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Background 
The National School Chaplaincy Program (NSCP) was announced in 2006 to support schools to establish or expand school chaplaincy services. Total funding of $165 million was allocated to the program, with two funding rounds conducted in 2007 (Round 1 outcomes were announced in July 2007 and Round 2 outcomes announced in October 2007). 

Broadly, the intended objective of chaplaincy/pastoral care services is to provide general personal and spiritual advice as well as comfort and support to students, their families and school staff. Chaplains make themselves available to the entire school community, regardless of religious denomination or religious beliefs. The choice of chaplaincy/pastoral care services (including the religious affiliation of the chaplain) is determined by the local school community following broad consultation. Students are not obliged to participate. Parents and students are informed about the availability and non-compulsory nature of the chaplaincy services.
Under the program, schools could receive a maximum of $60,000 over 3 years to establish or expand chaplaincy services to the school community (2 days per week service/expansion for maximum funding). Schools across all sectors are currently receiving funding under the program however the proportion varies considerably between the states and territories. The sector breakdown shows that around half (45.6%) of independent schools, 28% of government schools and 17% of Catholic schools are funded under the NSCP. 
The NSCP currently funds approximately 2,700 schools across Australia. Nationally, 28% of Australian schools have a chaplaincy service funded through the NSCP. Almost 2,000 of these chaplains (73%) are placed in government schools and the remaining 27% are placed in non‑government schools. More than half the chaplains (54%) are placed in primary schools, a further 21% in combined primary/secondary schools and the remaining 25% work in high schools. A breakdown by region shows that almost 57% of chaplains are placed in metropolitan areas, 39% in regional areas and about 4% of chaplains are placed in remote schools (see Attachment A for data tables). The vast majority of chaplains are Christians, with a small number of chaplains from the Islamic, Jewish and Buddhist faiths and other non‑affiliated or secular groups.
Part of the original intention of the NSCP was to provide direct funding to schools where the need was greatest. A criterion of ‘need’ was one of those against which applications for funding were assessed. Unfortunately, only 17% of schools supported under the Smarter Schools National Partnership for Low Socio‑economic Status School Communities – arguably schools with high need for pastoral care services – were funded under the NSCP (issues relating to possible targeting of future funding is discussed on pp7-13; 17). 

In 2008, the Deputy Prime Minister approved a change to the NSCP guidelines permitting schools unable to recruit a suitable chaplain to appoint alternative individuals such as counsellors, youth workers or other secular support staff. These support workers need to be appropriately qualified, are subject to the same child protection checks as the chaplains and have to sign a Code of Conduct. Under the program these individuals are described as ‘secular pastoral care workers’. To date, nine schools have taken up the secular pastoral care worker option.
Special funding was also granted through the National School Chaplaincy Program to schools affected by the 2009 Victorian bushfires, to make additional chaplaincy services available to school communities in the region in need of pastoral care, support and comfort. 
Reviewing the National School Chaplaincy Program
Purpose of this issues paper
In August 2009, the Department of Employment, Education and Workplace Relations (DEEWR), which administers the NSCP, commenced a review of the program and began collecting feedback from some of the major stakeholders of the NSCP – the state/territory governments who are responsible for government schools, and the Catholic and Independent school systems. This information, together with information DEEWR collects from schools participating in the program and information provided by the major chaplaincy service providers, was used to inform the Australian Government’s decision to extend the NSCP until the end of 2011. The Australian Government also determined that a national consultation process should be conducted in 2010, seeking views on the NSCP from a broad range of stakeholders and interested members of the public. 
The purpose of this paper is to provide a summary of feedback received to date on the NSCP and to identify key issues to be explored during the consultation meetings between DEEWR representatives and your organisation. It is not intended to be an exhaustive list of discussion points and you are free to raise any issues or options for the NSCP that you wish during the consultation process. 
Consultation Process

The national consultation process will examine the effectiveness of the NSCP and its suitability to address current/future needs and priorities. It will provide a review of NSCP activities and achievements, an overview of student and school support services available outside of the NSCP, and consider the relationship between the NSCP and these services. This will include any gaps or overlaps, an examination of the degree to which chaplains may undertake a unique role and contrast the role of secular support workers and chaplains.
Process

The national consultation process will be broadly divided into two stages: 

· Stage One –stakeholder meetings 

· Stage Two – public discussion paper 

Stage One:

· A series of meetings with key stakeholders will be conducted in each state and territory to discuss issues and views on the effectiveness of the NSCP and future program options. 

