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1 Introduction and overview

1.i
This is the final report of a Review by the Children’s Services Scrutiny Committee of Oxfordshire County Council. The aim was to:

‘undertake a wide-ranging and systematic examination of the impact on headteachers, teachers, other relevant staff and pupils in Oxfordshire primary and nursery schools of the introduction of guaranteed professional time for Planning,Preparation and Assessment (PPA) and make recommendations.’

This Review has regard to the County Council’s aim to raise standards of educational attainment, and its other duties such as that of care for employees. It describes what has happened in Oxfordshire and tries to identify features of sustainable and educationally appropriate models, recognising that these will vary considerably according to context. However, such models will contribute positively to the drive for higher standards such as, for pupils, a broader and better-prepared range of learning experiences and, for staff, improved work/life balance.

1.ii
The Review was set up in December 2006 and the evidence collected between January and April 2007, roughly eighteen months after the introduction of PPA time. It follows a small-scale survey commissioned in Autumn 2005 by the local National Union of Teachers of its members to establish how PPA time was being introduced. With seventy-four responses, this highlighted various concerns, especially in primary schools, and it was anticipated that a similar follow-up survey would be conducted. With the support of Cllr Michael Waine, Cabinet Member for School Improvement, the Children’s and Young People’s Services Scrutiny Committee decided in 2006 that a more substantial Review would be valuable. Although there was some discussion of including special schools, the focus was on primary and nursery schools, where the impact was thought to have been greatest. The timing, during the second year of implementation, would enable the Review to consider the initial implementation phase and how schools have adapted their models, and why. 
The Review Group consisted of three members of the Children and Young People’s Services Scrutiny Committee:

· Cllr Sue Haffenden, previously a secondary school teacher and currently a governor of two primary schools, who chaired the Review;

· Brenda Williams, a teacher in one primary school and governor in one primary and one secondary school and Secretary of the Council of Oxfordshire Teachers’ Organisations; and

· Sue Matthew, previously a primary school headteacher in Oxford and the representative of the Church of England.

The Review had the research support of Dr Tony Eaude, Research Fellow, Department of Education, University of Oxford and previously headteacher of SS. Mary and John First School, Oxford, who is the principal author of this report, and the administrative and other support of Julian Hehir, Scrutiny Review Officer, Oxfordshire County Council. 

The Review Group met on twelve occasions, including meetings to plan the Review, to interview witnesses and visit schools, as outlined in Section 4 and Appendix 3, and to discuss the findings. The Review Group wishes to thank all those who returned questionnaires, hosted visits or submitted evidence in writing, by phone or in person.

1.iii
The scoping of the Review (Appendix 1) sets out four main lines of enquiry:

1. in what ways PPA time has been introduced, including the personnel, timetabling and financial implications;

2. the benefits and the disadvantages for staff of different models adopted;

3. the impact on pupils’ progress and learning of the introduction of PPA time;

4. how strategic approaches have helped, and continue, to support staff and to disseminate good practice to enable schools to develop effective and sustainable models.

Within each of these were between two and four key questions. The national and local context, described in Sections 2 and 3, provide the rationale for these. The methodology adopted, the data gathered and the strengths and limitations of the evidence base are described in Section 4. 

The report is arranged thematically, based on the lines of enquiry and the key questions within these. Within each of Sections 5 to 7, the report summarises the evidence and key features and trends, to highlight examples of good and innovative models, and areas of concern. However, it is important to note that many of these are conditional, in that conclusions are of the type ‘this is good, if…..’ Section 8 considers the strategic role of the Local Authority. Drawing the different elements together, Section 9 identifies features of good practice, factors - such as school size, catchment area, leadership and budgetary position - which may affect sustainable and educationally appropriate models of implementation and the broader, philosophical issues which arise. Section 10 provides the rationale for the recommendations in Section 11. An executive summary, including the recommendations, verbatim, has been produced, but this is the definitive report.

The commitment to confidentiality means, inevitably, that at times comments have to be phrased so that individuals or schools cannot be identified. However, quotations are used and case studies and models described to illustrate the range of responses.

The Review raises issues of more than local interest. The report seeks to contribute to an open debate to influence policy and practice by making recommendations, in areas as varied as finance, training and monitoring, at the level of:

· national policy, to Government, its agencies and organisations which represent school staff;

· local authority policy and practice, to the Directorates and staff of the County Council; and

· school policy and practice, including both staff and governors

to the benefit of staff, children and young people directly affected.
2 The national context

2.i
The introduction of PPA time - officially called guaranteed professional time for Planning, Preparation and Assessment - must be understood in the context of the National Agreement on Raising Standards and Tackling Workload. This was signed initially in 2003 by a range of organisations representing school staff and employers, known as the social partners. This included all the unions and organisations representing teachers, except the largest teachers’ union, the National Union of Teachers, with the National Association of Headteachers withdrawing at one stage and later rejoining.

The National Agreement was introduced in three phases with the introduction of PPA time and dedicated headship time the main components of Phase 3. It was recognised that overall implementation of the National Agreement would involve schools:

· developing strategies;

· integrating strategies into the school timetable; and

· planning the evolution of strategies over time as an integral part of the School Development Plan.

Since schools were starting from different positions in terms of implementing the whole National Agreement and, within that, of readiness to introduce PPA time, models would inevitably need to change and evolve, especially in the early stages. Moreover, the introduction of PPA time co-incided with many substantial change initiatives, some related to the National Agreement, and others such as the Primary Strategy.

The introduction of PPA time was designed to meet the long-standing desire and demand for all teachers to have guaranteed time away from their teaching commitment, as had been widely available in secondary schools, but much less so in primary, nursery and special schools. Guaranteed PPA time makes this available to all teachers and protects them from being having, in this time, to cover for absent colleagues. 

One main reason why the National Union of Teachers had not signed the National Agreement was that it envisaged a departure from the principle of all classes being taught by those with Qualified Teacher Status (QTS). While the desire for teachers to have guaranteed time away from their classes was very widely shared, how the National Agreement envisaged this happening was contentious. 

2.ii
This section summarises key points from the Regulations relating to the implementation of Phase 3 of the National Agreement (DfES, 2003). These state that the underlying policy aim is ‘to safeguard standards in the classroom and preserve the role, status and overall responsibility of qualified teachers.’ (paragraph 1). The National Agreement states that ‘all teachers in maintained schools who are employed under the School Teachers’ Pay and Conditions Document must be allocated a guaranteed minimum of 10 % of their timetabled teaching time as PPA from 1st September 2005. This includes unqualified teachers and members of the leadership group with a teaching commitment.’ The 10% would normally be within any one week, but must be within a 14 day period. The purpose of PPA time is set out as ‘to enable teachers to raise standards through a combination of individual or collaborative professional activity. It is also intended to improve teachers’ work/life balance.’

The Regulations explain the circumstances under which certain staff without QTS may carry out ‘specified work’ related to teaching and learning, itemised (paragraph 13) as:

· planning and preparing lessons and courses for pupils;

· delivering lessons to pupils;

· assessing the development, progress and attainment of pupils; and

· reporting on the developing, progress and attainment of pupils.

Apart from qualified teachers, those who may carry out such ‘specified work’ fall into two categories:

· teachers without QTS, for example trainee teachers, instructors and overseas trained teachers; and

· support staff, such as teaching assistants, nursery nurses and librarians subject to three conditions, namely that:

· ‘the support staff member must carry out the specified work in order to assist or support the work of a qualified teacher in the school;

· the support staff member must be subject to the direction and supervision of a qualified teacher …. ;

· the headteacher must be satisfied that the support staff member has the skills, expertise and experience required to carry out the ‘specified work’.’ (paragraph 17, c)

Paragraph 6 emphasises that ‘teachers and support staff are not interchangeable and that each class or group for timetabled core and other foundations subjects and for religious education must be assigned a qualified teacher to teach them. The fact that Higher Level Teaching Assistants (HLTAs) may be working with whole classes for some of the time does not make them substitutes for a qualified teacher.’ Paragraph 19 states that the practical effect is ‘to ensure that (support staff undertake the ‘specified work’) within a proper system of direction and supervision by a qualified teacher.’ Paragraph 23 continues that ‘it is neither practical nor desirable for qualified teachers to carry out all of the activities that are required to fulfil their overall responsibility of promoting high standards of achievement.’ Paragraph 24 reads that ‘in deciding on the level of supervision needed, headteachers will therefore need to take account of both the skills, expertise and experience of the support staff member and the level of the challenge in the work being undertaken. They should also consider whether the support staff member has undergone relevant training.’ Therefore, the level of autonomy of support staff undertaking ‘specified work’ would vary depending on the nature of the task and the skills, expertise and experience of the staff member.
The rationale of introducing PPA time was, presumably, that by improving planning, preparation and assessment the quality of teaching and learning would be enhanced during the rest of the week. More controversially, involving adults other than qualified teachers with different skills, expertise and experience may have the potential to enrich the quality and extend the range of children’s learning. Part of the way in which schools were expected to implement PPA time was by reallocating, reducing or discarding teachers’ existing non-teaching duties and so making better use of both teachers’ and support staff’s skills, expertise and experience.

2.iii
The report ‘Remodelling the school workforce Phase 1’ (Ofsted 2004), completed before PPA time was introduced, provides a valuable insight into the national position at that point. It was based on visits to 100 schools, of varied phase and location. In this context, its most important conclusions were that:

· schools were at different stages of readiness, with primary schools having made less progress than secondary or special schools;

· the level of the headteacher’s commitment to the principles underpinning the agreement, and capacity to manage the change process, were central to successful implementation;

· the emphasis had been on reducing teachers’ workload rather than explicitly linking this to improving the quality of education and raising the attainment of pupils;

· the great majority of headteachers saw school funding as a key factor in their ability to implement the National Agreement fully;

· few were monitoring the implementation of workforce reform systematically;

· many headteachers perceived their own workload to have increased, with many in primary schools increasing their own teaching commitment to give teachers more PPA time;

· schools were generally identifying more systematically the strengths and interests of support staff;

· many governors had little detailed knowledge and most rarely questioned the rationale for the existing staff structure or the headteacher’s plans for reforming it.

Key factors influencing the school’s preparedness were ‘its budgetary position, and, in particular, its ability to attract additional funds; its size; and the leadership of the headteacher.’ (Ofsted, 2004 p5, paragraph 9). The report, referring to a previous survey in 2003, of 150 primary and secondary schools deemed to be effective, states (Ofsted, 2004, p1, paragraph 3) ‘only a quarter were judged to be well placed to implement the (whole) national workforce agreement; two fifths expected to find some elements difficult to implement; and almost one in ten were likely to find remodelling very challenging. Nationally, it was likely that a higher proportion of schools would find it difficult to implement the National Agreement fully.’ 

Ofsted is currently undertaking a survey about the whole range of Workforce Remodelling, with one secondary and one primary school in Oxfordshire believed to be involved. Many other local authorities will have conducted exercises to monitor aspects of the implementation of Workforce Remodelling. However, the Review Group is not aware of other studies or reports of this scale on the implementation and impact of PPA time.

2.iv
The rationale for the additional funding for the financial year 2005-6 to local authorities to enable them to fund schools to introduce PPA time was set out in a DfES note ‘School Funding 2005-6: consideration of the financial effect of workforce reform’ (DfES, 2005). This was based on a survey, conducted in advance of the implementation of PPA time, of the strategies schools anticipated using to introduce PPA time and, from this, the anticipated costs. The note indicates that schools in seven local education authorities were involved with seven very small, fifteen small, and twenty-eight medium/large primary schools included, along with seven secondary and three special schools. Surprisingly, none of the very small, only three of the small and only nine of the medium/large primary schools indicated any additional cost implications.  No assumptions on the range and quality of provision are made explicit. Extrapolating from this survey, the DfES estimated the anticipated cost implications for primary and nursery schools as between 0.8 and 1.0 % of school budgets in a seven month period (September to March). On this basis, the Minimum Funding Guarantee in the financial year 2005/6 was increased specifically for the introduction of PPA time by 1.0% for nursery and primary schools and by 0% for secondary and special schools, with an additional £500 for schools of under 100 pupils. The DfES note recognised that ‘the precise cost of implementing PPA for individual schools will, of course, depend on the strategies chosen to implement the reforms and the amount of time that needs to be created.’ It recognised that there would be additional costs for some schools, but that ‘they were likely to impact unevenly and ... would be best dealt with through LEA headroom –that is by using the funding which LEAs receive over and above the cost of implementing the minimum guarantee’, with the Government expecting LEAs to give priority to targeting resources on schools with additional pressures.

Although local authorities were allocated funding for Workforce Remodelling training, there was no significant alteration of the funding for schools to introduce PPA time in 2006/07 or 2007/8. In particular, the level of the Minimum Funding Guarantee for primary and nursery schools was not raised by a percentage greater than 1% to reflect the full year costs. The Review Group was told how difficult it is to establish what different local authorities have allocated specifically for PPA time over and above the Minimum Funding Guarantee - a statement shown to be correct by further investigations.
2.v
Two central issues surfaced repeatedly both overtly and more subtly throughout the Review, namely:

· what the appropriate level of skills, expertise and experience, and of direction and supervision, is to ensure high quality provision while teachers are released for guaranteed professional time; and

· whether schools have the resources, human and financial, to ensure that such suitable staff are available.

The first of these is essentially philosophical, the second more pragmatic. At this stage, four other underlying questions are raised, to be revisited in 9.iv:

1. how heads and governors manage the school’s, inevitably, finite resources, both human or financial, when professional time for teachers is guaranteed but there are other, often pressing, needs and priorities;

2. how any gain during the ‘other 90%’ of the week such as better prepared teachers is balanced with what happens during the 10% when the class teacher is released, especially if provision during PPA time is of lesser quality;

3. whether children learn best where some subjects, in particular, are taught by specialists, as opposed to the approach more familiar in primary schools of the class teacher taking the class for all or almost all subjects; and

4. how the way in which PPA time is introduced affects the role and status of the teacher.

These are important in the choices made by schools about models of implementation, and the judgments reached about their success or otherwise, whether by schools, by this Review or by others. They necessarily affect decisions about the training, guidance and support needed and offered to ensure that schools can adopt successful and sustainable models which contribute to the twin aims of Raising Standards and Tackling Workload.

3 The local context

3.i
 Oxfordshire is a local authority with a population of some 620,000. Oxford and, to a lesser extent, Banbury are urban centres, with pockets of socio-economic deprivation. Other large towns such as Didcot and Bicester exhibit similar characteristics. However, much of the county is relatively affluent, with a mixture of towns and villages. This is reflected in the fact that of its two hundred and fifteen primary and nursery schools there are relatively few big primary schools and a substantial number of small or very small ones.

3.ii
Oxfordshire, in common with other local authorities, set up a Workforce Remodelling Steering Group (WRSG) to provide strategic guidance on the implementation of the National Agreement. As well as Local Authority officers, this include all the teacher unions represented on the Council of Oxfordshire Teacher Organisations, UNISON as the largest union representing school support staff, the organisations representing headteachers in the three different phases, and the Oxfordshire Governors’ Association. This includes both the social partners and others.

