experiences cited lack of knowledge, difficulties in getting information from community teams and break down in communications.  Typical comments were:
‘Very thin support from community team’

‘The most common response to questions is, ’I don’t know’’

The majority of consortia have engaged well with community teams and valued their support and contribution.  Those with negative experiences tended to have a higher expectation of support from teams that are in reality only one step ahead of consortia.
4.4 Role of Community Teams

Community teams have acted as brokers in this pilot providing a balance between government and CSF requirements and consortia.  They have provided support, information and guidance to consortia, in particular to ESCOs.
4.4.1 Engagement with consortia

Most community team leads reported good links with consortia.  It was clear from some of the detailed responses that a lot of effort and planning has gone into developing relationships with consortia.  Community team leads have made huge efforts to bring themselves up to speed with a very new and rapidly developing agenda and have made themselves available to ESCOs, hub managers and other consortia members.  Community teams have also provided a mentoring service to many ESCOs.  However, relations are complex and vary according to expectation, experience and personality.    Typical comments from community team respondents in reply to questions about engagement with consortia were:

‘Pretty good, although some ESCOs get frustrated with the community team and county’

‘One ESCO needed a lot of help and support at first, so much so that I was going to have to take … aside, but they suddenly gained confidence and have been very effective since’
‘Generally good – not always easy but generally good’

4.4.2 Impact of Community Team support

Community teams were identified as a vehicle for providing support to consortia by the policy group, ratified by Elected Members.  Community Team Managers were informed on x.  No clear model of input from community teams to the pilot was evident from the analysis of fieldwork.  The style of leadership and development of support has resulted in constant communications between community teams and consortia.  Frequent training sessions maintain the momentum in a rapidly changing field with little stable guidance.  
This ‘drip, drip’ approach to training and support has been necessary because of very tight timescales to set up and implement extended activities in the pilot consortia.  Traditional approaches to communications and training between central staff and schools such as organising events once a term have not been appropriate with this pilot. Tight timescales have necessitated a different approach with a mixture of interactive training and consultation.  This has resulted in the identification of a new set of skills for community teams.  

It is clear from the qualitative research that community teams have made huge efforts to assimilate information and guidance on the extended schools agenda.  This steep learning curve has occurred against a backdrop of constant change and has required some community team officers to adapt to new ways of working.  
Evidence from fieldwork showing that the majority of school based respondents felt that support from community teams was valuable, demonstrates that community teams have been largely successful, despite the considerable barriers they faced.   Typical comments from those who valued the contribution of community teams either concerned the fact that the team were always availability or were ‘excellent’ or ‘very good’, more specific comments included:

‘…they have quite a skill to be moving people like me from negative to positive’

‘Representatives from the community team attend meetings and respond swiftly when contacted’

‘…good local knowledge’ 

Negative comments about the input from community teams all centered on not being able to get answers to questions.  However, this may reflect more on difficulties experienced by community teams in obtaining information than on their availability to consortia.
 Interviews with community teams have also appeared to demonstrate a further developing of teams with greater collaboration between officers with different roles.   

There appeared to be a lack of senior level support for community teams, although it should be acknowledged that Children’s Service Managers (Provider Services) were not in post during the early life of the project.  Senior support for community teams was difficult to evidence as it proved difficult to reach these managers, one of whom was off on long term sick leave and consequently their views are not included in this analysis of fieldwork. 
If future development of the role of community teams in supporting the extended schools agenda is to be considered, then a clear model of community team engagement and working needs to be developed. Ownership from senior managers in CSF is vital if community teams are to change or expand their remit.
4.4.3 The future role of Community Teams

The success of community teams in supporting this pilot has been achieved against a backdrop of change and uncertainty over their roles and place in the newly structured CSF.  The review of community teams under the growth and change agenda has been put on hold and this delay has clearly concerned many community team officers.  The supporting role that they have been required to provide in this pilot is not currently reflected in many of their job descriptions and has required them to develop a new body of knowledge and new skills.  Any recommendations for the future role of community teams are necessarily speculative until after the review has been completed.  However, it is clear that support at a local level for consortia is important and will need to be developed further. There may be a need to develop a career path for community team officers with opportunities to gain further qualifications, for example in community development.  
4.5 Central Support

Many respondents were not clear about who or what constituted central support.  Many school based respondents appeared to be unclear about structures and responsibilities of staff in the strategic core.
4.5.1 Effectiveness of central support

The capacity of central support for the extended schools pilot is limited in the main to just one post, the Extended Schools Manager.  The Extended Schools Manager is responsible for the successful set up and implementation of the pilot which involves intensive support for staff in four community teams and 15 ESCOs, and support for 15 hub schools and the further 127 schools that currently make up the consortia in Hertfordshire.  
In addition, the Extended Schools Manager leads on the extended schools element of the joint agendas project. This involves the post holder attending and acting as the main contact point for all six joint agenda sub-groups as well as reporting to, and providing information for, the Extended Schools Consortia Monitoring and Evaluating group (ESCMEG).  The Extended Schools Manager provides both the strategic and operational lead for the extended schools agenda.
These responsibilities entail the Extended Schools Manager providing information on a number of fronts as well as managing a huge pump-priming project.  One respondent reported that attendance by other members at the joint agendas sub groups has not been consistent and therefore it is difficult for anyone to take ownership of decisions.  The same respondent felt being the sole representative for extended schools on so many sub groups takes up a disproportionate amount of the Extended Schools Manager’s time.  
The Extended Schools Manager is also the sole point of contact for Government communications, including requests for data and information on the Hertfordshire pilot and is responsible for the newly emerging but important Extended Schools Remodelling Programme. 
Clearly evidence gathered from this research suggests that the role of the Extended Schools Manager is onerous and the post holder has used her tremendous drive and initiative to move this pilot forward.  It has been reported by many respondents that Hertfordshire is ‘playing catch-up’ with central government initiatives and some central staff have noted that the national steer on remodeling has been confusing, both issues have had an impact on the workload of the Extended Schools Manager.