· Information on the consultation process will be made available to the public through the DEEWR website. This information will include an overview of the consultation process, the proposed timeline, and processes for registering interest to participate in consultation meetings and/or lodging a submission.

Stage Two:

· A Discussion Paper will be drafted on the basis of the information and advice received during the stakeholder consultation in Stage One, as well as research conducted by DEEWR. 

· This Discussion Paper will identify key issues and perspectives raised by stakeholders concerning future chaplaincy/pastoral care/student support activities. 
· The Discussion Paper will then be provided to all stakeholders consulted during Stage One and will also be made available to the public via the DEEWR website. A media release will be issued to announce the release of the Discussion Paper and option for people to make submissions. 
· Comments on the Discussion Paper will be collated and analysed and will inform consideration of possible program options following completion of the NSCP. Further stakeholder discussions may be held at this stage.
Information sources 
In late 2009 preliminary feedback on the NSCP and other evaluation information was sought from a variety of sources. Key sources were:
1. State and Territory Education Departments. 
DEEWR wrote to all State and Territory Education Department Directors-General in August 2009 requesting feedback on a number of aspects of the NSCP.
2. Faith-Based and Independent School Systems. 
In August 2009 DEEWR also wrote to the major faith-based and independent school associations requesting feedback on the NSCP.
3. Feedback from Schools 

a. Progress Reports

DEEWR requires each school funded under the program to provide a Progress Report on their chaplaincy service in order to obtain each funding instalment. These Progress Reports detail the types of activities undertaken by chaplains, their interactions with the school community and the level of ongoing support for the chaplaincy service in the wider school community.

b. Monitoring Visits

DEEWR undertakes monitoring visits to a large number of schools throughout Australia and speaks directly to school staff and chaplains about the operation of the NSCP.
4.  Feedback from Chaplaincy Service Providers 

a. National School Chaplaincy Association (NSCA) Report

The National School Chaplaincy Association (an organisation representing the major government school chaplaincy service providers) commissioned the Edith Cowan University’s School of Psychology and Social Science to undertake a study examining the effectiveness of NSCA chaplaincy services. The report was released on 13 October 2009.
5. Ministerial Correspondence
The Deputy Prime Minister and DEEWR regularly receive correspondence from the participants in the program and the public, providing information and perspectives on the National School Chaplaincy Program and related issues. 

6.
Complaints

Complaints received about implementation of the program are monitored by DEEWR, with appropriate action taken upon receipt. Issues and trends have been considered in the development of this paper.
Summary of information 

1. Feedback from State/Territory Education Departments

State/Territory Education Departments were asked to provide overall comments on the NSCP as well as additional comments on a number of specific topics which are listed below. The feedback from state/territory governments was largely consistent with comments from the independent and faith‑based school systems.
Program Benefits

Respondents were asked to describe the contribution the National School Chaplaincy Program has made to schools in their jurisdictions and to list aspects of the program which worked well. 
The following points were consistently mentioned:

· The flexibility of the NSCP allowed schools to develop programs to address their specific needs.

· Chaplains were on-site so knew the school culture and specific issues facing students. 

· Given that chaplains were not seen as school staff and had no teaching load, students were more open and comfortable with them and chaplains were more available to students.

· There were notable positive effects on student behaviour with a decrease in anti-social behaviours and increases in self-esteem, emotional and spiritual wellbeing and resilience.

· Chaplains were able to provide proactive, immediate and case-specific early intervention services, helping to prevent escalation or entrenchment of issues. They were also able to identify and assist ‘at-risk’ children and were particularly valued in primary schools where there can be more limited access to counsellors.