The role of WRSG is primarily to oversee the implementation of the National Agreement to try and ensure that schools received a coherent message, since different organisations, nationally, issue guidance to members which might be confusing. The WRSG advises on training needs and monitors the implementation, drawing on the lessons derived from national guidance and local training, casework and experience. The WRSG planned in 2006 a small pilot monitoring exercise involving one secondary, one special and one primary school, conducted early in 2007. Discussions with the two advisers involved helped to ensure that this Review avoided any duplication of this exercise and to gain the full support of all those on the WRSG.

3.iii
The Senior Adviser (Professional Development) indicated that Oxfordshire schools reflected the national position of being at very different stages of readiness in relation to the whole Workforce Remodelling agenda and the implementation of PPA time. The funding to Local Authorities for the National Agreement enabled a programme of training for Workforce Remodelling, on the basis of a national template delivered locally. The initial training involved the Headteacher and one other person, such as a senior member of staff or a governor. Tragically, the Remodelling Adviser who led Oxfordshire’s strategic approach died in an accident. This resulted in a loss of expertise and difficulties in strategic planning. However, training opportunities for senior staff and governors were arranged within the timescale originally planned.

Two main courses have been run to help support staff releasing teachers for PPA time: for cover supervisors and HLTAs. The former was designed mainly for staff in secondary schools, though some from primary schools attended. The latter, which the Local Authority was not initially allowed to run directly, was designed to help support staff to meet the standards for HLTAs. These are demanding, and in many respects comparable to those expected of a qualified teacher. The training focused mainly on leading classes. The Senior Adviser stressed that HLTA is a status, not a qualification, but that this is often not well understood. In January 2007, fifty-one individuals in twenty-three primary schools had achieved this, with a further twenty-two awaiting assessment. The training budget for HLTAs is underspent and take-up for courses remains low.

3.iv
In the light of the national funding settlement described in 2.iv, the Review Group discussed with the Service Manager (Finance) in the Children, Young People and Families Directorate the scope for the Local Authority to provide more funding for the implementation of PPA time. This was in the context of a discussion with a Senior Adviser in another authority which had provided about £5.5 million of additional funding to primary schools, where the cost of enabling replacement on a teacher-for-teacher basis would have been around £6 million.

The Service Manager explained that the Government determines, and funds, a Minimum Funding Guarantee for each school. Most other funding available is allocated according to a locally agreed formula for the Local Management of Schools (commonly called the LMS formula), with a relatively small proportion distributed on the recommendation of the Schools’ Forum. Any significant redistribution of funding at local authority level would therefore depend on a revision of the LMS formula. Oxfordshire’s approach has been to use a pupil- rather than needs-led approach and to keep changes to the LMS formula to a minimum so that schools know their medium-term funding as predictably as possible, which has been broadly welcomed. The Review Group were also reminded that changes entail a long process of consultation, with many other groups providing well-argued cases for increased levels of funding, and, necessarily, some ‘losers’ as well as ‘winners’. In 2006/7 a sum of £56,800, and in 2007/8 of £240,000 was distributed from Standards Fund money. However, there is some scope for schools to use money for personalised learning and from the Standards Fund to support innovative approaches associated with PPA time.

Schools in Oxfordshire hold balances of around £8 million, an average of just under 3%. However, this conceals a very wide variation, with some schools holding large positive balances and others deficits. No obvious trends were highlighted by the Service Manager, though schools in the urban areas of Banbury and Oxford tend to be less well off and balances higher in the south of the county, which tends to be more prosperous.

In considering whether Oxfordshire is typical of other authorities, the Senior Adviser thought that the Local Authority was probably ‘behind’ in terms of monitoring, as a result of the death of the Remodelling Adviser, but that PPA time was sufficiently new, with changing models, that any monitoring at that level to date would have been of limited value. In terms of the take-up of HLTA training, she suggested that other comparable authorities within the region were in similar positions. The Regional Adviser of the Training and Development Agency for Teachers (TDA) confirmed this. In terms of finance, it was not possible to establish whether Oxfordshire’s use of local discretion was typical of similar authorities or not.

4 Methodology and data collection

4.i
The data on which this Review has based its conclusions consists of:

· questionnaires, discussed in 4.ii, completed by a sample of headteachers, governors, teachers and school support staff. These helped both to provide empirical data and to shape the questions in further discussions with witnesses/focus groups;

· discussions with witnesses, detailed in 4.iii, and the scrutiny of documents such as exemplars of good practice, following a request to each school (accompanying the questionnaires) for these, records of meetings and training locally and reports from Government agencies.

A commentary on the evidence base and its strengths and limitations is given in 4.iv.

4.ii
The questionnaires and covering letter, reproduced in Appendix 2, were sent by a mailing to all primary and nursery schools, in the week commencing January 22nd 2007, with a poster urging all staff to respond. The questionnaires were available on the Oxfordshire County Council website. The Review was also publicised in ‘Schools News’ and by means of a press release. Several unions and organisations represented on the WRSG publicised the Review in their newsletters to encourage members to respond. The questionnaires were designed to be brief and easy to complete to maximise the number of responses. Each questionnaire was only two sides long, but respondents were invited to make additional comments or to return by email, so that more lengthy responses could be considered. Respondents were invited to put the name of their school, with the assurance that this would be confidential, or to make an anonymous return.

The deadline for the return of questionnaires was set as February 12th. This was, deliberately, a fairly short period of time, on the basis that if questionnaires were not returned immediately it was unlikely that they would be. An initial analysis, following an initial read-through, enabled the Review Group to establish trends and decide the areas on which they wished to concentrate in school visits and questions to be discussed with witnesses. A more detailed analysis of the responses was conducted by Dr Eaude of all the questionnaires returned up to the end of April, the numbers being:
	
	Total
	School identified

	Headteacher
	98
	78

	Teacher
	253
	176

	School support staff
	149
	104

	Governor
	32
	28

	Total
	532
	


The anonymous nature of many returns makes it impossible to know how many schools made returns. Three of the twelve nursery schools made at least one identified return, with two heads, one governor, four teachers and one member of school support staff. Of the 203 primary schools, 97 made at least one identified return. Of those which did not, the Review Group visited or took witness statements from a further four. Therefore, identifiable evidence was received from slightly fewer than half of the primary and nursery schools in Oxfordshire, but the unidentified responses are likely to raise this figure considerably. No clear patterns emerge of whether factors such as school size or catchment area are over- or under-represented in the returns, except for the under-representation of nursery schools.

All appeared to have been completed by separate individuals, except one collective response by three teachers. The returns from teachers included between one and six from any identified school. The same was true of support staff. Very few teachers identified themselves as peripatetic teachers, such as those who work in the Ethnic Minority Achievement or Music services, and it is likely that publicity to them about the Review was uneven. The roles of support staff are hard to identify not least because many have multiple roles or use slightly different terminology. About ten had a role wholly or partly as administrative/office staff. Almost all of the rest gave support in the classroom, a large majority of them as teaching assistants. Fewer than five were training as teachers and about twenty worked as HLTAs, almost all leading classes for part, but not all, of the time. Five identified themselves as Nursery Nurses. A few returns from support staff said that their role was largely unchanged. A few teaching assistants are qualified teachers working in a support staff role.

4.iii
Evidence was gathered from a range of witnesses, listed in Appendix 3, in three main ways:

· visits to ten schools of different sizes, types and catchments, mostly conducted by members of the Review Group working in pairs, with most visits lasting about two hours, involving discussions with a group of children, one or more teachers, one or more school support staff, the headteacher and in some cases a governor. On all visits, except for one specifically to discuss a successful model, the Review Group sought views on the main lines of enquiry, though with less emphasis on the strategic element.

· meetings where individuals or groups talked with the Review Group, based on previously circulated guidance, of both a general nature and, in some cases, asking specific questions. The individuals included those representing the views of specific groups, such as unions or governors, those able to describe the model in a particular school and officers and advisers with particular expertise or information and/or engaged at the strategic policy level; and

· visits to, or discussions by phone or email with, individuals, usually by Dr Eaude, where witnesses could not attend or their evidence was likely to be brief.

The Review was also informed by a range of national and local documentation. The most important of the former are cited in the References section. The latter include minutes of meetings and records such as those on the financial allocation to schools and local training.

4.iv
 The number of the questionnaire responses was better than expected, probably helped by the brevity of the questionnaire and the assurance of confidentiality. The number of governors responding was disappointing. The responses ranged from many which were full and detailed to several which were somewhat cursory. The tone varied from those who were highly critical of the way in which PPA time had been implemented to those who were extremely enthusiastic, including many who welcomed some aspects and were concerned about others. For reasons that will become apparent, the greatest variation was among support staff and the least among teachers. 

Most responses from any one school gave a reasonably similar factual picture, often reflecting what other groups or individuals thought quite accurately, though there was often considerable variation about personal responses. Although the self-reporting implicit in questionnaire responses should be treated with some caution, cross-referencing between different individuals and groups from the same school helps to confirm or challenge these. While the number and range of responses does not enable a valid statistical analysis, the questionnaires provide a rich source to indicate patterns of provision and of impact.

The school visits were very informative, both to support the evidence from the questionnaires and to provide a richer texture as to how the model of provision had been established, how it had impacted on different groups of staff and children and the benefits and constraints. The visits enabled all members of the Review Group to see the complexity of the task facing heads and senior leadership teams in establishing how best to develop, and evaluate, a model to meet the needs of different staff groups, often with competing priorities, and of children. They confirmed that very different views were held within one school and even one group of staff within a school. The witness sessions were valuable, especially those which explained the complexity of areas as varied as change management, health and safety considerations, finance and training. 

The documentation, supported by oral evidence from officers and advisers, provided an essential basis to understand the implications of the National Agreement and how these had influenced the models of implementation. In particular, the Regulations, discussed in 2.ii, provide a range of criteria against which to judge the success of different models.

It is exceptionally difficult in research terms to isolate the factors which lead to higher standards of attainment, and using test scores as the major indicator of success or otherwise is inappropriate since it is less than two years since PPA time was introduced. Had time permitted, it would have been valuable to have looked in more detail at the link between provision and achievement, difficult though that is to establish. The Review, deliberately, did not compare Oxfordshire with other local authorities, though this was considered, but this report could provide a basis for similar studies to see whether the Oxfordshire experience is typical and, possibly, for a wide-ranging longitudinal study of the impact of PPA time on both standards and workload. 

This process has, inevitably, strengths and weaknesses. The Review Group believes that it provides a good evidence base about how PPA time has been implemented in practice in a wide range of schools, rather than how it should have been, or how it might have been in an ideal world. It highlights both some good, innovative practice and some which caused concern. The assurance of confidentiality enabled respondents to be frank, without fear of criticism. Given the time and resources available, the Review Group considers the process to have been wide ranging and systematic, though more so in relation to primary than to nursery schools.

5 In what ways has PPA time been introduced?

5.i
This section summarises the evidence about how PPA time has been implemented. 5.ii considers how teachers have been released and whether new staff have been appointed or existing staff given new roles. 5.iii looks at whether teachers have received their guaranteed 10% PPA time, 5.iv at how they have used it and 5.v at what inhibits PPA time being used effectively. 5.vi considers whether and why changes have been introduced. 5.vii describes different models to highlight successful features to be borne in mind while the questions raised in Sections 6 and 7, in particular, are considered.

It is important to recognise that a wide variety of approaches have been adopted and that these do not fit easily into categories. Very often, it appeared that philosophical and pedagogical considerations were vying with those related to personnel and finance, and that the needs of children had to be balanced with those of both teaching and support staff.

5.ii
In terms of who releases teachers, the models adopted may be seen as lying on a spectrum, ranging from only qualified teachers on the school’s establishment at one end to only unqualified teaching assistants leading classes on their own at the other. There were a significant minority of the former and relatively few of the latter. Much the most common model involved a combination of the different approaches outlined below. 

The staff involved come in four categories:

· those with qualified teacher status;

· specialists from outside the school;

· staff with a specialism usually training to be a teacher or working as an HLTA; and

· other support staff, most of whom are teaching assistants.
Except for outside specialists, most were regular members of staff. Supply teachers were used most commonly where PPA time would otherwise have been missed or where small amounts of time were being aggregated, or in nursery and small primary schools.

Qualified teachers releasing other teachers included those with none, or only part of, their timetable involving class teaching, headteachers or other senior staff and, less frequently, class teachers deployed to teach another class. In a significant number of cases, teachers with a particular specialism, most frequently Music, followed by a modern foreign language, and occasionally ICT or PE, taught that subject across all or most of the school. In many schools, the headteacher is timetabled to release teachers, though many headteachers stated that they had decided against this. Where supply cover was used, this was usually on a regular basis to provide continuity. In a few cases, one of which is described in 5.vii, one or more senior teachers were timetabled to release teachers for all or most of the PPA time. Often, two teachers who shared responsibility for a class were timetabled to release their job-share partner, ideally with some time together in addition. 

Much the most common use of specialists other than qualified teachers is the employment of sports coaches, some from agencies, some on an individual basis. Whether they are supported by a teaching assistant depended both on the school’s policy and on whether behaviour difficulties arose. Less frequent are modern foreign language specialists, usually by an individual arrangement with either a speaker of, and often a qualification in, that language.

Both staff who are training as teachers and HLTAs lead sessions, sometimes on their own, less frequently supported by a teaching assistant. This depends on factors such as their own level of expertise and confidence, the availability of staff and the school’s policy. Art and Design Technology are the most common specialisms cited, followed by other foundation subjects such as PE and ICT. Usually, those support staff who are HLTAs are paid for part of the week at the higher HLTA rate, for leading classes, but act, and are paid, as teaching assistants at other times.

It was commonly reported that at least some teacher release was provided by teaching assistants without significant additional training. Several questionnaire responses highlighted concerns about this, notably the Health and Safety implications. This was exemplified at one school by a teaching assistant who had expressed her concern about supervising a class, only to be told that there was no alternative. Frequently, two, and occasionally more, teaching assistants have responsibility for a whole class. However, it was not uncommon for a teaching assistant to be leading a class unassisted for quite long periods. Often, this involved an experienced teaching assistant, usually one who knows and/or works regularly with the class. This happened more with younger children but also at times with older classes.

A small minority of schools have adopted very complex timetabling arrangements. The more specialists, or special lessons, are involved, the more complex the arrangements. However, for various reasons, but mainly to ensure as little disruption to children as possible, most schools try to make the arrangements either as simple as possible spread over the week or with all of the disruption in only one or two sessions. Frequently, arrangements for Foundation Stage children are different from those of the rest of the school.

One of the most frequent comments, by both the teachers and those releasing them, was the difficulty of making arrangements when those timetabled to provide cover were unavailable. Since other teachers are only rarely available to cover at short notice, it is common for teaching assistants to be asked to cover, or for headteachers to step in.