All of the community team respondents, apart from one were positive about the effectiveness of central support.  They felt supported and were close enough to the role to be aware that the Extended Schools Manager had a huge capacity issue.  Typical comments included:
‘Central support has been as effective as it can be.  The Extended Schools Manager has been brilliant at doing the job of at least five people’

‘We have had fantastic support … consortia would not have happened otherwise’

The Extended schools Manager…‘was very supportive to me’

The Extended schools Manager…‘has been absolutely unbelievable; she has managed to keep on top of everything despite the workload’

The Extended schools Manager…‘has been most effective – excellent and she is a lady under pressure but very approachable’

‘The Extended Schools Manager has been key in developing and implementing strategy’

The only community team respondent critical of central support felt that there was too much information coming from the centre, that changes and revisions to information and guidance caused difficulties and would like to see clearer definitions of roles and responsibilities.

Head teacher and hub manager respondents were also mainly happy with central support and comments were similar to those of community team respondents.  Additional comments on the role of the Extended Schools Manager highlighted her role in driving forward the agenda, pulling ESCOs together and providing advice and support on the running of a consortium and managing ESCOs.  Two respondents from this group made negative comments on central support citing the need for further clarity and guidance and problems with timescales rather than a lack of support as the main reasons why they were not satisfied with central support.
ESCOs were most critical of central support with four respondents commenting positively and six negatively.  Those who were positive commented on the benefits of central support raising the profile of the project and keeping people informed.  Those who were negative commented on the length of time to get an answer to questions, the fact that central support was not much further ahead on the steep learning curve and the lack of capacity at central support level. 
It appears that expectations of central support are greater at ESCO level.  This may be because ESCOs are unaware of the extent of the roles and responsibilities of the Extended Schools Manager or because some ESCOs are looking to the Extended Schools Manger for support rather than the community teams.  ESCOs are at the cutting edge of implementing this pilot and have a pressing need for developmental and operational information that the Community Teams are not always in a position to be able to deliver as soon as it is needed.    
4.5.2 Development of central support

It appears from this evaluation that central support has not been as effective as it could have been due to lack of capacity.  One post is not enough to provide the level of support to maintain the pilot at full capacity and would not be able to support further consortia.   Feedback from the Regional NRT Advisor and ContinYou noted that there was insufficient central capacity in Hertfordshire.  It would have been helpful to have appointed a full time dedicated Extended Schools Manager much earlier.  This may have resulted in improved consultations, publicity and initial engagement with schools and may have facilitated the earlier involvement of community teams.
Several respondents questioned why the development of extended schools was not linked with the development of children’s centres.  This seems to indicate that further publicity around the joint agendas project is needed.  Some respondents commented that further links were needed with sports strategies, contracts and commissioning, MECSS and other partners such as health agencies and local District Council Leisure Centres.   

There is strong evidence of the need for a dedicated central support team that is well informed by knowledge and experience.  In some other Local Authorities across the country, the extended schools agenda has been placed within the Schools Standards and Effectiveness department.  In Hertfordshire School Effectiveness Advisors (SEAs) have received some extended schools training but, as one respondent reported, ‘have not grappled with the issue of extended schools’.  
SEAs could support consortia through their involvement with individual schools and contribute their knowledge of funding and local data.  It appears that the SEA resource is currently being underused and could possibly be developed to contribute towards central support.
Many respondents were unable to comment on how central support should be developed in the future to enable roll out of extended schools to all parts of the county.  Common responses were ‘Not sure’ and ‘Don’t know’.  Sixteen respondents felt there is a need for an increase in central support capacity.  Other suggestions for enhanced central support centered on the production and distribution of exemplars, better guidance, and the sharing of good practice, barriers and possible solutions.  One respondent felt that the pilot was too prescriptive and did not allow for innovation.  
4.6 Collaborative working

Many consortia are demonstrating a willingness to collaborate on the joint programme for delivery of the core offer but collaborative projects have only just started to be implemented.  None of the ESCOs were able to fully answer questions about joined up planning processes and few examples were given.
Community team respondents observed that many schools were still inward looking and wary of collaborative projects unless they could see an immediate benefit for their school.  One respondent noted that Hertfordshire does not have a well defined policy on community development or community schools. Schools that had been brought together as consortia on the basis that they had a history of joint working had, in reality, divided funding between them and delivered fairly autonomous projects.  One respondent felt that mixed messages were coming from government with initiatives to promote collaboration offset by targets and league tables that promote competition between schools.
One community team respondent felt that some schools had not ‘bought into’ the extended schools agenda.  This view appears to be backed up by a lack of evidence of joined up planning processes.  This may mean that messages about the beneficial outcomes of extended school services have not been picked up by schools.  

One respondent reported that there was little investment in the project at senior level.  It might have been appropriate to have a Board level ‘champion’ for the project.  There is a need to demonstrate senior management ownership of this agenda to facilitate greater partnership working between schools and other partners in order to successfully implement the extended schools agenda.
4.6.1 Joined up planning

Although there is little evidence of robust joint planning processes within consortia, many respondents felt that it was too early in the project to expect these to have developed.  There is evidence of schools meeting regularly and starting to set up joint planning structures:

‘We have set up a steering group … we have permission from the main consortium to make operational and budget decisions’

‘We have created a steering group where decisions are made … I have created a hub school website to keep people informed of progress between meetings’

‘The schools in the consortium are now individually using email to inform each other of opportunities at their individual schools for other schools to access’

Very tight timescales were cited by many respondents as the main reason for not developing robust joint planning processes.   Some respondents felt that it had taken the first year of the pilot to set up and that more time was needed to implement joint projects.

