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Introduction

This report has been based on the 268 responses to the consultation document. 

As some respondents may have offered a number of options for questions, total percentages listed under any one question may exceed 100%.    
Throughout the report, percentages are expressed as a measure of those answering each question, not as a measure of all respondents.

The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:

Head teacher





106

Local Authority





  49

Teacher






  35

Other member of a school leadership group

  25

Governor






  21

Other*






             20

Union/Association representative



  12

*Those which fell into the ‘other’ category included those who did not specify a ‘type’, anonymous, advisors and diocesan responses.

This report includes an overview and a summary analysis of each question within the consultation. 

Overview
The majority of respondents indicated that well structured performance management (PM) arrangements were fundamental in ensuring consistency and fairness, and in raising standards in schools.

Overall, respondents agreed with the bulk of the proposals, with a majority signalling that they agreed with 87% (14/16) of the specific issues raised in the consultation questionnaire. 

Most felt that having a limit on the number of classroom observations that could be undertaken for PM purposes was worthwhile and an even higher proportion approved of the notion of establishing a protocol for such observations.

A large majority agree with the key underlying principles of agreeing and recording how performance will be assessed at the beginning of the cycle and using this as a basis for the performance review at the end of the cycle.

There was a fairly widespread view that the timescale was too tight.  Of those who offered an alternative date September 2007 was the most common.  This would allow schools and local authorities time to prepare for the changes, and draft and consult on revised performance management/pay policies and classroom observation protocols.

Just over half the respondents disagreed that a reviewer should make a recommendation on pay progression, and felt that all pay decisions rightly rested with the head teacher and governing body.  Confusion over ‘making a recommendation’ and ‘making a decision’ may have affected this outcome.

It is clear from the range of views about the relationship of the PM arrangements to capability procedures that further clarification would be useful. 

A significant number of respondents said that training for reviewers and reviewees would be the best way to ensure the success of the proposed arrangements in terms of high standards and consistency and quality.

Some respondents said that the whole governing body should not inspect the head teachers’ objectives because only PM governor’s were trained to undertake this role, with support from the school improvement partner (SIP) or external advisors.

Some respondents said that to ensure equality and fairness it was essential that the head teacher was able to access the planning and review statements for all teachers for the forthcoming cycle.

A number of respondents wanted greater clarity about classroom observations for PM purposes in relation to: classroom observation for monitoring the quality of teaching and learning; classroom observations serving more than one purpose (e.g. PM observations being used for SEF purpose.  Some respondents thought that three hours for all forms of classroom observation was limiting, whilst three hours just for PM would be too much.

Some respondents thought that the revised arrangements would increase workloads, especially for reviewers, and that cover would be necessary due to longer meetings and the fact that reviewers would need more preparation time.
Some respondents had concerns about the implications of the new arrangements for CPD funding.
Some respondents wanted greater clarity over the possible implications for the future of the threshold assessment process.

A minority said the consultation process had not been particularly well publicised.

Summary

When considering the information below the reader should bear in mind that most respondents who agreed with a particular question/proposal did not then go on to make a comment.

Q1 
Do you agree with the proposals on appointing performance reviewers for               teachers and head teachers?

There were 258 responses to this question.

162 (63%) Agree 
54 (21%) Partly agree
  36 (14%) Disagree 

6 (2%) Not Sure

The majority of respondents agreed with the proposals on appointing performance reviewers for teachers and head teachers, and said this would introduce a rigorous approach to the PM system. 

Of those who offered comments:

42 (16%) believed that these proposals were bureaucratic and were being rushed in.  They said schools should be allowed more time to understand and organise the new system.  Respondents also mentioned these proposals would increase workloads, and would have staffing and financial implications.  They were especially concerned about smaller schools because the responsibility for these changes would fall on the leadership team which may possibly mean a huge increase in their responsibilities. 