· Chaplains provided confidential support for students, parents/families and staff and were able to refer individuals and families to outside agencies and support services as needed. Schools frequently noted the role of chaplains in improving family liaison and greater ‘links’ to the wider community.

· Chaplains were able to provide support for general values and relationship development rather than just a specific religious focus and provided programs for certain specific issues such as grief & loss.

· Chaplains were vital at times of crisis such as the Victorian bushfires and times of conflict or loss and were seen as a resource for students, staff and the broader school community.

Areas for improvement 

Respondents were also asked to describe aspects of the program which did not work well. Issues raised were:

· A minimum level of qualifications should be required

· Professional development needs to be both improved and mandatory

· The available budget usually restricted chaplains to part-time work

· Some schools had difficulty developing duty statements for chaplains due to the flexibility of the NSCP Guidelines (It should be noted that this flexibility was also seen as one of the program’s strengths) 

· Some school staff and parents were concerned about the religious connotations of the program and the term “chaplain” (in South Australia the term ‘Christian Pastoral Support Worker’ is used).
Interaction with other programs

Respondents stated that the NSCP complemented other school wellbeing programs and chaplains integrated well into school welfare teams.

Funding

While the funding arrangements were reported as generally operating well, the administrative arrangements were seen as overly complex by some jurisdictions. Almost all respondents stated the maximum grant amounts available under the NSCP were not adequate for regional and remote schools.

Geographic issues 

Most respondents stated that remote and regional schools experienced difficulty recruiting chaplains to part-time positions, and in some cases were unable to fill available vacancies due to the positions supported/created by the NSCP grant usually being part-time positions. 
High travel costs impeded access to training and professional development for chaplains working in non-metropolitan schools (as the NSCP grant was not usually sufficient to cover these) and were also problematic for chaplains working in a ‘cluster’ of non-metropolitan schools (i.e. one chaplain working in a number of geographically separated schools). 
NSCP continuation 

While support was expressed for continuation of the program, a number of respondents suggested that chaplains should have a broader pastoral care or youth development role.

2. Feedback from Faith-based and Independent school systems

DEEWR wrote to the CEOs of the major Faith-based and Independent school systems to request feedback on the NSCP. Those consulted were:

· the Independent Schools Council of Australia; 

· the National Catholic Education Commission and nine Catholic Education Offices; 

· the Australian Council of Jewish Schools; and
· the Australian Council for Islamic Education in Schools.
Respondents were asked to provide overall comments plus additional comments on a number of specific topics. The questions were the same as those asked of state/territory education departments. 
Program Benefits

There was consistent feedback regarding the flexibility of the program and how it empowered school communities to identify the kind of program and chaplain who would best meet local needs. 

Most respondents emphasised the importance of the following services provided by chaplains:

· The service was available to students and their families and chaplains could refer families to other welfare agencies and make home visits

· Support was immediate and on-site (but limited by the part-time nature of the NSCP)

· Services could target those most in need 

· Chaplains were often involved in dispute mediation and behavioural issues, with reports from schools indicating a decrease in anti-social behaviour in schools with chaplains

· Many chaplains were qualified counsellors able to offer support in crisis situations

· Chaplains were often young and could act as good role models for the students
· Many chaplains offered interfaith activities, helping breakdown stereotypes 

· Primary schools (and small schools) particularly valued the NSCP chaplain as they often did not have welfare workers or counsellors

· Staff appreciated an objective person to talk to and chaplains were able to ease the pastoral burden on staff

Areas for improvement 

Identified areas for improvement focussed on funding issues (current amounts insufficient to meet need) and the reporting and administration requirements.

Other issues raised were:

· The endorsement requirements for chaplains are based on the major Christian denominational structures and are not always appropriate for other faiths
· A small number objected to the term “chaplain” 

· Some found it a challenge to establish role and duty statements which fit into the existing school welfare structure

· There were ongoing difficulties recruiting chaplains in remote and regional areas and even in some cities due to the high demand created by the NSCP

Interaction with other programs

The main points raised by respondents were:

· The NSCP enhanced wellbeing programs

· Students reluctant to meet with a counsellor were often willing to speak informally with a chaplain
· Chaplains were especially important for boarding students

· Chaplains were able to provide outreach programs for the whole school community (e.g. parenting support programs, nutrition initiatives).
Funding 

While some respondents indicated that the grant amounts provided though the NSCP were sufficient for the service they provided, many expressed support for greater funding to appoint full-time chaplains rather than the average 2 days per week model and identified a need to index grant funding to accommodate Consumer Price Index (CPI) increases.
Some school systems suggested funding the system rather than having individual schools each needing to apply for and acquit funding. The ‘short-term’ nature of the NSCP also presented problems with forward program planning. 