‘This pilot year has been more about what we want to do, what would add value etc.   More joined up thinking will happen next year’

4.6.2 Partnership working

Despite difficulties with timescales, there are some examples of early partnership work.  One consortium has concentrated less on smaller individual projects and is concentrating on a larger event to coincide with Adult Learning week.  A mix of activities will take in each of the schools in the consortium; some are fun classes such as belly dancing and others involve literacy and numeracy.  The activities are designed to engage hard to reach parents.  The hub manager has described the ESCO as vital in getting this programme of events off the ground.
Another hub school manager described a successful ‘Mad Scientists’ after school club that was designed to promote science activities to pupils.  The hub manager reported that the activity had been so successful that ‘one or two’ schools in the consortium with poor results for science in Ofsted inspections were building elements of consortium business planning into their lesson plans for next year.

A further hub Head teacher admitted that many of the extended activities already underway in the consortium were based at individual schools and not accessible to other schools.  However, an ambitious joint counselling project was currently being planned, to involve all of the large number of schools that form the consortium.  It is being championed by one of the secondary schools in the consortium and has been agreed as a priority by Heads.  In addition, another specialised art therapy project is currently being planned, to be based at one school but accessed by pupils in need from other schools. 

The hub manager has expressed concern about both of these joint initiatives in terms of sustainability.  It has taken time, effort and delicate negotiations to plan this joint initiative, but the hub manager is concerned it may flounder as next year’s funding goes directly to schools.  If messages about the importance of extended services to future working are not being picked up by schools, then they may not prioritise this area of work.
4.6.3 Use of premises

It is early in the project to measure if schools are maximizing use of their premises.  Some schools were already being creative in their use of premises before the pilot.  Of those respondents who had an opinion about use of premises, over half felt good use had been made of school premises, however, no specific examples of particular innovation were given by respondents.  Typical comments were:
‘Our school is used intensively’
‘Where one school has good facilities we will transport children from other schools to use this facility’

‘We don’t intend to offer anything (at other schools in the consortium) our current thinking is for us to purchase clubs and space at the secondary school’

ESCOs involved in trying to access premises for extended services did report frustrations, mainly with lack of suitable or flexible space or with site issues.  One of the ESCOs noted that schools are not used to being flexible about their premises. Typical comments included:
‘There is still a lack of understanding from teachers (about) the need for premises to be open for use during school holidays.  Teachers are very protective in us using their classrooms’

‘Difficulties occur when there is no key holder available’

‘..we don’t want to revamp toilets and the community room in line with standards from OFSTED and the Adult Learning Inspector as there is a possibility of selling off part of our premises’ 

In some schools, mainly primaries, there is also the issue of finding adequate space for the ESCO to work:

‘We had nowhere to put the ESCO, office space is really difficult’

One of the community team respondents felt that community access implies a community venue which appeared to contradict school lettings policy.  This respondent felt that more detailed local guidance was required on how school premises are used for extended services.  Areas where further guidance is needed include: lettings, financial regulations, engaging partners to deliver services on school premises, insurance and contracts.
4.7 Funding

A limited amount of funding was available for piloting extended services in Hertfordshire.  DfES advised that funding could be split to promote one full service school and other consortia.  However, following the consultation with schools and further liaison with potential consortia schools, it was decided that the majority of funding should be directed at consortia.  A small amount was retained centrally to fund the Extended Manager’s Post and associated costs.  
4.7.1 Allocation of funding

Funding was allocated to schools following proposals ratified by Elected Members.  Issues that were taken into account included relative disadvantage and the number of schools in the consortium.

Community teams and strategic core staff were asked about the appropriateness of levels of funding.  The majority of respondents felt that funding levels were not appropriate (10 out of 13 respondents who commented).  Without exception they thought levels of funding were too high considering the tight timescales given to consortia.  Typical comments were:
‘Consortia are struggling to spend their allocations – not sure we should give central funding to consortia ... it is more about working differently than funding new services’

‘There was probably too much funding for the timescales’

‘Not all of the funding has been used to the best advantage – there were pressures on ESCOs to spend allocated funds’

4.7.2 Impact of funding on delivery of outcomes

School based staff, Head teachers, ESCOs and hub managers were asked if the allocation of funding had enabled them to deliver on outcomes.  Nearly all respondents in this category expressed positive comments on funding, 16 respondents out of 18, who expressed an opinion, gave positive comments.  Respondents felt that funding had helped to bring consortia together.  One respondent noted that:

‘(Funding) has transformed some people’s attitude to the project’

However, even those who felt that funding had enabled them to deliver on outcomes had reservations.  Respondents felt that funding was vital to set up the pilot and to enable the roll out of extended activities but were frustrated by tight timescales affecting their ability to deliver on plans.  The temporary nature of ESCO contracts were another source of concern for school based staff:
‘Timing has been a huge barrier to delivering on outcomes’

 ‘We needed to be able to employ the ESCOs on longer contracts’

‘Schools need to be able to spend on capital to develop extended services; I think it helped when the capital expenditure rules were relaxed’

4.7.3 Future funding 

One strategic core respondent pointed out that the extended schools agenda was less about funding and more about changing the ways in which schools operate.  However, clear and unequivocal messages of support for prioritising this new agenda, from senior level within CSF, are needed to encourage schools to make changes.

This pilot and the funding associated with the pilot have raised the profile of extended schools in the county and reached some schools that were at best ambivalent to the concept of extended services.  Evidence to demonstrate this has been provided by ESCOs and hub leads who have often struggled to get some of the consortia schools to become fully involved in the pilot.  However, one of the main barriers to continued success at a local level, as perceived by school based staff, is the sustainability of activities given the uncertainty over future funding.
4.8 Business Planning

4.8.1 Business Plans

One of the requirements of implementing this pilot was to provide evidence of planning and expenditure.  Consortia were asked to provide a business plan shortly after they were allocated funding.  The business plan was required to be signed off by ESCMEG.  Outline guidance was given to consortia to support the business planning process, with flexibility to allow innovation in planning and implementation.  Out of a total of 36 respondents, 12 felt that the business planning process was transparent and straight forward, 20 felt that it was not and four were not sure.  All consortia have now submitted a business plan.  
4.8.2 Processes and Linkages

For those with previous knowledge experience or skills the business planning process was simple and straight forward.  Many of these respondents felt that requests for plans were reasonable.  However, for those without previous knowledge, skills and experience the process was extremely difficult.  Responses to questions on business planning were the most polemic. 
Typical comments on business planning from hub Head teachers who experienced difficulties were:

‘The criteria we had was clear and we submitted what we thought was a good business plan but it was rejected

‘…deadlines were unreasonable, all our plans were thrown out … this is very demoralising’

‘Horrendous!  It has been the worst part of the exercise’

Apart from the lack of previous knowledge, tight timescales and lack of detailed feedback following rejections were major issues for consortia who found the process difficult.