42 (16%) raised issues about the role of the SIP, and highlighted the following: 

· The role of the Governors and the SIP must be made clear.  Respondents asked why governors needed to be responsible for appointing HEAD TEACHER reviewers when this role was covered by the SIP

· Once a SIP had been appointed to a school, the HEAD TEACHER had no choice over their reviewer.  Therefore if the head teacher disputed the objectives set by the SIP, then the head teacher would be in dispute with the local authority, even though the reviewer was making a recommendation on pay progression to the governing body 

· There were possible concerns about a ‘level playing field’ because the relationship between the SIP and head teacher could prevent the SIP providing sufficiently robust advice to governors

39 (15%) thought if the reviewer had to be the line manager it would make the PM system very inflexible and they felt there should be more flexibility to move from a line manager if this was more appropriate.  They suggested the choice of reviewer must stay with the head teacher, and the head teacher should be given the opportunity to make a choice between reviewers due to the possibility of the selected person having a personality clash or being unsuitable for the selected teacher or school.  Respondents also felt that in practice reviewers should be someone who was senior, and in a position to know the teacher’s work.  

36 (14%) felt that the proposals did not make sense for primary schools, and expressed concerns about who would become a teacher’s line manager.  Respondents said the line manager role appeared to be based on a linear leadership arrangement, and many primary schools did not have this hierarchical structure, having teaching and learning responsibilities (TLRs) instead.  Respondents said these proposals would particularly impact on small schools; especially primaries, because this increased responsibility could be assumed as being inconsistent with the lack of TLR payments or TLR 1 rather than TRL 2 payments.

14 (5%) respondents said they already had a very successful PM process, which they felt was a very efficient and effective model.  They were of the opinion that these legislation changes would mean they could not continue with their own models and did not agree that more changes were needed at this time. 

12 (5%) respondents noted that the proposals for appointing reviewers were very similar to their current arrangements.  They said performance management was delegated to middle management already, so essentially there was little or no change from their school’s existing practice.

Q2
Should the teacher or head teacher and their reviewer(s) discuss how performance will be assessed, with the outcomes of this discussion recorded in writing and used as the basis for assessing the teacher’s or head teacher’s performance at the end of the cycle?

There were 250 responses to this question.

211 (84%) Yes

19 (8%) No

20 (8%) Not Sure 

Few respondents disagreed with this proposal and said it was crucial that both parties were totally clear about the criteria to be used for the assessment and that they were confident there would be equality and transparency across the school.

Of those who offered comments:

40 (16%) said the only fair way to ensure that both parties had a shared understanding of what was expected from the reviewee would be to agree plans and complete a written statement before the assessment process started.  Respondents felt a written statement would confirm agreed targets and provide a clear and accurate record of what was discussed.

36 (14%) respondents said they needed clarification as to what evidence was acceptable, and what evidence could be used by reviewers.  They said this would give the process consistency and reduce the potential for conflict and misunderstanding. 

30 (12%) thought the reality of this proposal was burdensome as it would significantly increase the number and length of review meetings, and also increase follow up paperwork.  Respondents felt teachers were already struggling to find time for performance management review meetings, and this proposal caused further pressure with line managers having to leave teaching to undertake these reviews. 

18 (7%) felt this was already in practice because formal records were made of meetings at the beginning, mid-point and end of each annual review. Respondents said methods of assessment were common to most staff, as was the success criteria identified, and any established evidence links.
Q3
Do you agree with the specific proposals on how a teacher’s performance should be assessed? 

There were 258 responses to this question.

141 (55%) Agree
61 (24%) Partly Agree
42 (16%) Disagree 

14 (5%) Not Sure

There were mixed views on the issue on how a teacher’s performance should be assessed.

Of those who offered comments:

76 (29%) respondents said that reviewers would need training in setting meaningful and measurable objectives, effective classroom observations, knowledge of teacher standards, knowledge of teacher pay and conditions, and identifying CPD needs and provision to understand the whole performance system.  Respondents were of the opinion that in many schools the reviewers would be relatively inexperienced in terms of PM and this could mean a great deal of inconsistency unless there were good training programmes and guidance. 

37 (14%) were unconvinced that the 2006 regulations were sufficiently clear on how a teacher’s performance would be assessed.  Respondents mentioned the following: 

· Greater clarity on objectives was needed to reduce ambiguity in the assessment

· How would you assess if ‘totality of performance’ had been met?

· Much more detailed guidance was needed about ‘other evidence’  (highlighted in paragraph 13) to stop teacher assessment being open to misinterpretation

· Classroom observation needed clarifying particularly in respect of ‘the planning meeting.’  Also in observations, would there be an expectation that a teacher would be graded at least ‘good’ to be eligible for pay progression?