Continuation  

Responses varied on the issue of continuation of the NSCP, with some respondents expressing support for a general expansion of the program while others supported a focus on targeting school socio-economic status (SES) and disadvantaged students and families. Many stated the NSCP provided benefits to the broader community and so had great benefits over other school based programs.

3. Feedback from Schools 

a) Progress reports 

Schools granted funding under the NSCP provide an annual progress report on their chaplaincy service which details the types of activities undertaken by chaplains, their interactions with the school community and the level of ongoing support for the chaplaincy service in the wider school community.

The information contained in the progress reports has been summarised under two main headings: program benefits and areas for improvement. 
Program Benefits

· The flexibility permitted under the program allowed schools to tailor the activities and services provided by their chaplain to their individual school requirements. Examples include nutrition programs and anti-bullying programs, structured programs such as ‘Seasons for Growth’ and ‘Rainbows’ (dealing with bereavement and loss), and unstructured ‘drop-in spaces’ where the chaplain is available (mostly in high schools) or school playground interactions (mostly in primary schools).

· The ability of chaplains to work with families of students at risk and their knowledge of outside agencies enabled them to provide assistance to families and referrals to appropriate outside agencies. School staff often do not have the time or expertise to do this.

· Chaplains were also of benefit to school staff both in terms of being a listening ear (outside the system) in relation to personal or school-based problems. They also assisted teachers by relieving them of some of the non-teaching workload.

· Students did not see chaplains as authority figures so were more likely to approach chaplains than teachers, particularly with issues related to disciplinary matters.

· Chaplains were often able to identify and resolve issues early, and intervene before problems escalated. Most schools noted improvements in general behaviour and wellbeing after employment of a chaplain.

· Informal interactions with chaplains were very beneficial for many students, especially those who were isolated or at-risk. 

· Many chaplains participated in extra-curricular school activities such as school camps or organised other programs such as participation in events like the 40 Hour Famine and fundraising for the Bushfire Appeal.

Areas for improvement 

· The term “chaplain” was off-putting to some and hindered set-up or caused suspicion. 
· The flexibility of the NSCP has been one of its greatest strengths but differing or unclear expectations from chaplains, principals and providers caused some initial confusion over roles and responsibilities. Some chaplaincy providers and schools did not have clear duty statements and this caused confusion over roles. 
· There also was some confusion over management protocols where chaplains were employed by chaplaincy providers rather than the school. Principals needed to clarify accountability issues with chaplains and providers. Greater support could be provided to principals such as the development of broad duty statements which could be adapted to suit individual school needs.
· Some public schools wished to administer the NSCP themselves without using a chaplaincy service provider, however this was not possible in many cases due to state and territory requirements and the business structure of most public schools i.e. they are not incorporated bodies.

· The funding was inadequate for regional or remote schools where travel costs are high. The high cost of travel meant a lower proportion of funding available for chaplains wages.
b) Monitoring visits conducted by DEEWR staff 
On-site monitoring visits are conducted with a sample of schools funded under the NSCP every 12 months to ensure the service being provided is consistent with the NSCP Guidelines and funding agreement. Monitoring site visits are also undertaken to the major chaplaincy service providers.
The information gathered as part of the monitoring process has been positive and consistent with the information gathered from other sources.  As part of the monitoring visit, schools and service providers are asked to comment on a number of questions, including:

· What has the chaplaincy service achieved in your school? 

· To what extent do you believe the NSCP complements, duplicates or is inconsistent with other services supporting student wellbeing?
· If you could modify the NSCP, what changes would you make, and why?
The most frequent responses to the questions are listed below.
What has the chaplaincy service achieved in your school? 