Most schools had made new appointments where possible, or extended the hours of existing staff, but relied on those known to the schools, either by extending their hours or by redeploying them or often both. So a considerable number of staff undertake a new role for at least part of their working time. Several teachers releasing others previously worked in a role not as a class teacher, often as a curriculum co-ordinator or to enable another teacher to do so. It appeared, in many schools, though this question was not asked directly, that much of the non-contact time available for curriculum co-ordination had disappeared with the advent of PPA time, although that for SENCOs had largely remained unchanged. Most support staff working in classrooms saw providing support to small groups as the basis of their role. Most of those releasing teachers had been moved from supporting small groups or were no longer doing so to the same extent. Many were concerned about the impact on children with special educational needs, to be considered in 7.iv in the light of the impact on children.
5.iii
The questionnaires and the visits indicated that, in a large majority of schools, teachers are timetabled to receive their guaranteed 10% PPA time, with some exceptions, notably headteachers. In a few schools, teachers said that they were not timetabled to receive their full allocation. The evidence on peripatetic teachers was slight but suggests that whether and how they get PPA time varies. In a significant minority of schools, there was an indication that, when PPA time was lost, usually because of staff absence, it was not repaid. There was also an indication that in several schools headteachers were less willing to release teachers for courses, sometimes explicitly linked to the introduction of PPA time, either because of reasons related to disruption to the curriculum or to financial constraints. Discussions with officers of the local NASUWT and NUT indicated that they had had little casework directly related to PPA time, though other casework sometimes raised concerns about it.

The models adopted varied enormously. The vast majority of PPA time was in the afternoon, except other teachers were making ‘normal’ provision. There was a reducing amount of provision in slots of only 30 minutes, with most schools releasing teachers for either a session of around two hours or two blocks of one hour, and then ‘making up’ the additional time in various ways. Whether the slots were of one hour or of two usually depended on who released teachers, with outside specialists usually resulting in shorter slots. Where possible, especially in larger schools, some or all of PPA time was allocated in pairs or teams to enable joint planning and discussion. In some schools, especially small but not very small schools, PPA time was scheduled for all, or most, teachers on the same afternoon, or less frequently for half of the school on two different sessions. Most PPA time was timetabled at the same time each week, though in some schools the timings were changed from term to term or year to year as some times are perceived to be better than others. Usually, PPA time was provided within a week, with a few schools using a two week period. The main exception was that some schools aggregated small pieces of time of little use in themselves into longer blocks of half a day or a day, for instance to help at pressure points such as the writing of annual reports. Often this was for teachers working on a part-time basis, or to make best use of ‘extra half-hours’.

Broadly speaking, guaranteed professional time had been timetabled in most schools. However, three main concerns are the extent to which:

· many teachers were unclear about the details of their entitlement;

· a significant minority of headteachers with a teaching commitment did not timetable PPA time for themselves; and

· in some schools, absence of staff timetabled to release teachers resulted in them losing PPA time and not having it repaid.

5.iv
This section considers how teachers have used PPA time, notably whether this has led to new approaches and activities, or whether they have used it for what they would have done anyway, but done better. The Review Group recognises the importance of teachers deciding how best to use PPA time.

The most common use mentioned is for weekly planning, often jointly with another colleague, where possible. Preparation of resources, often including finding material on the internet, and in particular having time to look at and reflect on how best to use these is frequently mentioned. Preparation for trips and liaison with other professionals, by being able to access the phone during the working day, is often cited as a benefit of PPA time. In terms of assessment, the main activity highlighted is marking work, with frequent claims that doing so more carefully had helped to inform future planning and enhance children’s learning. A substantial minority of teachers have used PPA time to observe and assess individual children or small groups in a more focused way. A significant number indicated that the used at least part of their PPA time to undertake their role as a co-ordinator. A few mentioned visiting other schools.

There was a small amount of evidence of teachers having used the time for activities not related to their professional duties, including going shopping and picking up their own children. This has led, at times, to tension between headteachers and those concerned. When linked to several headteachers’ view that the introduction of PPA time has led to teachers becoming more inflexible, a level of strain in the relationships in some schools becomes evident. One strongly felt example was given by a head who described a colleague leaving mid-way through an annual event which was special to all the children and staff to take PPA time.

Much of the planning, preparation and assessment appeared to be work previously done after school hours, in the evenings and at weekends. However, there was some evidence of new opportunities for professional activity made possible by the introduction of PPA time, especially more focused observation and/or assessment. The Review Group hopes and believes that, as PPA time ‘beds in’, teachers will be able increasingly to use at least part of it for activities possible only when the children are present.

5.v
One issue raised frequently was that PPA time is of significantly greater value when it enables sustained work with a minimum of interruptions. This section considers three aspects which hinder this: the length of sessions, the need for suitable space and the danger, perceived or actual, of PPA time being encroached upon.

The value of PPA time is very widely regarded as depending on the length of the slots. Longer slots are usually seen as much more valuable. For example, one teacher wrote that ‘it’s much better now that I get a full afternoon’ and another that ‘when it’s split, it’s hard to get stuck in.’ One teacher said, of a half-hour slot (which took a great deal of trouble to organise), that it was often not much use except to do some photocopying! It is clearly most ineffective for teachers to undertake tasks which could be done by support staff, especially when such staff are releasing that teacher. Short periods of PPA time make this more likely.

The need for suitable space for uninterrupted work was commonly raised. Usually, this was because of a lack of any, or enough, suitable space in the school, though often linked to interruptions. Occasionally, it was a frustration at not being able to use the classroom. The value of having access to suitable resources, especially to the internet, was cited as helping teachers to make the best use of PPA time. Many teachers said that they much preferred to work at home, especially for individual work. Others said that they would wish to but were not allowed to do so. The reasons given included needing to have enough teachers on-site, obviously more so in very small schools, the wish of the headteacher to know what the teacher is doing during PPA time, and an expectation for the teacher to be ‘on-call’.

The Regulations (DfES, 2003, para 42) state clearly that ‘a teacher who is on PPA time must be treated as not available and their PPA time must not be encroached upon.’  Even so, it was reasonably common for teachers to remain available, either by choice, for example ‘popping in and out of classes’ or because they were required to work at school. In practice, this often seemed not to be needed during sessions, though heads, teachers and support staff all commented that the class teacher often had subsequently to address issues arising during the session where the provision was not of high quality.

An issue raised very commonly by all staff groups was that of who plans for PPA time. The class teacher provides more planning in areas where the person releasing the teacher is less confident or the class teacher wishes to dictate the content or outcome more carefully. Qualified teachers or, to a slightly lesser extent, outside specialists such as sports coaches leading sessions, almost invariably plan the session using the schemes of work and medium-term plans, fitting in closely with, or using, weekly plans where these related to the subject covered. Where HLTAs or those such as trainee teachers lead classes, the level of planning tends to vary according to their expertise and the nature of the specified work. Where teaching assistants release teachers, the practice varies considerably. In some models very little guidance is provided while in others detailed planning is given, or the nature of the task means that little is needed, such as where children were following a computer-led  maths programme. Some support staff are happy to develop their own ideas for activities, whereas others are, understandably, concerned when left to plan sessions largely on their own. In practice, most class teachers provide planning for specific tasks and a broad outline for sessions involving more open-ended activities. This is much more problematic where unqualified staff lead classes of older children and where sessions are longer. Support staff greatly value the informal guidance and feedback from the class teacher, often just before or after a session. Several support staff are unhappy when left on their own with little guidance or where, on occasion, their often considerable enthusiasm and energy is not recognised or commented upon.

This illustrates a considerable tension where staff leading classes are not suitably qualified. The class teacher gains little benefit from having PPA time if s/he has to plan in detail and often mark the work done, as sometimes happens, and even more so if s/he is interrupted during PPA time. The children’s learning during PPA time and the morale of support staff suffers where those leading classes lack the appropriate level of expertise.

This raises the question of training for those undertaking new roles. In 3.iii, the relatively low number of schools making use of the HLTA training was mentioned, though one which bases their whole model on this is described in 5.vii. A few schools have made use of the cover supervisors’ course, but as was pointed out at one school this is mainly for those undertaking this role in secondary schools. Many support staff releasing teachers highlighted the value of other training not specifically related to PPA time, but often to a particular expertise. In many schools, they are encouraged to attend staff meetings or INSET days, often, though not always, receiving extra pay or time off in lieu. However, it seems that relatively few schools have considered in depth the training needs of those releasing teachers and invested in the often substantial training required. 

5.vi
This Review took place during the second academic year after initial implementation and around the time when schools were planning their provision for the next year, in the light of experience and their budget allocations. This section summarises how schools have changed their initial model of implementation and why.

As indicated, it was expected that schools would alter models from year to year. Many schools were doing so, or sometimes more often, usually in the latter case because of changes to personnel. Three main reasons are cited for significant changes affecting the implementation of PPA, namely:

· personnel changes, whether because someone leaves or a new person is recruited, as happened in several schools searching for specialist provision in areas such as modern foreign languages;

· moving from more expensive, towards cheaper, provision. This appears to be a reasonably common pattern, especially where the school had started by relying mainly or wholly on qualified teachers but was finding this impossible to sustain financially; and

· moving from cheap ways of releasing teachers, usually with support staff without additional training to more expensive ones. This was less frequent, maybe because those releasing teachers did not wish to continue or the quality of experience was considered not good enough, often resulting in poor behaviour, usually but not exclusively with older children.

Control of the first is difficult, but this re-inforces the importance of schools, where possible, not being too dependent on one or two people to release teachers. The second confirms that very few schools are likely, within the current funding settlement, to be able to afford a model based wholly or very largely on using only qualified teachers. A few responses indicated that an expensive model could be sustained only with additional funding from parents or other sources. There was some reference to parental pressure being a factor in schools ensuring that all or most provision was by qualified teachers. The third point indicates that several schools had moved towards more expensive provision - despite budget pressures - when the children’s learning experiences were being disrupted. This was so especially where this had adverse consequences for those leading classes, other teachers including the class teacher and the children. One teacher commented on how much less valuable PPA time has been this year because a change to support staff leading classes had led to a greater burden for the teacher released in terms of planning and behaviour management. This supports the very strongly expressed view, in a large number of replies, that appropriate provision depends on the human and financial resources available and that good models are unlikely to be achievable and sustainable without additional funding.

While most responses indicated at least some change from year to year, a surprising number said that their school’s model was settled and unlikely to change. The Review Group is concerned that many schools are not considering change even where the quality of provision is not as good as it could be, a point discussed further in 7.iv.
5.vii
So many models have been adopted that it is not worthwhile to generalise until judgments about the impact on staff and on the curriculum have been made. Ideally, successful models help to maintain or enrich children’s learning and are sustainable. The models described here illustrate different ways in which six schools which have addressed some of the challenges and some of the problems encountered.

A is in an urban area, with around 260 children. The Chair of Governors said that they had decided to ‘go for quality for the children’. Most teachers are released for full sessions in teams, which seen as a big advantage. Morale is high, but teachers continue to work just as hard. The school uses those on the staff, including teachers, someone training as a teacher, mainly for Art, and an HLTA, who acts as Assistant SENCO and librarian. The PE and music coordinator teach several classes, as does a teacher of RE, all of which are regarded as enriching the curriculum. The budget is so tight that this model, seen as good for teachers and enriching for children, may not be sustainable financially.
B is an urban school with around 420 children. The two Assistant Heads release almost all the class teachers, mostly in the mornings and for core subjects, using the teacher’s weekly plan. This is intended to be seamless for pupils, enables the Assistant Heads to have an impact and is explicitly linked to monitoring. Occasionally the headteacher or support staff are used. Opportunities for team planning are very much welcomed. Curriculum coordination has been changed to be the responsibility of teams including support staff, rather like faculties. It is regarded as a very good but very expensive model.

C is a large village school with around 150 children, which works on the principle of using only qualified teachers. Arrangements are coordinated by a part-time teacher, who teaches a range of subjects, negotiated individually with class teachers to some extent, especially using her expertise in modern languages. Music is taught by an outside specialist for one day a week, with the headteacher also doing the same, the same teaching load as previously. If PPA time is missed, it is usually not paid back. The model is flexible and enriching for children, but expensive.

D is a town school with about 500 children. Extensive consultation led to teachers being released in year teams for a full session, with two subjects covered, music and about half of ICT. A teacher who had previously had taught across the age range was appointed to co-ordinate all the arrangements. As music co-ordinator, she leads all the music and plans and reports for Music and ICT. Initially, there were twelve teaching assistants, working in pairs with a class and not paid extra. As this was complex, there are now only three working with a whole class, using the co-ordinator’s plans, and paid at a higher rate for the hours done as an HLTA. They can cover for teacher absence, based on emergency planning. A huge amount of planning is involved, for instance linking the ICT into year plans and medium term planning and schemes of work. Teachers are very keen on the model. Apart from joint planning, PPA time enables improved assessments. Children learn music from a specialist teacher, and ICT is well planned and delivered by good HLTAs. Ofsted recently commended the arrangements. The headteacher indicated that the cost is just about sustainable from the budget, though expenditure on resources and renewal of ICT equipment has been drastically reduced.

E is in a town and has some 280 pupils. After consultation, the school had invested in training seven school support staff as HLTAs, both releasing them for the course and by employing a teacher as their mentor for just under two days per week for one year to give on-going support. This had built capacity so that the school would not have to rely on one or two individuals, so reducing the organisational difficulties of absence. This model enables joint planning which teachers welcome. Some HLTAs are very enthusiastic about leading classes, others less so, but mutual support had helped avoid isolation. In some older classes there are concerns about a variability of provision and some teachers were reluctant to let HLTAs have much autonomy. One senior teaching assistant had been appointed to coordinate arrangements but had found the task challenging. The model, with which the Chair of Governors is very pleased, takes organisational pressure off the headteacher.

F is a village school with about 80 children. Currently, all PPA time is taken on one of two afternoons a week, with teachers encouraged to work at home. The model involves what may be called a carousel of different activities with release provided by a mixture of teachers, including the headteacher, doing music or PSHCE and non-teachers with expertise in sport and French. One teacher is employed specially for one afternoon. Next year, it is planned to have all the PPA time in one afternoon to enable all teachers to have PPA time together, to reduce the headteacher’s teaching load and to leave the rest of the school week settled. The teachers especially are enthusiastic about the impact on workload and morale and the time had enabled one to focus on a project for which the school was well-prepared, a fact which she had not known this before. 

The valuable features of these approaches to be noted this stage are, where possible to:

· assess the skills of existing staff and use these imaginatively and creatively;

· have someone with a dedicated co-ordinating role, though, as indicated at School D, this is ‘not a job for a novice’;

· release teachers for slots of at least an hour and preferably a full session and with at least part of the time in parallel year groups or departments to enable joint planning; and

· seek to avoid too great a pressure on a few people, especially the head,  or staff who lack the necessary skills, expertise and experience.