In terms of linkages to school development plans, the community development plans of schools with specialist status and other initiatives, it appears that those consortia who had found the business planning process straight forward had made the links.  Comments included:
‘We looked at development plans to help plan (extended schools) activities’
‘There has been a symbiotic relationship between extended schools business planning and schools development plans’
4.8.3 Guidance

Initial guidance to consortia was adequate and was well received at the time.  However, during the process of collating and compiling business plans, many consortia came to the conclusion that guidance was inadequate.  Those who had their initial plans rejected expressed confusion and were unclear about further requirements:
‘…it was not clear for us or the community team; it was like the blind leading the blind’

‘It feels now as if we were just doing things for the sake of it…I don’t like the term (business plan), it should be development plan or action plan’

‘It would have been really helpful to have seen a finished example of a business plan to know what was needed’

Central feedback on rejected business plans was not well received by consortia.  They found it confusing and reported that feedback did not give them a clear steer forward.  They felt they were floundering with little advice on how to improve their planning.

‘It would have been more useful to have more detailed feedback on what was needed’

‘When asked what was wrong with our business plan the answer was ‘it needs to be a bit sharper’ – what does this mean?’
It appears that too much detail was required at too early a stage in the pilot for many consortia to cope with.  Some consortia are only now completing initial plans.  One Head teacher felt that mixed messages were being given in business planning guidance.  This respondent felt that consortia were initially encouraged to be innovative during the pilot stages of the project, yet when innovative ideas and plans were put forward they were rejected.  Real frustrations were expressed about prescriptive processes and concentrating only on outcomes that are easily measurable.
4.8.4 Impact of service outcomes against DfES core offer definitions 

There was little detailed evidence of outcomes in the responses to questions.  Some consortia indicated that funding had helped them to deliver on outcomes, but, in reality, they appeared to mean that funding had helped them to plan and set up activities that had the potential to deliver good outcomes.  It appears to be too early in the project to make any conclusions about the impact of service outcomes against DfES core offer definitions.

4.9 Training

A comprehensive training programme on extended schools has been delivered since the start of the pilot.  Because of the speed of national developments in the extended schools agenda and the local context in which these changes are taking place, training has been delivered rapidly and frequently.  During this pilot, certain groups of staff have been required to change their role, to work in a new and different way to implement a complex change management process.  

Training has largely been well received, out of a total of 33 respondents who expressed opinions on training, 20 were positive, eight had mixed views on the effectiveness of training and five respondents felt that training had been ineffective.
4.9.1 Effectiveness of training

The majority of respondents felt that training had been effective.  The largest number of positive responses came from community team respondents.  Community teams have been required to undertake a huge volume of training in a short timeframe in order to act as brokers and to deliver support to consortia.  The fact that most school based respondents valued the input of community teams is a further indicator that training has been largely successful.

One of the most common positive comments on training was the opportunity for networking that training presented.  One respondent noted that ESCOs had particularly benefited from training, and others praised the content of training.  One central respondent noted that many of those who had presented at training courses, from other parts of CSF, had reported that they had found the training useful.  Typical positive comments included:
‘Interesting relevant speakers’
‘Everything really helped…the information gained by the ESCO is a definite benefit’
‘Training provides an opportunity for exchange of best practice’

Those who were negative rarely criticised the content of training courses.  Criticism concerned the speed with which training was delivered, the volume of training to assimilate and training sometimes being delivered too late:
‘It has been very good but it has been a bit too intense sometimes and a bit too quick.  I feel as if some people couldn’t get their heads around the training because of tight deadlines’
‘Too much too soon’

‘…would have liked to have seen less on the job training and more pre-training’

‘Governor training was good but too late’

One respondent, who had attended a number of national events, commented that training had been repetitive.  Another community team respondent felt that other professionals involved in mentoring the ESCOs should have been given the same training opportunities.  Another reported difficulties with how training was funded:
‘One thing that has rankled that I have picked up is that they were given funding then asked to hold back amounts for training’

4.9.2 Extended Schools Remodeling Programme

The Extended Schools remodeling programme has been well received by some respondents, particularly community team respondents but has been confusing for others.  
Examples of success include one consortium successfully adapting remodelling tools to deliver on a specific core offer.  Early evidence of their success is the development of Adult, Family and Community learning programmes for Adult Learning Week, but outcomes will take longer to evidence.  This development has been managed by the ESCO following on from remodelling training.  

Other examples of the success of remodelling training are given by community team respondents who reported that at least three consortia have used remodelling tools to help them towards delivery on outcomes.  However, one of the respondents noted that in terms of delivering aspects of the core offer, the remodelling tools may have been less effective because remodelling workshops were shortened.  The remodelling process might have been more effective if consortia had been engaged before they were required to produce business plans.

4.9.3 Future Training Needs

There was clear consensus that further training was needed and most respondents felt that an ongoing programme of training would be useful.  Respondents felt they needed further training on issues such as commissioning, procurement, finance, data analysis and best practice.  Many respondents requested opportunities for further networking and one felt that an opportunity to shadow successful individuals would be helpful.  Typical comments included:

‘An opportunity for children’s centre leads, community teams and ESCOs to discuss common or overlapping areas of work would be useful.’