· A decrease in behavioural issues

· Assistance for students who are transitioning from year 7 to 8

· Added stability and enhanced service to school and community
· Enabled enhancement of the Indigenous Education Program

· It has been an avenue for confidential discussion for parents, children and staff
· Chaplains provide a vital service. We could not replace a chaplain with another paid worker.
To what extent do you believe the NSCP complements, duplicates or is inconsistent with other services supporting student wellbeing?

· All schools monitored advised that the service was either new to their school or complemented their existing services. No school thought that the chaplaincy service duplicated existing services. A high percentage of schools advised that the chaplain fitted well into their “wellbeing” team structure.

If you could modify the NSCP what changes would you make, and why?

· Schools need more funding to enable chaplains to be at the school for more hours or full time

· There is too much accountability, the funding should be provided to the schools and the school decides how to allocate the money

· Reporting was too onerous and time consuming and could be simplified
· Funding needs to continue after the end of the three year program
· Schools need assistance in recruiting chaplains, as they had difficulty in locating appropriate people. This was particularly a problem in remote and rural areas.

c) Administration Issues

There were two issues raised frequently by stakeholders in relation to the administration of the program. Firstly, many schools experienced difficulties in the initial stages of recruiting chaplains in developing job descriptions and duty statements and in determining what NSCP money could be spent on. The flexibility of the program was seen as its greatest strength, but many wanted more detailed information in the Guidelines on what programs and resources NSCP money can be allocated to. There were also issues and confusion in outlining communication protocols and reporting arrangements both within the school and where chaplains were employed by a chaplaincy provider. Some schools suggested a generic duty statement covering a range of roles undertaken by chaplains which could be modified to suit school situations.

Secondly, most respondents said the reporting burden is time consuming and can be onerous, especially where the funding body is a school P&C or a volunteer or small provider. More education on what is required of funding recipients is needed. Some providers were set up in response to the NSCP and had little experience in dealing with funding agreements and reporting requirements. 

There were also matters identified by DEEWR staff in relation to the administration of the NSCP:
· There are significant differences in state and territory requirements. This has particularly impacted on developing protocols for aspects of the NSCP such as police checks, Working with Children Clearances and ensuring schools held the appropriate insurance certificates.
· The frequent movement of school staff has caused some issues, particularly transfers of Principals. Some schools use generic email addresses (such as principal@schoolname.state.edu.au) while others use the Principal’s name which caused problems when they moved.

· A further complicating factor was that there are significant differences in the state/territory requirements both in relation to chaplaincy service providers and for staff working in schools. In some states there is a preferred chaplaincy service provider. The ‘preferred provider’ often does not provide chaplains affiliated to non-Christian faiths which presented difficulties to some government schools who wanted to recruit chaplains from other faiths. There were also reports that chaplains from some providers tended to be predominantly from particular denominations. 

4. Feedback from Chaplaincy Service Providers 

a) National School Chaplaincy Association commissioned report (October 2009)
The National School Chaplaincy Association (NSCA) represents the major government school chaplaincy service providers. It commissioned the Edith Cowan University’s School of Psychology and Social Science to undertake a study examining the effectiveness of chaplaincy services in government schools provided by members of the NSCA. The report was released on 13 October 2009. The full report can be viewed at http://www.socialsurvey.com.au/chaplaincyeffectiveness.pdf 
The study surveyed principals, parents, students and chaplains on the overall effectiveness of the NSCP. The survey reports on what chaplains are doing; the issues chaplains deal with; the importance of various chaplaincy roles; the most important contributions of chaplains and how chaplaincy contributes to school welfare.
The report recommended:

· that funding for NSCP be expanded to enable all schools to access the services of a chaplain;