Although these schools exemplify aspects of good practice, Section 5 indicates that many classes are being led by those not qualified as teachers and without appropriate expertise and/or additional training. Moreover, relatively few schools have staff trained at the appropriate level (whether too highly or not at all) to release teachers without disrupting the rest of the school when those timetabled to do so are absent. The implications for staff are considered in Section 6 and those for children’s learning in Section 7.

6 What are the benefits and the disadvantages for staff of different models adopted?

6.i
The evidence indicates considerable differences of view between different, and within, staff groups, especially among support staff, about the benefits and disadvantages of the models adopted to implement PPA time. This section considers the evidence about workload and morale for the different groups of staff involved, in 6.ii headteachers, 6.iii the teachers released and 6.iv those releasing them. 6.v summarises the overall picture and reflects on themes from this and the previous Section. 

6.ii
One key question was whether the introduction of PPA time has led to an increased workload for headteachers, especially in certain types of school. The workload implications fall into three main categories:

· the organisation of the overall structure;

· the week to week, day to day organisation, especially in terms of staff absence; and

· releasing teachers themselves, whether on a regular basis, except where this is by choice or in emergencies.

Most headteachers have taken a major role in planning for, and organising, how PPA time was introduced. A minority, mostly in larger schools, have delegated much of the practical implementation, usually to senior teachers, occasionally to support staff. A significant minority release teachers regularly themselves, with some taking on a considerable additional load. A few had devised solutions whereby their existing teaching commitment was spread across several classes rather than with one class, enabling them to know a wider range of children better. It was reported fairly often that the headteacher was releasing other teachers at the expense of her or his own PPA time. Not only has the introduction of PPA time, in practice, led to a greater teaching commitment in many cases, but it seems certain that dedicated headship time, also part of Phase 3 of the National Agreement, will not have become a reality.

Many headteachers reported on how releasing teachers on an occasional basis, or being constantly disrupted during PPA time, impacts adversely on their own work. The language used included terms such as ‘nightmare’ and ‘more organisation and less working without disruption’. Several reported that they feel obliged to stay on the premises during PPA time where arrangements involved staff who were not experienced and trusted. However, a significant number of headteachers reported that the impact on their own role has been slight, especially where they had been able to delegate and/or to establish a model where the level of disruption was no greater than at other times.

In terms of the benefits for headteachers, a happier, less stressed staff was mentioned frequently, though more so by teachers than other groups, and that they could expect, and did receive, better planning. A small amount of resentment from headteachers about teachers was evident especially where the pressures on headteachers are greatest. The most frequent disadvantages highlighted were the funding to make appropriate provision, raised by many headteachers and governors, and the organisational pressure, raised by all the staff groups.

The Review Group is very concerned that the introduction of PPA time has led to a substantial increase in workload for many headteachers. The extent of this varies depending on the model adopted, which in turn depends on the availability of appropriate staff.  The negative impact for headteachers appears to have been greatest where teaching assistants without significant expertise or training were leading sessions other than those with simple activities and in small schools, though not the very smallest. Several headteachers expressed a very strong sense of frustration about the impact on their own morale and ability to do their own job properly. They were concerned to be taken away from their leadership and management duties. Many were dispirited to have to introduce models which they recognised as not of sufficient quality. In many schools, PPA time has been introduced at a considerable cost in terms of the headteacher’s personal commitment. This was seen to take a considerable personal toll. The effects of this are likely to be a reduced level of effective leadership and management and a greater strain on their health, with serious implications for the retention and recruitment of headteachers.

6.iii
The evidence suggests strongly that the workload of those teachers released has diminished. Most teachers said that PPA time had reduced workload and reduced pressure at weekends, with many comments such as ‘an excellent initiative that has allowed me to spread the load of marking and co-ordinating’, ‘after 20+ years as a teacher, it’s fantastic’ and ‘Amazing! We have a life now!’. The strength and frequency of such responses indicate how serious workload issues had become. In particular, the opportunity to do a substantial part of weekly planning during school hours has freed up weekends for an improved work/life balance. The opportunity to spend more time with their families was commonly cited by teachers. It has become embedded into teachers’ expectations, as illustrated by comments such as ‘I couldn’t do without it’.

While this reaction was very common, many teachers said that, though PPA time helps, the administrative burden is still substantial. For example, one teacher wrote ‘still so much workload that I can’t do as many professional development things as would be desirable.’ There were several comments such as ‘breathing space’ and ‘keeping my head above water.’ Worryingly, a significant minority said that the workload continues to expand both because of new external initiatives and because the headteacher makes greater demands because teachers now have PPA time. 

It may reasonably be argued that the self-reporting nature of the evidence makes it likely for teachers both to welcome the time required and to want more. The Review Group is concerned that, although a fairly radical initiative has been introduced to reduce teachers’ workload, many teachers continue to work very long hours. This supports the view of the recent study commissioned by the School Teachers Review Body (STRB, 2006) that there has been no statistically significant changes in the hours which teachers, in different phases, work. Two possible explanations are that:

· as many teachers said, the demands from headteachers and outside schools have increased, often with the rationale that teachers now have time to fulfil these; and

· many teachers will always find that work expands to fit the time available.

Whether additional workload is imposed or voluntary, or a mixture of both, the challenge of reducing teachers’ workload remains considerable. 

In relation to specific groups of teachers, some concern was expressed about the time away from a class of newly qualified teachers (NQTs), with entitlement to PPA time in addition to the 10% as an NQT. For teachers who work on a part-time basis, PPA time has worked well for staff and children where two teachers who job share have been used, as is often the case, to release the other teacher for PPA time.

PPA time was widely agreed to have had a positive effect on teachers’ morale. However, a significant minority of teachers, while welcoming PPA time, lamented aspects affecting their role as teachers. Several, for instance, said that they miss teaching subjects they do well, though at least as many comment that both they and the children benefit from them not teaching subjects, especially music and PE, at which they are not good. This raises important questions about the changing role of the teacher, considered further in 9.iv.
There were suggestions that the introduction of PPA time has led to reduced teacher absence and sickness but little hard evidence on this is available. However, one aspect in relation to all staff groups is mentioned in 6.v.

6.iv
In considering whether staff releasing teachers, whether qualified as teachers or not, have welcomed their new roles and what other roles they no longer undertake, the evidence presents a mixed picture.

Of the teachers leading classes, many now teaching a subject such as music to several classes appreciate the chance to do so. For those previously working in less specialised roles but now leading classes, the evidence was mixed, with some liking the chance to work with several classes and others finding the role rather fragmented. Headteachers with an increased teaching commitment felt under greater pressure. Otherwise, there was not enough evidence about senior staff taking on a teaching role across several classes to make a valid judgment.

The workload of support staff releasing teachers has increased, both in terms of planning and responsibility while leading the class. Most of those on various routes to gaining qualified teacher status and HLTAs have welcomed the opportunity to develop their areas of expertise and, where appropriate, to take responsibility for a whole class. One great benefit for these groups, mentioned very frequently, is the opportunity to take on additional roles and responsibilities. Some of those gaining HLTA status have seen it as a step on a professional development pathway, for instance to becoming a teacher, while others have welcomed the opportunities without wishing to move to other roles. Releasing teachers is regarded as good experience for those hoping, or training, to become teachers. Many schools with support staff who are HLTAs used their specialist skills, expertise and experience effectively. Less frequent has been the creation of roles such as Assistant SENCO and ICT co-ordinator which make good use of their abilities but did not involve leading whole classes.

The responses of teaching assistants who release teachers show considerable variety, from some who were very enthusiastic to many who were not. Even within individual schools, very varied responses were evident. Many welcomed opportunities to develop their own skills, even though they were less happy with the extra responsibility and expectations where they lacked specific expertise or had to plan in detail. This has led to some, but only a few, teaching assistants withdrawing from leading classes. However, UNISON has received little casework related to PPA time. 

The impact on morale of support staff releasing teachers varies considerably, largely depending on the factors highlighted above. The level of personal confidence, the nature of the task and the age of the children involved were important factors. The status accorded, and support given, to these staff makes a considerable difference, but older children in particular are commonly reported as not giving these staff the same level of respect as teachers. A common reaction, even from teaching assistants who enjoy using their skills, expertise and experience leading classes, is that their role is more than that of supporting the teacher. The evidence suggests that the use of support staff to cover classes outside PPA time has also increased.

The next three paragraphs discuss common complaints from support staff leading classes, often also voiced by other groups on their behalf. The evidence from UNISON and the Human Resource Service Manager outlined the support available to address some of these, summarised in 8.iv.

The first is unreasonable expectations of the responsibility which support staff are expected to take on. As indicated, this response was far from universal but very strongly held in many cases, especially where there is insufficient planning or direction about what is expected, In some cases, risk assessments appear not to have been carried out, or to have been inadequate given the nature of the ‘specified work’ and the individual’s level of skills, expertise and experience.

The second complaint is the lack of time for support staff releasing teachers to prepare and plan, linked to a considerably increased workload. In a minority of schools, time to liaise with class teachers and where appropriate to plan and prepare resources was timetabled, but this appears to be unusual, and often ‘lost’ in practice.

Most frequently and strongly emphasised is the lack of extra pay to compensate for the additional responsibility. The responses of a majority of the support staff confirm this, using terms such as ‘cheap labour’, ‘derisory’ and ‘very, very little monetary reward for a great deal of extra work and responsibility’, views backed up by many respondents from other groups. One, for instance, said that teaching assistants had been led to believe that those covering would receive a higher rate of pay but only got an extra 15p an hour for a great deal more responsibility- and felt rather misled and abused. Several support staff raised a concern that the hours for which they receive any additional payments do not match the actual hours worked. Even those who welcome the new challenges felt that this is not reflected in the additional pay. For example, in one school, an HLTA described how her significant new, and welcome, responsibilities, leading classes in a range of subjects, had been enormously positive for her, leading to her training to become a teacher. However, she was brief but extremely forthright in commenting that the pay was ‘Rubbish! Insulting!’ going on to say that it amounted to only some £2 an hour extra now, and less previously.

6.v
In summarising the benefits and disadvantages for different groups of staff, it is unsurprising that teachers are seen to have been the major beneficiaries. Almost all teachers have welcomed PPA time as beneficial in terms of work/life balance. Teachers’ morale is widely thought to have risen as a result of PPA time. The Review Group believes that this has been a very beneficial initiative for teachers. However, their workload remains very high, in part because of the pressure of new initiatives from outside the school and expectations within, in part because of a continuing culture, in many cases, of working very long hours. 

All staff groups recognised that the impact on staff other than teachers has been substantial. The evidence suggests that many headteachers and some support staff have reluctantly taken on more, or inappropriate, tasks. It is hard to escape the conclusion that, in many cases, the benefit for teachers has been at the expense of other members of staff, often headteachers and/or those support staff who are reluctant to take on additional responsibilities but feel obliged to do so. 

In the case of support staff, this is often because otherwise the children will miss out on worthwhile opportunities, for example going swimming, even if the adult does not feel comfortable accompanying them. While such staff do not have to take on such work, they are reluctant to say no. Similar considerations may apply to headteachers, but a lack of strategic thinking and leadership may lead to some taking too great a burden on themselves. The Review Group is especially concerned about the impact on headteachers’ workload and morale, especially those in small schools. The workload seems to have had a detrimental effect on headteachers’ morale. For the headteacher to undertake a considerable additional commitment to release teachers for PPA time is rarely an effective use of time. A significant minority of headteachers have ensured that enabling teachers to be released does not entail a greater personal teaching commitment and that much of the organisation has been delegated. While recognising the difficulty of doing so in many cases, the Review Group believes that headteachers should work towards this to protect their own work/life balance. Otherwise this will affect headteachers adversely both personally and in their ability to offer effective leadership, considered further in 9.iii, probably exacerbating existing difficulties in headteacher recruitment and retention.

The impact on support staff’s workload is considerable and on their morale variable, depending largely on the nature of the work undertaken. The skills of many support staff have in the past been under-utilised and many schools deploy them less effectively or imaginatively than they might. In particular, there is scope for developing support staff, whether as HLTAs or not, in whole-school roles other than leading classes. The status of support staff needs to be addressed in several respects, often interlinked, such as role, respect, time for planning and pay. However, the Review Group is especially concerned about the numbers of support staff leading classes with insufficient direction and supervision, with a potential consequence in terms of health and safety and often a real one in terms of insufficiently challenging lessons and disruptive behaviour. 

Data about sickness absence have not been analysed precisely enough to determine patterns for different groups of staff which might be associated with PPA time. Evidence about the long term absence patterns indicates that teachers are being, proportionately, less affected than headteachers and support staff and that the balance of symptoms has changing more towards mental than physical health difficulties. While this cannot be ascribed to PPA time, this may support a view that the pressures are growing more for headteachers and support staff than for teachers.

The benefit in terms of teachers’ workload and morale is widely considered to have improved their effectiveness. This was both reported by teachers and supported by headteachers and support staff who frequently indicated how planning and preparation had improved. Maybe potential benefits should be judged by whether teachers are doing better, rather than fewer, hours. So, it is important to consider the impact on children before making judgments about the success of models adopted.

7 What has been the impact on pupils’ progress and learning of the introduction of PPA time?

7.i
This section considers, in 7.ii, the impact on the range and quality of the curriculum during PPA time and, in 7.iii, during the rest of the week. 7.iv discusses how schools monitor provision and 7.v the impact on specific groups of children. 7.vi draws together several themes emerging from this section.

7.ii
The evidence suggests that the range of activities during PPA time is heavily dependent on the model adopted. Most teachers without a particular specialism continue with the normal curriculum, as planned, aiming to minimise disruption. This is particularly so in nursery schools. For younger children in primary schools the session was often led by an adult familiar with the class, such as a Nursery Nurse or experienced teaching assistant, usually supported by another teaching assistant.

Where specialists lead classes, this is most commonly for Physical Education, especially with sports coaches, Art and/or Design Technology, especially with HLTAs, or Music, especially with teachers. Music co-ordinators work across all or most classes in several schools, with a similar model adopted occasionally for PE. In a significant minority of schools, many more children are learning a modern foreign language than previously. A few schools use a teacher from a specialist secondary school, but training and guidance seems likely to be the best use of this role. Other schools are using members of the community with specific language skills. Several schools use in-house expertise in ICT during PPA time.

Where teaching assistants, whether HLTA or not, lead classes, except in areas of an HLTA’s specialism, the most common activities are handwriting, guided reading, spelling tests, maths worksheets and ICT-led maths. ICT is also commonly delegated to teaching assistants and aspects of PE such as dance and drama less frequently. It is common for part of longer sessions to involve finishing off, or independent research. There is occasional mention of more opportunities for play and for creative activities, especially with younger children, but almost none of story-telling. 