‘Basic commissioning training would be useful for community teams’

‘Chairing meetings and note taking’

‘More shadowing, identifying best practice and what works’

4.10 Data

Consortia were required to audit the needs of their community at an early stage in this pilot, in order to plan appropriate activities based on need.  As part of their planning processes, schools shared existing information on community need with their consortium, for example schools with specialist status were able to share information from their Community Development Plans.  All consortia made an effort to research the needs of their community. However, difficulties with tight timescales resulted in incomplete or inadequate information and a concentration on the school’s parental body rather than the community as a whole.
4.10.1 Local Data
In addition to using information on community need contained within Community Development Plans, most consortia conducted a parental audit.   However, many respondents felt that audits were not particularly successful because they were not representative, did not give them enough information or were rushed:

‘The questionnaire was useful but it was a bit too rushed’

‘Yet another paper questionnaire for my parents to take home…the data has been of little use, it represented a small number of families across the consortium’

‘At the moment we are still focusing on the parent body rather than on the community’
  One respondent felt that the ‘snapshot’ type information provided by a single survey was not adequate for planning.  Another consortium felt they had benefited from super output data.  Previously, only ward level data was available to them and this larger scale data set did not adequately represent the disadvantage of the small area in which the school is situated.  

One of the barriers to using data successfully to inform planning is schools having difficulties in discerning what data is relevant and appropriate to collect.  It appears that the value of school based data in the context of extended services development is not fully understood.

4.10.2 Central data

Respondents who mentioned central data outlined difficulties in obtaining information in a format that was useful for them in terms of management information for planning.  One respondent described how the community team had struggled to support them by obtaining information that is collected centrally by the LA.  
Consortia need information on levels of disadvantage in their areas including data on employment levels, skills levels, low income families and child care availability and take up.  Centrally held data, including easily accessible data such as information on achievement, was not made available to consortia.  Typical comments on difficulties with data included:
‘‘We would have liked information on employment levels in the area, adult literacy rates etc, so that we can plan more efficiently’

We need to gather data like teenage pregnancy levels, low income families, lowest 30% of child care places, parents needs, family learning etc’

4.10.3 Future data needs

Data collection is important to inform local planning and measure performance and effectiveness.  There is a need to support consortia to gather additional and more relevant data.  Management Information data at a central level appears to need developing.  Respondents reported difficulties in knowing where to go for central data and what data was available for them to use.  It would also be valuable to create a link between consortia and the expertise of School Effectiveness Advisors.   Typical comments about future data needs included:
‘Eventually we need to measure whether this has made a difference to children as successful learners’

‘I think we should be talking to the parents and children more in the playground’

5 Conclusion and Recommendations
5.1 Composition of consortia 

A broad range of consortia were chosen by the policy group to represent as many different schools, areas and groups of people as possible.  All of the consortia contained a mix of primary and secondary schools, with many including a children’s centre or special school where practicable.  The consensus amongst respondents showed that the composition of consortia was as good as could have been arranged at the time given the fact that this pilot was breaking new ground that most schools in Hertfordshire have no history of working collaboratively and given the tight timescales. 
5.1.1 Recommendations

· In the future it will be vital to ensure that extended schools consortia are coterminous with the planned children’s centres.  82 children’s centres will be operational in the county by 2010.  

· It will not be possible to support 82 extended schools consortia in Hertfordshire by then, but consideration needs be given to the reconfiguring of existing consortia to fit in with children’s centre boundaries.  Any further consortia should be planned in conjunction with children’s centre developments. 
· Geographical proximity is important both to fit in with children’s centre boundaries and to allow access to the core offer.
· Loose networks of schools should be promoted where good practice, ideas, barriers and solutions could be shared between similar schools without the need for rigid meetings and increased work load. 
5.2 Hub/Lead Schools 
A range of different hub or lead schools were chosen to pilot as many different configurations as possible.  Many respondents felt it was too early to say if hub schools had been effective, however, the majority of respondents felt that it was necessary and useful to have a hub school for each consortium.  Many respondents were unclear as to why and how a hub school had been identified.  There was no transparent process to identify hubs and this was a cause of concern for consortia.  The initial aim to include as broad a range of schools and children centres as possible may, in the light of experience, have resulted in the local authority trying to pilot too much too soon. 
5.2.1 Recommendations
· A more robust and transparent process for identifying hub/lead schools needs to be agreed on for future consortia.  The following factors need to be taken into account when deciding which school to appoint as the hub: 

· Commitment of the Head teacher 

· An understanding of the extended schools agenda 

· An understanding of local community needs 

· Commitment to collaborative working 

· Good leadership 

· Vision, drive, energy and commitment to the project 

· The ability to ensure other schools are engaged 

· The ability to resolve conflict
· A democratic approach 
· Other factors affecting school effectiveness
· Management of a hub school does not necessarily need to be handled by a Head teacher.  Developments in the implementation of the Schools Workforce Remodelling Programme and further roll out of the extended Schools Remodelling Programme will support this.  
· Governors need to be briefed further and kept informed of developments. 
· It appears that special schools are not well placed to provide the lead for consortia. 
5.3 Coordination of Consortia 

All of the Head teachers of hub schools were unanimous in their opinion that the extra work involved in leading a consortium was onerous.  Without exception, they reported that they could not have taken on this role without a coordinator. DfES guidance and the development of the school workforce should release Heads’ capacity and enable others to take on these roles.  Findings from this evaluation proved that Extended Schools Coordinators are vital to the successful running of consortia.  Consortia who had only recently recruited an ESCO or who had experienced gaps in coordination had experienced difficulties in implementing the pilot.
Management and induction of Extended Schools Coordinators appeared to be inconsistent.  The job description was considered adequate; however, a large proportion of respondents felt it was not graded correctly.  They felt that the job description should have been graded higher.  As would be expected, the job of the Extended Schools Coordinator has developed along with the pilot, but some significant tasks that were not include in the original job description had since come to light.  Specifically, it appears that contracts and commissioning work is a more significant aspect of the job than was first thought.  Successful Extended Schools Coordinators were described as:

· Being effective in creating networks between schools, communities and other partners

· Developing a process for joint working.  