· that the funding formula be more flexible allowing large schools and those with high welfare needs to have access to chaplains for more hours per week;
· that funding should be retained for chaplains rather than used for youth workers, social workers or school counsellors; and
· that chaplaincy providers ensure applicants fully understand the NSCP Guidelines and are willing to work within them and that training programs and professional development in pastoral care are used to increase the effectiveness of chaplaincy services.
It should be noted that while 1,626 public school principals were surveyed, only 688 principals (42%) responded. Response rates were better from the chaplains themselves with 1,031 chaplains of 1,396 surveyed responding (74%). In addition, no NSW schools participated as the NSW Education Department declined to participate. No chaplaincy provider in the Northern Territory is a member of the NSCA and so this jurisdiction was not surveyed. 
The report did not compare or distinguish between schools that had an existing service and those schools with a new chaplaincy service. This information could have been used to compare schools which did not have an existing chaplaincy service as a baseline to those that did (although this was not part of the commission) as well as provide benchmarks for newly developing services.
Topics for discussion

This section contains comments and suggestions made by stakeholders and related questions for further exploration and discussion during the consultation process.

The following comments and questions are primarily designed to prompt thinking and stimulate discussion. Not all sections will be relevant to each organisation. Key stakeholders will have the opportunity to identify and discuss responses with DEEWR staff.

Please feel free to provide comments or suggestions in writing if preferred. You are also encouraged to submit comments on topics not listed which you feel may be relevant.

What has the NSCP achieved? What are the major benefits of the NSCP?
Please review the information in the section “Summary of Responses” (pages 7-13) obtained from stakeholders and associated research. 
Discussion Topics

· Does your organisation broadly agree with the information collated from these sources?

· Do you wish to add any further details or comments?

· What do you see as the MOST important benefits of the NSCP?

· Could NSCP outcomes be more effectively delivered in another way?  

· Many schools have stated that having a chaplain has resulted in a decrease in anti-social behaviours like bullying. Do you have evidence to support this claim: such as bullying statistics before and after a chaplain was appointed? Can any decrease in anti-social behaviours be directly attributed to the placement of a chaplain or are there other school-based programs which may have resulted in a change of student behaviour?  

· For school systems, does your organisation have comparison data on behavioural or other measures for schools with chaplains and schools which do not have chaplains?

· If funding could be spent on a wellbeing worker of your choice, what profession of worker would you choose to employ?

Map the relationship of the NSCP with other student support activities 

To enable a meaningful examination of the relationship of the NSCP to other wellbeing activities for students, this consultation process will map support services available outside of the NSCP, and position the NSCP in relation to these services. This will include identification of any overlaps, gaps, and inefficiencies. 
Discussion Topics

Please describe: 
· A brief overview of services offered in your schools to enhance student wellbeing;

· The needs that are currently being addressed by these services;

· Do you have staff employed or available to your school community to enhance student/staff wellbeing? What professional affiliation/qualifications do these people have?

· The nature and range of services currently being delivered under the auspices of the NSCP;

· The process whereby schools/chaplains determine the specific chaplaincy service offered;

· How chaplaincy services integrate with other wellbeing services provided by the school;

· Are other wellbeing workers involved in the development of chaplaincy programs within schools?  

· What systems/strategies are used to identify and manage the boundaries between counselling services and chaplaincy services? 

· Some states have developed ‘opt-in’ or ‘opt-out’ arrangements for student participation in chaplaincy services. What is your experience of such arrangements and views on the preferable approach?

· Initial and ongoing school community consultation was a requirement of all participants establishing/expanding chaplaincy services under the NSCP. What do you consider to be a reasonable process and indication of community support?

· NSCP funded chaplains are required to sign a Code of Conduct which prohibits proselytising.  What are your views on appropriate management of this issue (e.g. recruitment, qualifications, supervision, duty statements).
Clarify the needs that any future measure(s) should seek to address

Any future government initiatives in this area would ideally address the most pressing wellbeing needs of the school community. The school community includes school students, students’ parents, their families and carers, and school staff.