The subjects chosen are usually negotiated by considering the skills and enthusiasm of the person leading and what the class teacher is happy to delegate. This latter point was frequently cited by teachers as the areas in which their own skills were weakest, notably music, PE and modern foreign languages. However, this also involves subjects most easily separated from the rest of the curriculum, such as art and Design Technology, ICT, especially the skills element, and personal, social, health and citizenship education (PSHCE) and Religious Education (RE), two subjects usually led by the headteacher or a teaching assistant. Literacy and numeracy are very rarely covered except as described in the previous paragraph or when teachers lead classes, science infrequently and history and geography hardly at all. There was occasional mention of other activities such as Philosophy for Children and Salsa dancing.

Judgments on the quality of provision during PPA time rely heavily on the views of different groups of staff, rather on observation. The quality is, unsurprisingly, seen as largely dependent on those leading sessions. Few comments were made where teachers release other teachers, except that:

· supply teachers unfamiliar with a class are often not seen as a good option;

· specialists are usually seen as enriching the curriculum as were senior staff, especially headteachers, particularly where they have an expertise, for instance in PSHCE or RE; and

· where job-share teachers can release each other, this works well.

Where classes are led by specialists who are not teachers, most questionnaire responses indicated that the children benefit considerably, with some exceptions where behaviour issues were raised, especially with older and/or more challenging children. Teachers’ comments included ‘Enriches. Very lucky with an excellent TA for DT’ and ‘PE with specialist coach is very good- so good deal. Wider knowledge and more expertise.’

Where classes are led by teaching assistants, individually or in pairs, without specific expertise, the picture is much more mixed. In some cases, especially with younger children, the outcomes were judged to be good where those releasing the teacher were experienced and familiar with the class. In others, especially with older and/or more challenging children, concern was expressed by heads, class teachers, staff leading classes and children that the activities were undifferentiated, with insufficient guidance for at least part of the session. This was reflected in comments about ‘filling in’ and ‘progress of pupils not enriched or learning limited’. The most obvious result is poor behaviour. This re-inforces the importance of the level of direction and supervision and the status accorded to support staff who release teachers. In some instances, a less formal approach, with more opportunities for child-directed activities, was welcomed.

7.iii
The effect on the range of the curriculum outside PPA time is complicated to judge. There is considerable evidence that the introduction of PPA time has led to school timetables being more tightly structured, the more so the more complex the model. Many class teachers, except where those releasing them continued with the ‘normal’ curriculum, expressed the view that it is now harder to fit everything into only four and a half days. This may become a greater concern with the introduction of new demands such as that for a modern foreign language. Members of all staff groups said that there is now less opportunity for spontaneity, especially where teachers were insistent on having PPA time as timetabled. It may be argued that this level of structure helps to ensure that some subjects receive their allocated time, or that this makes some of the more exciting activities, such as school trips or plays harder to arrange, or indeed both.

Part of the rationale for PPA time is that improved planning and assessment and fresher teachers will enhance the quality of the teaching and learning during the rest of the week. While this Review is not able to draw on either outcome measures or a detailed survey of whether planning, teaching and learning have improved, many responses indicate that it has. Teachers frequently said that better planning, especially where joint planning was possible, had improved their teaching. Joint planning is also likely to have significant professional development benefits. Many teachers said that better marking and the chance to assess individual children had improved their teaching. The chance to prepare new, or better, resources is seen to impact positively on teaching and learning. Both heads and support staff supported this, the latter quite frequently saying that this enables them to support children more effectively. While this seems likely, it is difficult to verify in a Review of this nature.

Overall judgments about the benefits of PPA time for teaching and learning outside PPA time need to consider four notes of caution. The first is that teachers often said that children need time to settle down again after PPA time, especially where the quality of those releasing them is not good, including sorting out the consequences of disruptive behaviour. The second is that the loss of dedicated co-ordinator time, as indicated in 5.ii, may have negative consequences for curriculum development, as may any reluctance to enable teachers to attend courses. The third relates to where a subject is covered mainly or completely in PPA time, especially by a specialist. Opportunities for cross-curricular links are often reduced. The responsibility for assessing and reporting on that subject is often blurred. Sometimes specialists undertook assessment and report-writing but this was unusual. More significantly, as many teachers commented, the classteacher’s knowledge of the ‘whole child’ may be adversely affected. This may depend to some extent on the subjects covered. One adviser described how some schools had started by doing PSHCE/ circle time during PPA time had abandoned this because children perceived that their class teachers were less interested than previously in their feelings.

The fourth note of caution relates to progression within the subjects covered during PPA time. Most schools try to ensure this by basing short-term planning on schemes of work and medium term planning. Where this involves less well qualified staff, many of the tasks are at a lower level and the class teacher retains closer control. Where specialists are used, this tends not to be so. As several witnesses commented, specialists who are not teachers, especially when not on the school staff, may make provision which is, in the short term, of high quality. However, this may not cover the whole of the content, or meet the underlying objectives, of the curriculum. Two examples illustrate this.

PE was the subject most commonly cited as benefiting from specialist provision. The advisory teacher for primary PE expressed a concern that the emphasis was often on sport, and often only a limited range of sport. The Review Group spoke to one sports coach employed through a specialist company used by several schools regarded by staff and children in one school as excellent. A range of sports was offered and she was prepared to assess and report on the subject. However, the PE curriculum emphasises generic rather than sport-specific skills and the advisory teacher thought that non-teachers would find it difficult to teach these adequately. She gave an example of one potential provider offering good sports-specific activities, but who withdrew because of likely difficulties with differentiation and behaviour management. Moreover, she expressed the view that, unless PE in PPA time covers appropriate curricular objectives, it should be in addition to, rather than replace, time within the curriculum.

Similar considerations apply in relation to modern foreign languages. Again, many schools are enthusiastic about the introduction, or extension, of a foreign language ahead of its statutory introduction in 2010 and see provision for this in PPA time as significantly enriching the curriculum. However, one witness who teaches several languages in her school during PPA time and the subject adviser raised the issue of whether this should concentrate on language awareness, based on regular input from the classteacher, or specific language skills, taught by a specialist, almost certainly in less frequent lessons. The approach to be adopted is still under discussion. However, this highlights, as with PE, that a curriculum offering the necessary range and progression within a subject requires more than good quality in specific sessions. It is noteworthy that those with strategic responsibility for PE, for Modern Foreign Languages and for Music all wished ‘their’ subject not to be taught within PPA time, except possibly when by a specialist teacher.
These considerations affect all schools to some extent. In the minority of cases where the class doing broadly the same as the class teacher would have done, the impact is less than where a particular subject or subjects were largely or totally covered during PPA time. However, judgments about curriculum quality often need to balance enhanced learning in a particular area with wider considerations of coherence across the whole curriculum and progression within a subject.

7.iv
Ofsted (2004) commented that few headteachers or governors monitored either the use or the impact of workforce reforms, though that report preceded the introduction of PPA time. The evidence of this Review suggests that most headteachers are happy to trust teachers to make good use of PPA time, with a few exceptions, most obviously where teachers are required to stay on the school premises. The Review Group believes that this is largely a matter for individual schools’ decision, though sharing of good practice will help to ensure that PPA time is used effectively.

While a few schools have audited formally how PPA time is used, most operate more informally.  The Review Group was interested to hear of an audit tool being devised by West Sussex to enable schools to monitor the implementation of PPA time. A series of questions leads to an automatically generated report on areas such as whether statutory requirements are being met, the management implications and the outcomes, with a judgment on whether provision is outstanding, good, satisfactory or inadequate under each heading. The outcome data is in the categories of raw attainment, quality of teaching and learning (though the judgment needs to be made and evidenced by the school) and more subjective judgments such as whether staff are happier or more stressed and whether the children are enthusiastic. Where data are not available, it is intended to prompt discussion on whether schools should gather that. It is claimed that inputting data takes only about thirty minutes, with a further fifteen minutes to generate the report. While only a draft was available, this looks to be a valuable and time-efficient resource for heads, governors and other monitoring the implementation of PPA time. Oxfordshire has ordered a site license, so that the CD should be available to schools by the time that this report is published.

The evidence in 5.vi suggests variable practice in monitoring at whole school level. Many schools have changed their model based on a lot of discussion about the impact on children’s learning, albeit not based on attainment data, as well as practical considerations of funding and personnel available. However, many others are not anticipating making changes even where quality of provision is not good. This may suggest a lack of the imaginative leadership evident in many schools.

Most monitoring by class teachers of what happens during PPA time takes place at the level of medium-term planning and informally, with brief discussions after the session, looking at work completed or going into the classroom occasionally. A minority of class teachers do not see it as their responsibility to monitor what happens during PPA time. This recalls the tension raised in 5.v about those releasing teachers having the skills, expertise and experience required for the specified work, and the effect of this on the direction and supervision required if the value of PPA time is to be maximised. However, one area where there is scope for improved monitoring relates to the impact on particular individuals or groups of children, discussed in the next section.

7.v
The respondents made surprisingly little response to the question of whether specific groups have particularly benefited or suffered as a result of the introduction of PPA time. Frequently, the section was left blank. Often, no group was highlighted, with comments such as ‘all the children benefit from the specialist coaching.’ The answers, understandably, tend to depend on the model adopted. However, two main aspects, ability and age, are discussed in this section.

One concern expressed while the Review was being planned was whether provision for children with special educational needs would suffer as a result of the introduction of PPA time. This is discussed both in relation to what happens during PPA time and during the rest of the week.

The evidence showed considerable concern about the effect on children who find change difficult of different adults leading sessions during PPA time. This was often cited as leading to disruptive behaviour, especially with older children, and usually with teaching assistants and occasionally sports coaches. Concern was also expressed about some younger children, especially when they first started, being upset by not having their regular teacher. However, most models with children in Key Stage 1 avoid this by having adults who know the children well leading sessions. This was often cited as being better than having an unfamiliar supply teacher. On the other hand, a strong body of opinion thought it good for children to encounter a different style or approach, especially when a particular expertise was brought to the session and that learning to cope with change is an important part of the educational process. The Review Group tends to accept this view, while recognising that having too many adults in a day or a week is likely to be disruptive, especially for children with behavioural difficulties and young children, though the latter rarely occurred.

The concern of many support staff, backed less forcibly by other groups, that those children in the early stages of the SEN Code of Practice receive a lower level of support, whether general classroom support or specific intervention programmes, was raised in 5.ii. This was vividly but not necessarily typically illustrated at one school where two teaching assistants described how the children involved are much more disruptive on the days when their regular intervention programme does not take place because the teaching assistants are releasing teachers. Two advisers involved in auditing provision for SEN indicated, separately, that this did not show that schools were spending less than their budget allocation for special needs. Children with statutorily assessed special educational needs seem to receive the support to which they are entitled. However, the Senior Adviser (Curriculum) suggested that levels of support additional to that baseline may have been reduced and that a range of changes to how support staff are deployed may have been conflated into a perception that changes are reductions resulting from the introduction of PPA time. The fluctuations of budget from year to year may also mean that there is no established baseline of support for such children.

It is hard to judge the overall impact on children with special educational needs. As with other children, the effectiveness depends very heavily on the model adopted. Where the provision during PPA time is of a high quality, all children are likely to benefit. Where less well planned and differentiated, the effect on children with behavioural difficulties become more evident, but other less demonstrative children’s learning is also, unsurprisingly, likely to be disrupted. Where provision in the rest of the week was affected by the need for other staff to release teachers, it is children on the earlier stages of the SEN Code of Practice who are likely to receive a lower level of support than previously. It seems highly likely, as indicated by one witness, that using teaching assistants to release teachers leads to less flexibility to support children in the afternoons. Improved assessment and differentiation in lessons throughout the week is likely to be of particular benefit to children with special educational needs. However, there was a strong perception that, if any children had suffered, it was this group, especially those with behavioural rather than learning difficulties.

The relatively few comments on children identified as gifted and talented tended to fall into two categories. Where specialist provision was made, this was seen as of considerable benefit to this group, especially in Years 5 and 6. A particular benefit was for children with talents in areas such as art and PE. However, the Senior Adviser (Curriculum) expressed a concern that undifferentiated activities, with unqualified support staff, especially in sessions other than such activities as spelling and handwriting, are likely to impact adversely on gifted and talented children. This could lead to disruptive behaviour and would probably, at best, result in such children ‘coasting’.

The evidence relating to children’s ages concentrated almost exclusively on the oldest and youngest children. The benefit of specialists was highlighted most often in relation to Years 5 and 6. The majority of the difficulties become evident where children in Years 5 and 6 behave disruptively, usually in sessions led by a member of staff who is not a qualified teacher. For example, in one school visited, both the teaching assistant releasing the teacher and the children commented forcibly that this element was the least successful part of the whole morning session. The need of children in the Foundation Stage for continuity of staff was frequently mentioned. In practice, most schools seem to provide such continuity, in the ways outlined above, though some confusion was caused when the youngest children were involved in a carousel of activities.

7.vi
In summary, the range of learning opportunities during PPA time, especially those foundation subjects which demand the greatest specialist knowledge, is widely considered to have improved where specialist provision was made. However, this presents challenges in terms of reporting, progression and curriculum coherence. Where staff lacked the necessary skills, expertise or experience, this is more evident with older children.
The resources available have led most schools to make choices between broadening the range of learning experiences, with the associated risk of losing curriculum coherence and progression, and providing a less innovative approach, with the risk of missing out on new learning opportunities, and different teaching styles. The Review Group commends the many schools which have used the introduction of PPA time to extend the range of learning opportunities, drawing on existing, or buying in specialist, skills. Where this chance has not been taken, an opportunity has been missed. Children could benefit from activities such listening to stories or to music, even where specifically qualified staff are not available. It is, however, important to note that:
· many enrichment activities were going on prior to PPA time and that there is some evidence of reduced extra-curricular activities; and

· many of the changes associated with PPA time, such as employing sports coaches could have happened anyway.

However, many schools seem to have been prompted by the need to introduce PPA time to bring in a greater range of external providers and to use the human resources available more imaginatively.
The Review Group does not consider that a simple judgment on the impact of PPA time on children’s learning is appropriate. There have been benefits during PPA time, where specialist provision has been available. Where staff releasing teachers lack the necessary skills, expertise and experience, the impact on learning will affect children of all abilities, with this being most obvious with those with special educational needs and the gifted and talented. A strong, though unsurprising, conclusion is that good quality provision depends heavily on the regular availability of high quality personnel with high levels of expertise and motivation. This should normally entail qualified teachers, though there is evidence of specialist coaching, notably in sport, and support staff with specific expertise, notably in the foundation subjects, providing good learning opportunities. During the rest of the week, improved planning and assessment appears to have enhanced the quality of teaching, although some underlying queries about curriculum coherence and progression have been raised.

8 How have strategic approaches helped, and continue, to support staff and to disseminate good practice to enable schools to develop effective and sustainable models?

8.i
While appropriate models of implementation can only be determined at school level, the Local Authority has important strategic support functions. Only two key questions were initially identified within this line of enquiry, the training and guidance to headteachers and governors, and the training, guidance and support for staff taking on new duties, dealt with in 8.ii and 8.iii respectively. 8.iv considers evidence on other aspects of the Local Authority’s strategic role, except finance which is discussed in 9.iii.