· Translating plans into action

· Being able to communicate well

· Handling publicity

Factors hindering effective coordination of consortia business included:

· ESCOs not being aware of the finer points of the extended schools agenda

· Tight deadlines

· ESCOs being overwhelmed by the workload

· Insufficient guidance on processes and requirements

· Unclear expectations

· Make up of consortia

· Working with Heads who are used to directing others and not being directed

· Lack of enthusiasm by schools

· Getting a large number of schools with different agendas on board

5.3.1 Recommendations
· The Extended Schools Coordinator function is vital to the running of consortia business and should be a prerequisite to rolling out this agenda.  
· Management and Induction of Extended Schools Coordinators needs to be more consistent and further detailed guidance on this would help support consortia. 
· Extended Schools Coordinators should be employed on longer term contracts. 
· The job description for the Extended Schools Coordinator post needs to be looked at again in the light of this pilot.  Consideration needs to be given to incorporating elements of contract management and commissioning into the job description.
· Consideration should be given to grading this post at a higher level.
5.4 Role of Community Teams 

Community teams have acted as brokers in this pilot providing a balance between government and CSF requirements and consortia.  They have provided support, information and guidance to consortia, in particular to ESCOs.
A lot of effort and planning had gone into developing relationships with consortia. Community team leads have made huge efforts to bring themselves up to speed with a very new and rapidly developing agenda and have made themselves available to Extended Schools Coordinators, hub school managers and other consortium members. 
However, relations are complex and vary according to expectation, experience and personality.  The style of leadership and development of support has resulted in constant communications between community teams and consortia. The steep learning curve for community teams has occurred against a backdrop of a constant change and has required some community team officers to adapt to new ways of working.  It was not possible to fully determine the level of senior support for community teams from this evaluation. 
5.4.1 Recommendations

· A clear model of community team engagement and working needs to be developed.  

· Ownership from senior managers in CSF is vital if community teams are to change or expand their remit.

· Support at a local level for consortia is important and will need to be developed further.  
· There may be a need to develop a career path for community team officers with opportunities to gain further qualifications, for example in community development. 
Any recommendations for the future role of community teams are necessarily speculative until after their review has been completed.  

5.5 Central Support

The capacity of central support for the extended schools pilot is limited in the main to just one post, the Extended Schools Manager.  The Extended Schools Manager provides both a strategic and operational lead for the extended schools agenda.  

Evidence gathered from this research suggests that the role of the Extended Schools Manager is onerous and the post holder has used her tremendous drive and initiative to move this pilot forward.  Hertfordshire appears to be ‘playing catch-up’ with central government initiatives and the national steer on remodeling has been confusing; both issues have had an impact on the workload of the Extended Schools Manager.

Central support has not been as effective as it could have been due to lack of capacity.  One post is not enough to provide the level of support to maintain the pilot of full capacity and would not be able to support other consortia.  Feedback from the regional NRT Advisor and ContinYou noted that there was insufficient central capacity in Hertfordshire.  
5.5.1 Recommendations
· There is strong evidence of the need for a dedicated central support team that is well informed by knowledge and experience.  
· Some increase in central support capacity is required.

· A large central support team would not be required if an improved network of senior staff from areas such as finance, commissioning, contracts etc formed an advisory team to support implementation of the extended services agenda.

· Robust strategic and operational links need to be developed between the School Effectiveness Advisors and the Extended Schools central support team.

· Central support management information needs to be developed as a matter of urgency to support both existing consortia and the roll out of further consortia.

· A manual containing good quality relevant written guidance documents, to support roll-out of future consortia and to support existing consortia, needs to be compiled. 
5.6 Collaborative Working

Many consortia are demonstrating a willingness to collaborate on joint programmes but collaborative projects have only just started to be implemented.  Community team respondents observed that many schools were still inward looking, wary of collaborative projects and had not ‘bought in’ to the agenda unless they could see an immediate benefit for their school.  This view appears to be backed up by a lack of evidence of joined-up planning processes.  This may mean that messages about the beneficial outcomes of extended services have not been picked up by schools. 
Although it is too early in the pilot to expect robust and effective collaboration, there is evidence of schools meeting regularly and starting to set up joint planning structures.  Very tight timescales were cited by many respondents as the main reason for not developing robust planning processes.  Some respondents felt that it had taken the first year of the pilot to set up and that more time was needed to implement joint projects.  Despite difficulties with timescales there are some examples of early partnership work. 
It is early in the project to measure if schools are maximizing use of their premises.  No specific examples of particular innovation were given by respondents.  Frustrations were reported with lack of suitable or flexible space and with site issues such as caretaking. 
5.6.1 Recommendations
· It is essential for the project to have a board level ‘champion’.  

· There is a need to demonstrate senior management ownership of this agenda to facilitate greater partnership working between schools and other partners in order to successfully implement the extended schools agenda.
· A prioritisation of the extended services agenda at senior level within CSF would convey the messages that this is not just another initiative but the future way of working.  

· Consortia need to be supplied with exemplars of good practice.
5.7 Funding

The majority of strategic core respondents felt that funding levels were not appropriate.  Without exception they thought the level of funding was too high.  Respondents felt that funding was vital to set up a pilot and to enable the roll-out extended activities but were frustrated by tight timescales affecting their ability to deliver on plans.  The temporary nature of Extended Schools Coordinator contracts was a source of concern for school-based staff.  Evidence from this evaluation suggests that tight timescales were more of a problem than the level of funding allocated.  All consortia were concerned about the future sustainability of activities. 
5.7.1 Recommendations

· Consortia need to be given direction on future funding arrangements as early as possible.  

· With limited funding in future years, clear and unequivocal messages of support for prioritising extended services, from senior level within CSF, is vital to encourage schools to make changes. 
5.8 Business Planning
Business planning was a difficult process for consortia.  For those with previous knowledge, experience or skills, the business planning process appeared to be simple and straightforward.  However, for the majority without previous knowledge, skills and experience the process was frustrating and problematic.  