Discussion Topics
· While a broad range of schools sought and received funding under the NSCP (refer Attachment A), an objective assessment of ‘need for chaplaincy services’ was difficult to achieve under the program guidelines. The NSCA commissioned study recommended that all schools be supported to access school chaplaincy services. Alternatively, services could be targeted to particular schools/students (see below). What are your views on this issue? 
· What are the most pressing wellbeing needs of:

· primary school children

· secondary school children

· the families of school children

· school staff

· Are there additional wellbeing needs for specific student groups? These could include:

· Indigenous students

· Students from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds 

· Students with poor English language skills (particularly refugees and new arrivals)

· Students with disabilities 

· Students needing to board away from home

· Students in remote areas

· For each of these groups, could their needs best be addressed through a chaplaincy service or by other services? 
Consider target group(s)/priority areas

We will be looking at whether funding for any possible future program should be targeted to particular student groups and/or to specific geographical areas that are in more need or may derive greater benefit from wellbeing support services. 

Discussion Topics

· Can you identify particular student groups or specific geographical areas within your jurisdiction who you consider are a higher priority to receive wellbeing support?

· Would you support other targeting of services?  For example to:

· Primary school students more than secondary school students;
· Specific geographic areas such as remote and/or regional schools

· Schools with low socio-economic status
· Small schools

· Specific student groups within schools such as Indigenous students, new arrivals etc. 

Funding

We will be looking at possible funding model/mechanisms as well as funding requirements. We will be comparing the delivery options operating in different jurisdictions as well as the fees and charges of chaplaincy service providers.

Discussion Topics
· The NSCP uses administratively intensive funding arrangements, with funds provided through individual funding agreements (i.e. one per school) often involving ‘third party’ funding recipients (usually a chaplaincy service provider). An alternative could be to provide block funding via existing structures and systems such as National Partnerships, to states/territories and sectors, in line with the Intergovernmental Agreement on Federal Financial Relations. What are your views on this issue? 

· If your organisation was involved in a school chaplaincy program prior to the commencement of the NSCP, how was that program funded?

· To what extent would your current chaplaincy services continue if the NSCP was not continued? Would chaplaincy services:

· Be funded by local community fundraising (as existed before the NSCP in some areas)
· Be funded from other sources

· Continue to operate but be reduced in scope

· Be replaced by alternative services

· Cease entirely 
· The NSCP provided up to $20,000 per annum (maximum $60,000 over three years) to schools to establish or expand a chaplaincy service. A minimum two day service/expansion was expected for maximum funding and no additional loading was available for disadvantaged or remote schools. These elements of the funding model may have acted as a disincentive for some schools to apply for the program and attract suitable candidates. What are your views?

· There have been a number of suggestions for a change to the current flat rate of funding. You are invited to comment on the following:

· A tiered funding system (metro/regional/remote) with remote services eligible for the highest funding to compensate for higher travel, living and other costs

· Additional funding arrangements to assist Indigenous schools and schools with high numbers of Indigenous students

· Additional funding arrangements to assist schools for special needs students

· Additional funding arrangements to assist schools which provide English language and intensive services for newly arrived immigrant and refugee students 
· A funding model based on student:chaplain ratios

· Administration fees: 
· Do you (if you are a provider) or does your provider charge an administration fee?

· What is the amount of the administration fee and any other fees charged? 

· What services do these fees cover?

· Should there be a cap on administration fees providers can charge? 

· Should this be a flat rate or a percentage of funding received?

· Other funding issues: 

· How are the training and professional development costs of your chaplains paid for?

· Do you have significant travel costs? If so, how are these funds raised?
Administration Issues

The issues raised most frequently from stakeholders in relation to the administration of the program were:

· difficulties in developing job descriptions and duty statements and determining what NSCP money could be spent on;

· confusion over communication protocols and reporting arrangements within schools and with chaplaincy providers;

· the reporting burden (Progress Reports etc);

Discussion Topics

· What area/s of NSCP administration did your organisation have difficulties with – if any?

· What kind of training would have been of assistance in the administration of the NSCP?

· Would a generic chaplaincy duty statement and job description which schools can tailor to their needs be of assistance?

· Were there any issues in relation to the denominational affiliation of a chaplain?