8.ii
The main training for senior staff and governors consisted of the Workforce Remodelling training organised through the Local Authority on the basis of the national template. The Senior Adviser reported that this had been well-received. The questionnaire responses from heads and governors indicated a slightly more mixed picture, though the majority were positive. The most common response was that, rather than training, schools need more money to make PPA work well. <Comment on governor training to be inserted>

Few heads or governors identified future training needs, with the exception of sharing of how other schools, especially ones in similar circumstances, have implemented PPA time. However, the variability of leadership, to be discussed further in 9.iii, suggest significant training needs for headteachers, both as part of the induction process and for existing headteachers. The Review Group shares the view of the Senior Adviser (Curriculum) that partnership meetings have considerable potential to enable them to share their experience on models of implementation and to consider shared personnel, where appropriate.

The Cabinet Member for School Improvement emphasised the importance of governors monitoring PPA time this being linked to the budget-setting process. One governor made the shrewd observation that it would be helpful for governors to know what questions to ask. The Review Group believes that the audit tool described in 7.iv and a greater emphasis on this in governor training could usefully address this. For one governor in each governing body to take on a specific role in this would help to provide a focus, both to support the headteacher and alert other governors to the budgetary, personnel and curricular implications.

8.iii
The courses arranged centrally which specifically relate to leading classes are those for cover supervisors and for HLTAs. The former is mainly designed for those in secondary schools. Some teaching assistants interviewed reported that it had not been useful, and the Review Group believes that those in primary schools should be told that the course is not suitable for their needs.

The Review did not consider in detail the value of the HLTA course, though most responses from those identifying themselves as HLTAs had found it useful. However, the relatively low level of take-up, as indicated in 3.iii, seems to indicate that many schools are reluctant to use those with HLTA status to release teachers or to create new roles to develop the HLTA as a distinctive status. Equally, and linked to this, individual support staff seem reluctant to take on the greater responsibilities of current roles without additional recognition in terms of pay and conditions of service.

Support staff leading classes frequently mentioned the value of courses which they had attended which, while not specifically related to PPA time, helped in new roles, notably those which are subject specific and those which deal with behaviour management.

8.iv
The Review Group was concerned at the evidence of several support staff asked to undertake work which they did not feel competent or qualified to do. There were several other examples of practice, apparently, occurring about which the Review Group wish to express concerns about health and safety. One example is support staff, without additional qualifications, taking PE lessons unaccompanied. While the responsibility on specific health and safety issues lies with the headteacher, the Local Authority has an important role to provide authoritative guidance. The Review Group is concerned at how difficult it has been to find clear and immediate advice and answers to specific queries on Health and Safety. They hope that the proposed Health and Safety helpline will enable all staff and governors to receive appropriate advice.

Given the concern raised in 6.iv about the status and pay of support staff releasing teachers, the Review Group was interested to hear of the guidance and support offered to schools and individuals by the Local Authority. Following successful local negotiations, the pay of support staff had been regraded to try and ensure fairness and consistency. A system of moderated job evaluations, set up to decide whether the pay level matches the level of responsibility, has been quite widely used, though the Review Group suspects that many staff do not know about it. Heads and Governors have been given guidance through the Local Authority’s model Pay Policy, last revised in December 2005, and two documents ‘School Support Staff in New Roles- Guidance on Employment’ and ‘Guidance on the Supervision of support staff, Volunteers and Contractors in Delivering Specified Work in Schools’. The model Pay Policy offers considerably more guidance related to teachers than to support staff. While it is likely that most schools have an appropriate policy in place, the evidence suggests that many support staff either do not know how best to seek resolution of their concerns or are unwilling to use the mechanisms in place. The Review Group commends those involved in drawing up the guidance available and suggests that both governing bodies and individuals will benefit from greater awareness of this and using it where need be.

The Local Authority has a role in helping to ensure that those employed are suitable in aspects such as qualifications and criminal record checks. While many schools used partnership or other local and personal knowledge to access specialist providers, others were not aware of what or who is available. The Review Group debated whether a register of specialist providers with some minimum level of quality assurance, in matters such as range of activities, qualifications and criminal record bureau checks, would help schools access good provision. This may become more important with the further development of Extended Schools. The evidence was varied, with one witness saying how difficult and time-consuming this would be to keep updated and another that this would help to ensure that providers met certain standards. It may be appropriate for the Local Authority to consider whether such a register is valuable and feasible, although this is not included as a formal recommendation.

Those involved commented on how well the local Workforce Remodelling Steering Group works. Both the Regional Adviser of the TDA, and the UNISON Assistant Secretary, emphasised how difficult relationships have been in some other authorities. For example, demarcation disputes about support staff doing teachers’ jobs have been avoided. These good relationships, and an appropriate structure of professional staff, mean that an appropriate structure is in place for monitoring the implementation of PPA time. The audit tool described in 7.iv should prove valuable in doing so. It is hoped that concerns raised in this Review, such as the pattern of many teaching heads not timetabling, or receiving, their own PPA time, can be identified and appropriate support offered.

9 Key features of good practice and factors affecting the successful implementation of PPA time
9.i
The implementation of PPA time is likely to require ‘long-term bedding in’, in the words of one adviser, and continuing change of beliefs and culture. Any model needs to have regard to an individual school’s context, notably size, catchment, availability of suitably trained personnel and, especially, financial resources. Moreover, providing the best available model involves balancing personnel, organisational and financial demands which are often in conflict. The Review Group is wary of presenting simplistic templates and conscious of the conflicting pressures on heads, especially, and governors. Where schools have sustainable models that provide a high quality learning environment, change is unlikely to be appropriate. However, many schools provide financially sustainable models but without the children’s learning being maintained or enhanced during PPA time, often at a considerable cost to the support staff, headteacher or both. Equally, many schools provided good quality learning environments unlikely to be sustainable financially or if one or two key personnel leave. In the light of this, 9.ii draws together the personnel and curricular considerations to highlight features of ‘good practice’. 9.iii discusses the factors which influence the feasibility of sustaining good models and 9.iv how the evidence raises important considerations in relation to the questions raised in 2.v.

9.ii
The evidence suggests that the allocation of guaranteed professional time for teachers has been timetabled in most schools. The main exception seems to be where some teachers have not received their full quota of PPA time. Worryingly, a few responses indicated that teachers were not timetabled to receive their full allocation of PPA time. Where PPA time is cancelled because of unforeseen circumstances, this is usually paid back, but in a significant minority of cases this appears not to be so. In particular, the Review Group is concerned at the number of (mostly small to medium-sized) schools, where the headteacher unwillingly takes on a significant teaching load, often on top of existing commitments, without having PPA time for themselves, and/or a substantial part of his or her time is used to release teachers when those timetabled to do so are absent.

A very wide variety of models have been adopted to release teachers. The greater the complexity of model, the more time and energy of senior staff is expended on organisation, the more learning time is disrupted and the more inflexible the timetable becomes. While, therefore, some schools have set up complex but successful models, usually involving outside expertise, the evidence suggests that, in most cases, simple models are best. While regular evaluation is important to take advantage of new opportunities, and personnel are bound to change, it seems best to avoid major organisational change. Sustainable models must not depend too heavily on one or two individuals, both in terms of immediate considerations such as absence and of longer-term considerations of staff leaving. So it is vital for schools to build capacity, by using existing staff differently, by increasing the level of in-house expertise through training or recruitment, or by buying in from outside providers.

The Review Group believes that it is usually appropriate for models to:

· be based on consultation with all staff and regular monitoring on the model and range of subjects to be covered;

· include an assessment, and use, of the skills, expertise and experience of staff to undertake specified work in the context of the school’s medium term plans and schemes of work;

· involve the teacher released in little or no detailed planning or marking for the session, so that the value of PPA time is maximised;

· enable, where possible, teachers to be released in longer and regular slots, where some time, at least, is available for collaborative planning with one or more other teachers in the same year group or department;

· inbuild PPA time for headteachers and time for staff releasing teachers to plan and prepare;

· be co-ordinated by a designated member of staff who is, where possible, not the headteacher;

· adopt a regular, and relatively simple, pattern without too many changeovers or different adults involved which may lead to lost time and disturb children’s learning.

9.iii
This section considers - and adds to - the factors cited by Ofsted and listed in 2.iii as affecting the successful implementation of Workforce Remodelling and PPA time in particular. 

The initial funding from the DfES and some evidence suggest that small schools are under particular pressure. The evidence of this Review does not entirely support this, though the pressure on the headteacher of smaller schools did seem to be greater. The effect on the budget of a drop in pupil numbers may affect small schools more. However, several small schools such as School F provided what was widely agreed to be an effective model. Another visited was able because of a healthy budget position to rely mainly on qualified teachers. While the challenges were very different in a school of 80 or of 480, the Review Group believes that school size was only one factor in the success of implementation.

The relatively low level of response from nursery schools can be interpreted in different ways and makes secure judgements difficult. Relatively few concerns were expressed and models of implementation disrupted normal routine as little as possible. Almost invariably, the curriculum is planned and children continue much as for the rest of the week. However, given the equal, or possibly, greater importance of very young children receiving high quality provision, but recognising that they may be less demonstrative in response to lower quality provision, their need for skilled teaching throughout the week must not be overlooked. 

The Review tried to explore whether the implementation of PPA time was affected by the level of socio-economic advantage. While schools identified were considered in relation to the socio-economic measure available, the evidence is too fragmentary to draw a reliable conclusion. However, the pressures in socially deprived areas are likely to impact in several ways. For example, it is probably harder to find suitably trained adults within the local community and the response of children to provision of poorer quality is likely to be more disruptive. This requires further research.

Ofsted (2004) emphasise the importance of the headteacher’s commitment to the principles underpinning the agreement, and capacity to manage the change process. The Review Group makes a sharp distinction between these two. Many headteachers, backed by governors, teachers, support staff and parents, felt extremely strongly that all classes should be taught by a qualified teacher. Some managed this, often at considerable personal cost. Others strived to do so, but had to make use of other adults who are not qualified teachers. This is based on a difference of philosophy, reflecting the belief that all classes should be taught by qualified teachers, rather than a weakness.

However, the evidence suggests that the capacity of headteachers for leadership was very varied. Many seemed to be continuing as if nothing had changed except the need to provide PPA time and had taken on so great a personal role that their capacity for strategic leadership seems likely to be reduced. Some had not made best use of the possibilities within their own staff or community. As indicated in 7.iv, many models were unlikely to change even though the provision was not of high quality. On the other hand, there were many examples of headteachers such as those in 5.vii having been imaginative and creative, in ways such as:

· aggregating small blocks of time into full or half days, by agreement, even though this is not strictly within the terms of the National Agreement;
· investing significantly in training to develop long-term capacity;

· deploying support staff in different roles which used their skills and enthusiasm to take the load off teachers; and
· providing new learning opportunities for children, both within conventional subject areas and beyond.
Those who had made the best of the opportunities:

· consulted, negotiated and made changes, where possible, when difficulties for particular staff or children became evident;

· worked pragmatically to discover, and make best use of, the different strengths within their staff and community; and

· tried, often against the odds, to ensure that the children had the best learning opportunities without placing too great a burden either on support staff or themselves.

The Review Group believes that there are significant training implications for headteachers, especially for those new to headship or where monitoring suggests that provision could be improved.

However, the Review Group does not accept this as the main factor in the uneven level of provision. Ofsted (2004) recognise that the school’s budgetary position is a major factor in successful implementation. By a large margin, finance was the constraint most frequently cited in the questionnaires and the school visits. One headteacher wrote ‘PPA time is the best thing that has happened for years to teachers … but it has caused tremendous budget stresses’. This was most evident where schools had decided to use only qualified teachers. In broad terms this costs around twice as much as payment at the HLTA rate, which is in turn about one and a half times as expensive as the teaching assistant rate. While there is no typical school, the following example was given by one governor from a school with 361 children:
‘The total budget for 2007/8 is £952,454, made up of Standards Funds £87,322 (earmarked) and a budget share of £865,132. The current model that includes the headteacher covering is estimated to cost some £34,611, excluding the cost of OxfordUnited FC doing football training to cover some PPA, which is funded by the PTA. The cost of providing PPA properly to give our pupils the best possible education and keeping our headteacher from having to cover is difficult to quantify. However it must be between at least 50 to 100% more than £34,611.’ 

This example is not presented to suggest the level of funding shortfall, but to argue for a more systematic and wide-ranging national review than appears to have undertaken. The responsibility for funding is discussed in 10.iv. However, the Review Group also points to the significant level of hidden costs for staff workload and morale of many support staff releasing teachers, often unwillingly, and of headteachers. This would be greatly improved if the funding pressures were relieved. 

9.iv
This section considers the four questions raised in 2.v in the light of the evidence presented, namely:

· the flexibility of heads and governors making often difficult choices on conflicting priorities, while having to guarantee PPA time;

· the balance between the impact on children’s learning during PPA time and the ‘other 90%’ of the week;

· the benefit for children’s learning of subject specialists as opposed to a generalist class teacher; and

· the role and status of the teacher.

Managing a school involves making difficult choices on priorities, given that the resources available, both human and financial, are finite. However, the need to guarantee PPA time for teachers constrains the flexibility implicit in local management of schools. This has often led to an unreasonable burden on heads and some support staff or other identified priorities being neglected - a situation which may be reasonable as a short-term measure but is not sustainable.

The evidence suggests that better planning and preparation and improved morale has led to improved provision during the ‘other 90%’ of the week, with the provisos notably about curriculum coherence and progression discussed in 7.iii. The level of such concerns depends in part on the quality and experience of the personnel, and the subjects covered, during PPA time. In practice, many schools provide uneven quality during PPA time, usually in foundation subjects and often with a considerable cost in terms of organisation and the morale of some staff. Recognising the many benefits of the introduction of PPA time, the Review Group believes that ensuring that PPA time is always covered by those with appropriate skills, expertise and experience would enable all schools to extend these benefits throughout the week.

It has been a long-standing concern whether teachers can be expected to have the full range of subject knowledge to teach all the subjects of the National Curriculum, especially with older children in Key Stage 2. This is likely to become more acute with the introduction of a modern foreign language, unless a specialist model is adopted. The evidence from the schools suggested that lessons by specialists often provided improved focus and quality of teaching and motivation and progress in learning. However, as one adviser indicated, the subjects chosen for PPA time and who leads these give hidden messages about their importance. For instance, if separate, specialist sessions are provided, the message may, unconsciously, be given, to adults and children, that some subjects are beyond the capability of non-specialists. As discussed in 7.iii, unless specialists have regard to the full range of the National Curriculum, progression in a subject can be compromised. Moreover, specialist provision can have considerable implications for curriculum coherence and cross curricular links and for the classteacher’s knowledge of the whole child. While most obviously affecting younger children, this consideration is important throughout the primary years.