Apart from lack of knowledge and tight timescales, the lack of detailed feedback following rejection of business plans was a major issue for consortia.  Initial guidance to consortia was adequate and was well received at the time.  However, during the process of collating and compiling business plans, many consortia came to the conclusion that initial guidance was inadequate.  

Consortia who had their initial plans rejected expressed confusion and were unclear about further requirements,  It appears that too much detail was required at too early a stage in the pilot for consortia to cope with.  Processes for feedback on business plans were not robust.  There is little detailed evidence about outcomes against DfES core definitions. 
5.8.1 Recommendations

· Further detailed guidance is required for consortia along with exemplars.  

· Guidance needs to be more prescriptive whilst allowing for innovation.

· Consideration should have been given to more risky /unusual plans to fully test this pilot. 

5.9 Training 

Training was generally well received.   Due to the speed of national developments in the extended schools agenda and the local context in which these changes are taking place, training has been delivered rapidly and frequently.  During this pilot, certain groups of staff have been required to change their role, to work in a new and different way to implement a complex change management process. 

Opportunities for networking were valued by all respondents.  Those who were negative about training rarely criticised the content of training courses.  Criticisms concerned the speed with which training was delivered, the volume of training to assimilate and training sometimes being delivered too late.

The Extended Schools Remodelling Programme has also been well received by many respondents.  There is early evidence of success but outcomes will take longer to evidence. 

5.9.1 Recommendations

· Further training is needed for everyone involved in the extended services agenda.  

· School based respondents felt they needed further training on issues such as commissioning, procurement, finance, data analysis and best practice.  

· Opportunities for further networking should be developed.
5.10 Data   

All consortia had made an effort to research the needs of their community. However, difficulties with tight timescales resulted in incomplete or inadequate information and concentration on the schools’ parental body rather than the community as a whole. 

Consortia have found it difficult to access centrally held data.  There appears to be a wealth of data held by CSF that would be useful for consortia in planning extended services.  However, there is a lack of management information capacity at central support level and data is often not in a format accessible to schools. Respondents reported difficulties in knowing where to go for central data and what data was available for them to use.

5.10.1 Recommendations

· Management Information needs to be made available to support the development of extended services.

· Consortia need to be able to access centralised data in a format that is useful to them for planning.  
· School Standards and Effectiveness staff could provide valuable information to consortia.  

Appendix 1
Questionnaire – Extended Schools Pilot Evaluation

Questionnaire for semi-structured qualitative interviews with Schools, Governors and ESCOs
Name: 

Job Title:
	QUESTION
	COMMENTS

	1. What are your views on the composition of your consortia?  

· Are there any further schools you would have liked to include?

	

	2. Can you describe the process of working together as a consortium?

· In terms of the most successful aspects of working collaboratively.

· In terms of the barriers to working together effectively.


	

	3. How useful has it been to have a hub or lead school?  


	

	4. Has your hub school been effective?

· If so, how has it been effective?

· If not, why not?


	

	5. What constitutes a good hub school?


	

	For non-hub schools
6. Have you experienced any barriers to working effectively with your hub school?


	

	For hub schools
7. Have you experienced any barriers with other schools within your consortium?


	

	8. How have line management arrangements for the ESCO been effective?

· Have you experienced any barriers?


	

	9. How important is the role of the ESCO to the success of the consortium?

	

	10. In your opinion, is the job description for ESCOs (your job description) appropriate in terms of the range of issues that they (you) engage in? 
· If not, what do you think should be added/ changed?

	

	11. How effective have the ESCOs (you) been in coordinating their (your) consortia business?
· Where have you (they) been most effective?

· What barriers have you (they) encountered?

	

	12. Can you describe relations between ESCOs and Community Teams?


	

	13. What have been the most helpful aspects of support from your community team?


	

	14. Can you describe joined up planning processes to deliver on outcomes within your consortia?


	

	15. Has the business planning process been straight forward and transparent?

· If not, how could the process have been improved?

	

	16. How helpful was the business planning guidance?

	

	17. How have schools within your consortium linked the business planning process to school development plans?
	

	18. Have you any schools with specialist status in your consortium?

· If so, how have you linked your business planning process to the Community Development Plans of specialist schools?
	

	19. Have you established any links with other consortia?

· If so have these links been effective?

· What factors have contributed to this success?


	

	20. In your opinion, how effective have training programmes for ESCOs/ Community Teams/ Schools been?
· Is there any further training need?


	

	21. Has your consortium been involved in the Extended Schools Remodelling programme workshop?

· If so, how effective has the Extended Schools Remodelling programme been in supporting your consortia to deliver on outcomes?


	

	22. How have your school premises been used for extended school activities?


	

	23 Have you been able to maximise the potential of your consortia premises?

· If so how have you made the most effective use of space?

· If not, what barriers have you encountered?


	

	24. If you have been involved in gathering or examining data – has the process been useful?
· If so what data has been most useful?

· If not, what barriers have you experienced?

· What further data do we need to collect?


	

	25. Has the central support for consortia been effective?

· What aspects have been most effective?

· What aspects have been least effective?

	

	26. In your opinion, how could central support be developed in the future, to enable roll out of extended schools across the county? 


	

	27. How has the allocation of funding enabled you to deliver on outcomes?

· What barriers have you experienced?


	

	28. Have you any further comments?


	


Date:

Time:

Interviewer:
Questionnaire – Extended Schools Pilot Evaluation

Questionnaire for semi-structured qualitative interviews with strategic core staff including managers, community teams etc

Name: 

Job Title:
	QUESTION
	COMMENTS

	1. What are your views on the composition of the consortia?  

· For example, did we get the mix and number of schools right in terms of primary, secondary, nursery, children’s centres etc?

	

	2. What are your views on the identification of the hub schools?  

· Did we get it right?  

· If not, what other factors have come to light that would have affected those decisions?