· Were there schools who wished to recruit chaplains from other than the Christian faith but were not able to through the preferred chaplaincy provider?
Qualifications, Professional Development and Endorsement

Many respondents stated that they believe there should be mandatory minimum qualifications for chaplains and a mandated number of hours of professional development/further training those chaplains must undertake each year. Some chaplaincy providers have set minimum qualifications when recruiting chaplains.
Discussion Topics
Under the current NSCP Guidelines, schools can employ any person with the qualifications and/or work experience which best fits the particular chaplaincy role in that school. 
· Does your organisation have requirements regarding minimum qualifications for chaplains? 
· Should minimum qualifications be recommended or mandated?

· Would prescribing minimum qualifications adversely affect any of your chaplains who have many years experience but not necessarily hold formal qualifications? 
· What qualifications and level of qualifications would you see as appropriate?

· Are you concerned that mandating qualifications will have an impact on chaplain wages?
· What requirements do you have in place for professional development and training?
· Should there be minimum requirements each year for professional development?
· Should secular pastoral care workers be required to undertake the same type of professional development as the non-secular chaplains?

· Feedback suggests many students are more likely to approach a chaplain than a teacher. In some schools the chaplain has a dual teaching/chaplaincy role. Some respondents thought the NSCP guidelines should preclude this. What is your view?
· Some organisations stated that endorsement from a religious organisation is not always appropriate. What would be a more appropriate endorsement?
Program evaluation
· How does your organisation currently evaluate chaplaincy services?

What aspects of the program do not work well?

Please review the information in the section “Summary of Responses” (pages 7-13) obtained from stakeholders and associated research. 
Discussion Topics

· Does your organisation broadly agree with the information collected from these sources?

· Do you wish to add any further details or comments?

· What aspects of the program could be improved?
· What do you see as the MOST important aspect of the NSCP which needs to be addressed?

· Do you have suggestions for how improvements can be made?

· What are the most important needs of school communities NOT being addressed by the NSCP? Is a chaplaincy service the best way to meet these needs or would another service be more appropriate?

Complaints

· Does your organisation record all complaints made regarding the NSCP and chaplaincy in schools in general? Please describe your complaints handling processes.

· How many complaints have been received since the start of the NSCP in January 2007?

· What subjects do these complaints cover?  

· How many of these complaints were notified to NSCP staff?

Conclusion
The Australian Government recognises that it has a responsibility for the care and nurture of children in our schools and is committed to contributing to programs which enhance the wellbeing of Australian school children. It is within the school environment where real differences can be made in supporting children and parents when they need help. 
Any programs funded by the Government must be effective, efficient and accommodate students with the highest needs in the most disadvantages communities. 

The Australian Government greatly appreciates your input and the time taken to develop your responses. We look forward to meeting with your organisation to discuss your suggestions for developing options for a possible future program addressing the pastoral needs of school communities.
Attachment A

NSCP Summary Data Table
	NSCP funded schools by state
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School Type
	ACT
	NSW
	NT
	Qld
	SA
	Tas
	Vic
	WA
	Total
	

	Non-government
	23
	222
	11
	145
	80
	11
	162
	80
	734
	

	% Non-govt
	42.6
	51.0
	44.0
	18.6
	21.2
	10.7
	29.5
	21.4
	27%
	

	Government
	31
	213
	14
	636
	298
	92
	387
	293
	1,964
	

	% Govt
	57.4
	49.0
	56.0
	81.4
	78.8
	89.3
	70.5
	78.6
	73%
	

	Total
	54
	435
	25
	781
	378
	103
	549
	373
	2,698
	

	% of total 
	2.0
	16.1
	0.9
	28.9
	14.0
	3.8
	20.3
	13.8
	100%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Combined
	11
	133
	7
	143
	77
	21
	104
	79
	575
	(22%)

	Primary
	23
	164
	11
	463
	234
	50
	300
	199
	1,444
	(54%)

	Secondary
	20
	138
	7
	175
	67
	32
	145
	95
	679
	(24%)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Region
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Metropolitan
	54
	256
	0
	419
	204
	31
	317
	254
	1,535
	(57%)

	Provincial
	0
	173
	13
	312
	152
	72
	231
	93
	1,046
	(39%)

	Remote
	0
	6
	12
	50
	22
	0
	1
	26
	117
	(4%)