The National Agreement may be seen as blurring the boundaries between the roles of teachers and support staff. The implementation of PPA time indicates that there were significant, often subtle, consequences not only for the curriculum but for the role of the primary teacher. For example, as indicated in 6.iii, some teachers were pleased, for themselves and their children, that they no longer had to teach one or two subjects, especially where their subject knowledge was weak. Others lamented that they were no longer teaching subjects that they enjoyed and/or were good at.  In the longer-term, many teachers are likely to less able to teach the whole curriculum. There were many examples of teachers and headteachers being ‘reluctant to let go’, wishing to retain a considerable level of control when staff who are not teachers led activities during PPA time. Many headteachers, teachers and governors were uncomfortable in having to make a model work as well as possible even though which conflicted with beliefs held both strongly and with good reason. Such tensions, and dilemmas, have become clear in examining how schools responded to implementing an initiative which in terms of releasing teachers to plan, prepare and assess is very widely welcomed.

10 Conclusions

10.i
Section 10 draws together the threads and presents the conclusions of the Review, in relation to the four main lines of enquiry, leading into the Recommendations in Section 11. 10.ii considers how PPA time has been implemented, and 10.iii the interplay between the personnel and curricular implications. 10.iv summarises briefly the current ‘state of play’ and explores the financial implications of what schools need to provide educational appropriate and sustainable models. 10.v comments on the wider implications of this Review.

10.ii
While all schools have provided timetabled PPA time for teachers, the Review Group is concerned that:

· in a small minority, teachers are regularly not receiving their full allocation;

· in a larger minority, teachers do not receive their full allocation when timetabled time is not available because of sickness or unavailability of appropriate staff;

· in a significant minority, teachers receive their allocation only because the headteacher takes on a significant role releasing teachers, both on a timetabled and an occasional basis; and

· in another significant minority, teachers receive their allocation only by the use of support staff who lack the skills, expertise and experience required to carry out ‘specified work’.

Overall, the Review Group is concerned about the lack of knowledge of the Regulations among some staff both about their entitlement and the implications in areas such as Health and Safety. This is the basis for R1. Given the need for adequate and well–resourced physical space to maximise the benefit of PPA time, R2 calls on local and national Government to consider this, recognising the major and long-term financial implications.

While recognising that PPA time and the National Agreement is a relatively new initiative, the Review Group is concerned that monitoring is somewhat haphazard at several levels. R3 calls on the Local Authority to monitor the models adopted by schools. R10 suggests that a governor should be appointed to monitor the personnel and curricular impact at school level. Given the governors’ specific responsibility for work/life balance of the headteacher, this should be a particular focus. R11 calls on the DfES to commission an independent survey, linking successful, sustainable models to the resources and capacity requirements and revisiting the funding available, in the light of this. While the decision of Ofsted to monitor the implementation nationally is welcomed, it is hoped that that the sample chosen is wide-ranging and representative and the methodology able to gather open and valid evidence from a wide range of stakeholders. R12 calls on Ofsted to consider, without increasing the burden on schools, how the use of PPA time can be evaluated and inspected.

10.iii
This Review concludes, unsurprisingly, but importantly, that high quality and sustainable provision depends primarily on the quality of the staff interacting with children, both during PPA time and the rest of the week. In terms of the latter, the evidence is convincing that PPA time has contributed positively to teachers’ morale and improved the quality of planning. However, the Review Group is concerned about the pressure on headteachers affecting their ability to provide strategic leadership and, to a lesser extent, the lack of dedicated time for curriculum co-ordinators.

In terms of provision during PPA time, the Review Group believes that the quality depends heavily on the model adopted. Where the curriculum continues largely as normal, schools seem not to have taken full advantage of the possibilities for curriculum enrichment. Where specialist teaching or coaching takes place, the vast majority of children are perceived to benefit. However, this can lead to a fragmented curriculum, with a loss of flexibility during the rest of the week and difficulties of ensuring curriculum coherence. R8 highlights the importance of schools both considering how the skills of existing staff can be better deployed and enhanced and how capacity can be created to ensure medium-term sustainability, making use of outside specialists where appropriate. R4 reflects the most important training needs for Oxfordshire to consider, emphasising the importance of schools sharing good practice, especially with others in similar contexts, using local partnerships as well as centrally located training. Where classes are led by teaching assistants, without the requisite skills, expertise and experience and with inadequate supervision, the requirements of the National Agreement are not being implemented. There is also a danger of a negative impact on standards, especially for those children who find change most difficult to manage and others in their classes. R7 is based on this conclusion. The Review Group believes that the needs of support staff releasing teachers, especially in terms of their own planning time and levels of pay, should be addressed, with R5 directed to the Local Authority and R9 to schools.

10.iv
 The Review Group believes that many schools have tried hard to meet the challenges of introducing PPA time, though others have been less innovative than they might have been. As indicated in 9.iii, this may in part reflect leadership where the human resources are not deployed or tasks delegated as creatively or imaginatively as possible. However, the difficulties encountered even by schools setting up innovative and enriching models lead to the conclusion that the key issue in providing sustainable models which will lead to raised standards is that of finance. 

Many models demonstrate at least elements of innovative and enriching practice. However, the Review Group is concerned that much of this is either under threat because of budget pressures or set alongside poorer provision as a result of inadequate funding. While recognising that the following message will not be popular either with schools or with Government, the Review doubts whether the Local Authority is likely to be able to make a significant re-allocation of resources to ensure that primary and nursery schools receive significant additional funding for PPA time. This is, in large measure, because of other conflicting demands but also because of the wish to offer schools an indication of their medium-term resource allocation. However R6 does suggest that the Cabinet consult with the Schools Forum on the desirability of a review of the LMS formula, especially in the light of the demands of PPA time and the perceived historic underfunding of primary schools.

Although the changing level of financial resources from year to year makes medium-term planning difficult, especially for small schools, the Review Group is concerned that many schools retain quite large positive balances, as discussed in 3.iv, and yet are not providing models based on high quality provision. Even so, relying on reserves is not sustainable in the long term. While a few schools can access additional funding, for instance from parents or Trust funds, it is neither right nor sustainable that schools should rely on private fund raising to ensure good quality provision. The Review Group believes that there is too great a variation of quality of provision, especially for children’s learning during PPA time. In the context of Every Child Matters, this needs to be addressed.

The Review concludes that the central issue in relation to finance is the level of Government resourcing. Recalling the discussion in 2.iv it is remarkable that the additional funding for primary and nursery schools added to the Minimum Funding Guarantee in 2005/6 was based on a survey of so few schools estimating their funding needs in advance and that this amount was not raised from 1% to somewhere within the band between 1.4 and 1.7% in 2006/7 and subsequent years to reflect the costs on a full year (as opposed to seven months in 2005/6). The Review Group believes that it is essential that the DfES reviews schools’ needs on the actual costs of implementation, based on models which meet the requirements of the National Agreement, a conclusion which leads to R11.

10.v The Review Group has found its work extremely informative. It recognises that the aim of enabling schools to develop models which are both sustainable and educationally appropriate to assist in raising standards is one which will only evolve over time. It also believes that the responsibility for ensuring that schools can do so meeting the requirements of the National Agreement is shared between those at national, local authority and school level. Therefore, those involved at all levels need to examine what is actually happening, so that successful practice can be identified and shared more widely. It is hoped that this report will help create discussion on how best to ensure that the widely shared aims of Raising Standards and Tackling Workload are to be met. This is the basis of the call in R13 for its wide dissemination and consideration.

11 Recommendations

11.i
The Review Group is conscious of, and grateful for, the considerable amount of work invested in the change process associated with Workforce Remodelling from a very large number of people at Local Authority and school level. In relation to PPA time, the Review highlights the contribution of those organising timetables, notably senior staff, and those releasing teachers, frequently with a substantially increased workload, or level of responsibility, or both, often with insufficient recognition in terms of status or pay. This work has enabled, in many schools, new and improved learning opportunities for children, notably through the better use of the talents of support staff and the employment of specialist coaches during PPA time and improved planning and assessment during the rest of the week.

The Review Group is conscious of individual schools’ needs to decide the best implementation model and of considerable constraints, notably relating to finance and personnel, under which many schools have worked to ensure that teachers receive their allocation of guaranteed professional time. This report, and recommendations, are presented in the belief that the situation described in Oxfordshire is likely broadly to reflect the picture elsewhere. If so, some important lessons based on the reality of implementation of the National Agreement need to be addressed, both in Oxfordshire and more widely.

11.ii
The Review Group makes the following recommendations, recognising that, while the Local Authority has strategic responsibilities, its influence on the decisions of individual schools and governing bodies and on Government are only advisory. The first six relate mainly to the Authority’s own role, the next four to headteachers and governors and the final three to the national situation.

It is recommended that the Cabinet should on behalf of the Oxfordshire County Council:

R1
issue clear, brief guidance on the legal position for all staff regarding PPA time, 
including the Health and Safety implications. This could be in poster format, supported by a frequently asked questions section on the Oxfordshire County Council website.

R2
consider the needs of staff to have space for uninterrupted work:

· in the specification for new primary and nursery schools; and

· in auditing the level of accommodation in existing premises.


and urge the DfES to address this, nationally.

R3
monitor annually the impact of PPA time, encouraging schools to use the monitoring tool devised by West Sussex. Such monitoring should focus on the effect on staff, especially the headteacher, and the range and quality of the curriculum, including provision for children with special educational needs.

R4
review training for primary and nursery schools to include support for:

· headteachers on sharing the features of good practice, especially on the role of senior staff including themselves and on monitoring PPA time;

· support staff to enable those wishing to do so to take on roles involving duties currently, but not necessarily, taken on by teachers;

· governors in monitoring:

i) the headteacher’s role in releasing teachers, ensuring that the head’s own PPA time is protected; 

ii) the morale and effective deployment of support staff; and

iii) the range and quality of the curriculum.

R5
continue to review its model pay policy and personnel guidance for schools, with a particular emphasis on the role and remuneration of school support staff.

R6
consider, in consultation with the Schools Forum, whether this Review makes the case for a revision of the Local Management of Schools formula, recognising the many other conflicting priorities, the need for predictable budgets and whether such a process would be a worthwhile use of time.

urge headteachers and governing bodies to:

R7
discontinue the use of teaching assistants taking whole classes on their own without additional and appropriate training, except for very short periods or in emergencies.

R8
explore ways of providing a continuity of personnel either by building up capacity in house or buying in external providers, or a mixture of both, to ensure that 
the model is not dependent on the presence of one or two individuals.

R9
recognise the contribution of support staff who release teachers by providing planning time for them and by treating as a priority the enhancement of levels of pay to reflect the extent and level of increased responsibility.

R10
consider the appointment of a governor responsible for monitoring the impact of the model used to provide PPA time on staff morale and workload and on the range and quality of the curriculum. It is suggested that an annual report on this should be discussed by the Governing Body prior to setting the next year’s budget.

to influence the national situation:

R11
urge the DfES to conduct a wide-ranging, independent survey of the actual cost of successful and sustainable models of implementation of PPA time in primary and 
nursery schools with a view to this informing the grant settlement for 2008/9 if possible, or 2009/10 and future years. Such a survey should consider the interlinked issues of the range and quality of the curriculum, the implications in terms of 
workload for different groups of school staff, the different opportunities and challenges for schools of different sizes and types of catchment area and other aspects such as the provision of suitable space to enable teachers to gain the maximum benefit from PPA time.

R12
request that Ofsted consider the desirability of a brief commentary on PPA time being included in the school’s self-evaluation form and of the Framework for Inspection requiring inspection teams to comment on the effectiveness of the model adopted.

R13
disseminate this report, or its summary as appropriate, to the Department for Education and Skills, to Government agencies including the Training and Development Agency for Teachers, Ofsted, the General Teaching Council for 
England and the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority, to other Local 
Authorities, to those organisations represented in the National Workforce Remodelling Agreement and others representing school staff, to Members of 
Parliament representing Oxfordshire constituencies, the House of Commons Education and Skills Committee, and to staff and governors in Oxfordshire schools.
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	Rationale

(key issues and/ or reason for doing the Review)
	The Review must be seen in the context of the County Council’s aim to raise standards of educational attainment.

Key issues and reasons include:  

· It is timely to undertake this review.  The end of the third and final phase of the National Agreement for raising standards and tackling workload has been in place for more than one year.

· More precisely, the impact on Headteachers, teachers, TA’s and other support staff will be a central focus.

· The main area is PPA – but, the impact on work/life balance will be also be an allied but peripheral area, currently being explored more fully by the Local Authority Workforce Remodelling Steering Group.  

· The Review Group wishes to explore the effectiveness and sustainability of solutions and the overall costs to schools of implementing the changes required for PPA. 
· A key issue to explore is how the Cabinet's policies are supporting the changes in schools – what training, advice and guidance is offered to HT’s and governors by the LA, including the question of "What training (in respect of PPA time, specifically) has been made available to staff taking on new duties in schools? 

(Refer also to detailed research brief).

	Purpose of Review/Objective

(specify exactly what the Review should achieve)
	The Review will aim to highlight which approaches or models appear to be contributing positively to the drive for higher standards.

The Review should aim to: ‘undertake a wide-ranging and systematic examination of the impact on Headteachers, teachers, other relevant staff and pupils in Oxfordshire primary and nursery schools of the introduction of guaranteed professional time for Planning, Preparation and Assessment (PPA) and make recommendations.’

The four main areas of enquiry will be to establish:

5. In what ways PPA time has been introduced, including the personnel, financial and timetable implications;

6. the benefits and the disadvantages for staff of different models adopted;

7. the impact on pupils’ progress and learning of the introduction of PPA time; (ie in terms of a wider and richer, or narrower curriculum; not simply attainment measures).
8. how strategic approaches have helped, and continue, to support staff and to disseminate good practice to enable schools to develop effective and sustainable models.

· Underlying the first three of these, in particular, is how factors such as school size, catchment area and budgetary position affects effective and sustainable models of implementation.

· More specific questions arise from these as outlined in the detailed research brief.

· Supplemented by documentation from other agencies and authorities, such as the audit prepared by West Sussex, answers to these should provide a strong evidence base of what good practice in relation to PPA time ‘looks like’ on which to base recommendations, recognising that appropriate models are likely to vary considerably according to context.

	Indicators of Success

(what factors would tell you what a good Review should look like)
	· The review ought to demonstrate that it successfully “dovetails” into the Local Authority’s work on workforce remodelling.

· It should avoid duplication, but complement the LA’s work.

· Achievement of the objectives set out for the review.

· Identifying solutions around PPA time from appropriate case studies.

· Engagement with stakeholders including Cabinet Member and officers to ensure that the outcome is useful and well received.

· Analysis and conclusions following logically from the evidence.

· Recommendations are practical and in budgetary terms, achievable; together with appropriate messages to Govt, schools at Governing Body level, and to other organisations.

· Timely reporting of conclusions and recommendations (July 2007). 

	Methodology/ Approach

(what types of enquiry will be used to gather evidence and why)
	· Secondary document research and scrutiny.