· If so, what constitutes a good hub school?


	

	3. In your opinion, how effective have the hub schools been?

· In terms of management 

· In terms of governance 

· In terms of support for the ESCO

· In terms of quality

· If some hubs have been more effective than others what are the main factors contributing to their success?


	

	4. How important is the role of the ESCO to the success of the consortia?

	

	5. In your opinion, is the job description for ESCOs appropriate in terms of the range of issues that they engage in? 
· If not, what do you think should be added/ changed?

	

	6. How effective have the ESCOs been in coordinating their consortia business?
· Are there any common factors shared by the most successful?


	

	7. Are you aware of any barriers faced by the ESCOs?


	

	8. Can you describe relations between ESCOs and Community Teams?


	

	9. Has the business planning process for consortia been straight forward and transparent?

· If not, how could the process have been improved?

	

	10. How helpful was the business planning guidance?

	

	11. How have consortia schools linked their business planning process with their school development plans?

	

	12. How have consortia linked their business planning process to the Community Development Plans of specialist schools?


	

	13. Can you describe joined up planning to deliver on outcomes within the consortia?

· What has been most effective?

· What factors have contributed to this success?


	

	14. In your opinion, how effective have training programmes for ESCOs/ Community Teams/ Schools/Governors been?
· Is there any further training need?


	

	For community teams only
15. Have you found the Extended Schools Remodelling Programme process (tools and techniques) helpful in terms of supporting consortia to deliver on outcomes?


	

	16. Has the central support for consortia been effective?

· What aspects have been most effective?

· What aspects have been least effective?

	

	17. In your opinion, how could central support be developed in the future, to enable roll out of this pilot to other schools? 


	

	18. If you have been involved in gathering or examining data – has the process been useful?
· If so what data has been most useful?

· If not, what barriers have you experienced?

· What further data do we need to collect?


	

	19.  Have you any views on how effectively school premises have been used to deliver extended school activities?


	

	20. What are your views on the level of funding allocated to each consortium?


	

	21. Has allocated funding enabled consortia to deliver on outcomes?

· If not, why not?


	

	22. Have you any further comments?


	


Date:

Time:

Interviewer:
Appendix 2
Job Description                  

JOB TITLE: 

Extended Schools Consortium Coordinator

GRADE: 


H7
HOURS:


37
CONTRACT: 
1-year 

REPORTS TO: 
Hub Manager
DEPARTMENT: 

Children, Schools and Families
LOCATION: 

XXXXXXXXXX
PURPOSE OF THE JOB

To work with a consortium of schools, children’s centres, other partners and CSF staff, to ensure the successful implementation and delivery of extended services across the consortium and to facilitate the further development of extended and full service schools in Hertfordshire.
MAIN AREAS OF RESPONSIBILITY
1. To work with a consortium of schools to produce, monitor and evaluate the consortium business plan based on responses to local community needs and help schools and partners to develop and deliver extended services initiatives built on existing provision and identified need

2. To assist the consortium schools and partners with identifying and securing funding for extended schools initiatives

3. To support the schools in ensuring that plans for extended services are part of the Schools’ Development Plans

4. To attend and organise relevant meetings in relation to the development and maintenance of the extended schools programme

5. In collaboration with CSF Community Team staff, assist and advise the consortium with practical matters including premises issues 

6. To support the development and maintenance of the extended schools network to build and share good practice and share information

7. To maintain systems to evaluate the work of Extended Schools based on national and local guidance

8. To disseminate information about the consortium to relevant bodies, including examples of good practice
9. To ensure that the programme, services and activities at each school are sustainable and fit with national priorities such as the Children Act and ‘5 Year strategy for children and learners’

10. To ensure high quality communication both within identified schools and the wider community in respect of extended schools activities

CRIMINAL RECORDS BUREAU 

This post is classed as having a high degree of contact with children or vulnerable adults and is exempt from the Rehabilitation of Offenders Act 1974.  An enhanced disclosure will be sought through the Criminal Records Bureau as part of Hertfordshire County Council’s pre-employment checks. Please note that additional information referring to the Criminal Records Bureau is in the guidance notes to the application form.  If you are invited to an interview you will receive more information.
EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES

All staff are expected to respect the contributions, opinions and requirements of people regardless of their culture, ethnic origin, gender, age or abilities.  The Department insists this standard is applied at all times while representing the authority and in the delivery of its services.

HEALTH AND SAFETY
It will be the duty of every employee while at work to take reasonable care for the Health and Safety of themselves and of other persons who may be affected by their acts or omissions at work.

· The duties and responsibilities listed above describe the post as it is at present.  The postholder is expected to accept any reasonable alterations that may from time to time be necessary.

Person Specification

JOB TITLE: 

Extended Schools Consortium Coordinator

GRADE: 


H7
HOURS:


37
CONTRACT: 
1-year 

REPORTS TO: 
Hub Manager
DEPARTMENT: 

Children, Schools and Families
LOCATION: 

XXXXXXXXXX
Education, Training and Professional Qualifications

1. 
Good standard of education to level 3 or equivalent

2.        Background in education, social or health care or community development

Equal opportunities

1. 
Demonstrate a commitment to equal opportunities and anti-discriminatory practice

Skills and Abilities

1. Good understanding of the extended schools agenda

2. Familiar with research and consulting techniques

3. Good presentation skills and report writing skills

4. Excellent verbal skills to effectively communicate with a range of people

5. Ability to successfully network and negotiate with schools, other government agencies, district councils, parents, voluntary and community organisations, private organisations and other partners.

6. Ability to manage and monitor budgets

7. Ability to collect and analyse data

8. Ability to use own initiative, organise own workload and set priorities

9. Ability to motivate consortium  members

10. Ability to grasp local political issues 

Experience

1. Experience of promoting partnership working and dealing with other agencies

2. Proven track record of managing successful projects

3. Experience of producing, monitoring and evaluating business/development plans

4. Experience of working with schools

5. Experience of chairing meetings
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