· Primary research: the Review Group has engaged Dr Tony Eaude as an expert advisor to the Review.

· “Schools News” and the website will alert schools to the review, with responses/ participation to be invited from anyone interested in the Review.

· A paper questionnaire to be prepared to be sent out to schools and/or taken on visits to schools.  The questionnaire will also be available via the Intranet.

· Request each school to provide written copy of models which they have used to ensure guaranteed PPA time.

· School visits to be undertaken by the Review Group (and Dr Eaude).

· Interviews and focus groups to be undertaken in schools and some at a central point, with staff - including Headteachers or their representatives, class teachers, teaching assistants - Governors and children if possible.

· Involve/interview County Council officers as appropriate, including via Workforce Remodelling Steering Group.

· Involve/interview Cabinet portfolio holder, Cllr Michael Waine.

· Interview other interested parties, e.g. Union representatives.

· Comparison/benchmarking with area(s) to be considered (e.g. another Shire County).

(For further details, see detailed research brief). 
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	· Cabinet Member (Cllr Michael Waine).

· Officers (incl Anne Carter, Roger Fell, Jane Watret).

· Workforce Remodelling Steering Group.

· Headteachers or their representatives, teachers, TA’s, governors, pupils.

· Union representatives.

· Representatives of groups involved in supporting new initiatives, eg music, sport, modern languages.
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(which to look at)
	· West Sussex CC computerised Workforce Remodelling survey material.

· “Raising Standards and Tackling Workload; A National Agreement”.

· Remodelling process and “tools and techniques” documentation available via TDA website.
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(where and when)
	Schools for interviews and focus groups - exemplars, arising from questionnaire analysis during March 2007.

	Specify Evidence Sources for Views of Stakeholders

(consultation/ workshops/ focus groups/ public meetings)
	· Documents.

· Inter/Intranet.

· Consultation.

· Questionnaire.

· Site visits.

· Interviews.

· Focus Groups

	Publicity requirements

(what is needed – fliers, leaflets, radio broadcast, press-release, etc.)
	All schools to be alerted to the review via “Schools News” and the County and Schools website.

A4 poster/flier.

	Resource requirements

· Person-days

· Expenditure
	30 to 35 days

     Based on:

i) the need to budget if teachers need to be consulted during the school day;

ii) the cost of calling witnesses if they are not County Council employees;

iii) the cost and logistics of printing and distributing the questionnaire;

iv) consultant’s time.

· £16,000 (for consultant’s work; interviewees/visit expenses, supply cover, research documentation, production, distribution and return of questionnaire, etc.

	Barriers/ dangers/ risks

(identify any weaknesses and potential pitfalls)
	· Duplication of Local Authority’s work.

· Achieving appropriate and agreed timing for reporting recommendations.

· Questionnaire and consultation overload.

· Insufficient responses to initial review questionnaire to make it reliable evidence/statistically viable.

	Projected start date
	January 2007 – first formal meeting 4th January
	Draft Report Deadline
	22nd May 2007

	Meeting Frequency
	Approximately a dozen meetings/visits/

focus groups between Jan and late July 2007
	Projected completion date
	Late July/August 2007

	When to evaluate impact and response
	July 2008

	Methods for tracking and evaluating
	Lead member and officer tracking using 12 months on evaluation format agreed by the Co-ordinating Group in November 2006.


APPENDIX 2

COVERING LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRES TO SCHOOLS

(NB: Letter headings are not included)

COVERING LETTER

Dear Headteacher,

REVIEW OF THE IMPACT OF PPA TIME

I do realise the pressure on your and your staff’s time, but really need your help to let your staff know about an important Review into the impact of Planning, Preparation and Assessment (PPA) time.

The evidence on how PPA time has been working is far from conclusive and the County Council Children’s Services ‘Select’ Committee has set up a Review to ‘undertake a wide-ranging and systematic examination of the impact on headteachers, teachers, other relevant staff and pupils in Oxfordshire primary and nursery schools of the introduction of guaranteed professional time for Planning, Preparation and Assessment (PPA) and make recommendations.’  The focus is on primary schools, since this is where PPA seems to have had the greatest impact since it was introduced in September 2005.

The Review Group consists of Cllr Sue Haffenden, previously a secondary English teacher, Sue Matthew, previously a primary school headteacher in Oxford, and Brenda Williams, a primary teacher and Secretary of COTO (the Council of Oxfordshire Teacher Organisations). The group is supported by Dr Tony Eaude, previously headteacher of SS. Mary and John First School, Oxford. The Review has been designed to complement, but not duplicate, the work of a smaller survey organised by the Workforce Remodelling Steering Group. It has the full support of Cllr Michael Waine, the Cabinet Member for School Improvement, Anne Carter, the Senior Adviser responsible for Workforce Remodelling, and all the teacher organisations who are members of COTO. We are keen to work together to learn lessons on how best to make PPA work best fro both staff and children.

The purpose of the Review is to:

· establish how, and how successfully, PPA time has been introduced in primary and nursery schools in Oxfordshire;

· identify and share sustainable models and examples of good practice; and

· identify concerns and problems so that schools are supported to address these.

It is intended that the report, which will be publicly available, will be considered by the Cabinet in September 2007 and that there will be recommendations to Government, to the Local Authority, to schools (including headteachers, governors, teachers and teaching assistants) and to other people and organisations who support staff in schools. To be successful, we need the widest possible range of views and evidence, honestly and openly expressed. All replies will be treated confidentially and no school or individual will be identified.

There will be three main parts to the review:

1. a set of questionnaires, for headteachers, teachers, teaching assistants and governors. Each is only two pages long, but designed so that those responding can say more if they want. So, we would ask you to put up the attached poster to make all your teaching and learning support staff aware of this letter and to distribute the questionnaires, which can be photocopied or downloaded from www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/review We are asking for them to be returned by 12th February 2007 by post or email to the address below.

2. looking at models of good practice. So, if your school has a scheme or model which you think is worth sharing with other schools, please let us know, or send a brief description.

3. discussing the impact and the best ways of implementing PPA time by visits to schools and discussions with a range of witnesses. These will probably be mainly in local partnerships or in representative groups, such as headteachers of small schools, or of higher level teaching assistants. So, if you as a school, an individual or a member of a group would like us to visit you or hear your opinions in person, probably in March, please let us know. We would really like to hear your views on what is working well and what is causing concern.

The main point of contact is Julian Hehir, whose address is County Hall, New Road, Oxford OX1 1NA. His phone number is 01865 815673 and email address julian.hehir@oxfordshire.gov.uk. Please feel free to contact him with any problems or queries and return questionnaires or information to him.

Please publicise this review as widely as possible within your school and beyond and let people know about the questionnaire as soon as possible. Thank you for your help.

Yours sincerely,

Sue Haffenden (Cllr)

on behalf of the Review Group

HEADTEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

Please describe briefly your school’s catchment area including the number on roll and number of classes and of teachers.

1 ARRANGEMENTS TO PROVIDE PPA TIME:

1a Please describe briefly how the school ensures that all teachers get their entitlement of PPA time: (eg when, in what blocks of time, individually or in pairs)

1b Who provides cover? (eg qualified teachers, teaching assistants, sports coaches)

Have they been specially employed or moved from other duties? If so, in which areas?

1c Has this model changed from last academic year? If so, please describe briefly how and why?

1d Is this model sustainable in your view? Is it likely to change next academic year? If so, please describe briefly how and why?

1e What has been the impact on your own workload as a head? In particular, do you provide PPA cover regularly and/or occasionally?

2 BENEFITS AND DISADVANTAGES FOR DIFFERENT GROUPS OF STAFF

2a How have your teachers used PPA time?

2b What benefits would you highlight for

• teachers

• school support staff

• yourself

2c What disadvantages would you highlight for

• teachers

• school support staff

• yourself

3 THE IMPACT ON CHILDREN’S PROGRESS AND LEARNING

3a Broadly, what activities do children do during PPA time? In what ways does this enrich or limit their progress and learning?

3b How do you and your teachers monitor what happens during PPA time?

3c What new opportunities for children has PPA time presented? Have any been lost?

3d Please highlight any benefits or disadvantages for specific groups of children.

4 TRAINING AND SUPPORT

4a What training and support has been offered to those covering classes?

4b What training or support have you received? And what would you value?

All returns will be confidential to the review. You do not need to give your school’s name, but it will help if you do, to know how many schools have made returns. If happy to do so, please put your school’s name:

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE
Please describe briefly your school’s catchment area including the number on roll, the number of classes and of teachers and which age group you teach. 

1 ARRANGEMENTS TO PROVIDE PPA TIME: 

1a Please describe briefly how the school ensures that all teachers get their entitlement of PPA time: (eg when, in what blocks of time, individually or in pairs) 

1b Who provides cover? (eg qualified teachers, teaching assistants, sports coaches) 

Have they been specially employed or moved from other duties? If so, in which areas? 

1c Has this model changed from last academic year? If so, please say briefly how and why. 

1d Is this model likely to change next academic year? If so, please say briefly how and why. 

1e What has been the impact on your own workload? and morale? 

2 BENEFITS AND DISADVANTAGES FOR DIFFERENT GROUPS OF STAFF 

2a How have you and your colleagues used PPA time? 

2b What benefits would you highlight for 

• teachers 

• school support staff 

• the head 

2c What disadvantages would you highlight for 

• for teachers 

• school support staff 

• the head 

3 THE IMPACT ON CHILDREN’S PROGRESS AND LEARNING 

3a What do children do when you are having PPA time? In what ways does this enrich or limit their progress and learning? 

3b How do you monitor what happens during PPA time? 

3c What new opportunities for children has PPA time presented? Have any been lost? 

3d Please highlight any benefits or disadvantages for specific groups of children

4 TRAINING AND SUPPORT  

4a When your class is covered, how is it planned what activities the children will do? 

4b What training and support has been offered to those covering your class? 

All returns will be confidential to the review. You do not need to give your school’s name, but it will help if you do, to know how many schools have made returns. If happy to do so, please put your school’s name: 

SCHOOL SUPPORT STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE
Please describe briefly your school’s catchment area including how many children, classes and teachers there are (approximately) and your own role(s). 

1 ARRANGEMENTS TO PROVIDE PPA TIME:

1a Please describe briefly how the school ensures that all teachers get their entitlement of PPA time: (eg when, in what blocks of time, in pairs or individually). 

1b Who provides cover? (eg teachers, teaching assistants, sports coaches) Have they been specially employed or moved from other duties? If so, in which areas? 

1c Has this model changed from last academic year? If so, please say briefly how and why. 

1d What has been the impact on your own work? Which aspects have you welcomed and which have concerned you? 

2 BENEFITS AND DISADVANTAGES FOR DIFFERENT GROUPS OF STAFF 

2a What benefits would you highlight for 

• teachers 

• school support staff 

• the head 

2b What disadvantages would you highlight for 

• teachers 

• school support staff 

• the head 

3 THE IMPACT ON CHILDREN’S PROGRESS AND LEARNING

3a If you provide cover for PPA time, what activities do you do and with which age group? 

3b What new opportunities for children has PPA time presented? Have any been lost? 

3c Please highlight any benefits or disadvantages for specific groups of children. 

4 TRAINING AND SUPPORT 

4a If you provide cover for PPA time, do you prepare work yourself or use a plan provided by the teacher? 

4b What training and support have you received for any new role you have taken on? How valuable has this been? What else would you value? 

All returns will be confidential to the review. You do not need to give your school’s name, but it will help if you do, to know how many schools have made returns. If happy to do so, please put your school’s name: 

FOR THE CHAIR OF THE PERSONNEL/RESOURCE COMMITTEE OF THE GOVERNORS

Please describe briefly your school’s catchment area including the number on roll, the number of classes and of teachers. 

1 ARRANGEMENTS TO PROVIDE PPA TIME:

 1a Please describe briefly how the school ensures that all teachers get their entitlement of PPA time: (eg when, in what blocks of time, individually or in pairs) 

1b Who provides cover? (eg qualified teachers, teaching assistants, sports coaches) 

Have they been specially employed or moved from other duties? If so, in which areas? 

1c Has this model changed from last academic year? If so, please describe briefly how and why. 

1d Is this model likely to change next academic year? If so, please describe briefly how and why. 

1e What has been the impact on staff (teaching and non-teaching) workload? and morale? 

2 BENEFITS AND DISADVANTAGES FOR DIFFERENT GROUPS OF STAFF 

2a How has PPA time been used in your school? 

2b What benefits would you highlight for 

• teachers 

• school support staff 

• the head 

2c What disadvantages would you highlight for 

• teachers 

• school support staff 

• the head 

3 THE IMPACT ON CHILDREN’S PROGRESS AND LEARNING 

3a What do children do during PPA time? In what ways does this enrich or limit their progress and learning? 

3b What new opportunities for children has PPA time presented? Have any been lost? 

3c Please highlight any benefits or disadvantages for specific groups of children. 

4 TRAINING AND SUPPORT 

4a What training and support has been offered to governors? what would you value? 

All returns will be confidential to the review. You do not need to give your school’s name, but it will help if you do, to know how many schools have made returns. If happy to do so, please put your school’s name: 

SCHOOLS VISITED AND WITNESSES INTERVIEWED 
APPENDIX 3
Schools visited

Rush Common Primary School, Abingdon

St Nicolas Primary School, Abingdon

Witney Community Primary School

Gateway Primary School, Carterton

St Ebbe’s Primary School, Oxford.

Sandhills Primary School

Bayards Hill Primary School, Oxford

SS Philip and James Primary School, Oxford

Sunningwell Primary School

Millbrook Primary School, Grove

Individual witnesses interviewed

Local officers of the National Union of Teachers and the National Association of Schoolmasters/Union of Women Teachers (together) and UNISON (separately)

Mrs K Dickens, Harwell Primary School

Mrs A Greenwood, Consultant for Inclusion

Ms A Carter, Senior Adviser, Professional Development

Mrs J Bennett, Mr M Wright, Mr D Eaton, Oxfordshire Governors Association

Mr N Baggett, Service Manager (Finance) Children, Young People and Families Directorate

Ms S Jenkinson, Senior Adviser, Curriculum (Primary), Learning and Inclusion

A group of Advisers, comprising Mr G Roberts (Modern Foreign Languages), Mr R Hallam (Music), 
Ms B Lofthouse (Co-ordinating Adviser – Primary Strategy), Mr C Scrivener (Link Adviser 
and Schools Adviser – Geography Specialist) and Ms S Jenkinson (as above)

Ms C Meridew, Advisory Teacher, Physical Education (Primary)

Ms I Vale, Adviser, Religious Education (by email)

Ms J Watret, Service Manager, Human Resources, Recruitment and Retention

Ms G Marels, Regional Adviser, Training and Development Agency for Teachers (by phone/email)

Cllr Michael Waine, Cabinet Member for School Improvement

Ms T Sangwine, Comper Foundation Stage School, Oxford (by phone)
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