34 (13%) said that linking pay directly to the performance management process in teaching was not based on good planning.  Respondents were of the opinion that PM was about the support and development of teachers and should not be linked to pay increases.

30 (12%) had some concerns on paragraph 25 of the document, and respondents mentioned the following:

· Head teachers should be able to access and change teachers statements to ensure consistency and fairness

· Head teacher reviews – it appeared to require the pay committee to accept nominated governors recommendations which would mean the pay committee could not overturn the recommendation (i.e. ‘the recommendation made by the reviewer will stand as such’). 
29 (11%) stated the timescales were all wrong, and that these proposals were being brought in with an unjustified amount of haste.  Respondents believed these changes would prove to be a huge culture shock to some schools, so the changes should be managed effectively and not rushed into.  Some suggested this was an opportunity to ‘uncouple’ the old and new systems by completing the review in September/October under the old system, then starting the new cycle when schools had had the time to absorb and organise the new system. 

23 (9%) respondents welcomed the emphasis on the assessment of totality of performance, and the objectives that were defined in context of the whole school rather than the established process of having a minimum of two objectives.

17 (7%) thought that getting equality and parity across a large school would be extremely difficult.  In a large school of teaching staff, delegated responsibility for PM was necessary in order to carry it out effectively, and respondents asked how this would be moderated across all these different reviewers. 

13 (5%) respondents felt these proposals would lead to more appeals and grievances especially around the validity of reviewers recommending pay because of their lack of specific training. 

Q4
Do you agree with the proposals for other matters to be taken into account in planning for performance?

There were 243 responses to this question.

160 (66%) Agree
37 (15%) Partly Agree
28 (12%) Disagree


18 (7%) Not Sure

Most respondents agreed with this proposal and thought this would allow a stronger view of a teacher’s overall performance because a broader evidence base was sensible and fair for reviewees. 

Of those who offered comments:

42 (17%) respondents were unsure what ‘other matters’ were being referred to in the document and were apprehensive on what criteria would constitute success.  They said it was vital that this was clarified by the provision of examples and case studies. 

20 (8%) acknowledged the need for other matters to be taken into account in planning for performance, and said the evidence should state what matters would be taken into account and these should be clearly agreed at the start.

Q5
Do you agree with the proposals for reaching final decisions in relation to planning for a teacher’s performance in the forthcoming cycle?

There were 246 responses to this question.

139 (56%) Agree
51 (21%) Partly Agree
41 (17%) Disagree

15 (6%) Not Sure

Of those who offered comments:

33 (13%) believed it was essential that head teachers had the opportunity to monitor the consistency and fairness through all stages of the PM process, and have the final say on any recommendations to stop any abuse of the system. 

32 (13%) expressed concern about upper pay scale (UPS) pay progression and M1-6.  The following issues were raised:

· Clarity was required to guide reviewers of teachers who were likely to qualify for UPS progression, and was also needed on the expectations of teachers moving up the upper pay spine 

· Who would determine the criteria for teachers moving through M1–M6 i.e. what were the implications if it was the school that determined this and the teacher moved schools during the period they were on M1–M6

· What would happen to teachers who did not want to go for threshold and remain on M6

· Recommendation for pay should be compatible with the post threshold system.

22 (9%) respondents thought the reference statement should make reviewees aware of the appeals process, and that they had the right to clearly invoke an appeal.  It was also suggested the appeal process should be within ten working days and not just five days.

17 (7%) said there would be resource implications in these proposals due to the massive time implications in the more detailed planning proposed.

Q6
To ensure consistency and fairness, should the head teacher be able to review teachers’ statements and the governing body review the statement for the head teacher?

There were 250 responses to this question.

196 (78%) Yes
  22 (9%) No

32 (13%) Not Sure


The majority of respondents fully supported this proposal and said this was crucial for consistency and continuity across the school.




Of those who offered comments:

41 (16%) were apprehensive about governing bodies reviewing head teachers’ performance.  Respondents raised the following concerns:

· A head teacher review must be undertaken by a smaller group of governors because it was inappropriate for the full governing body to review a head teacher statement.  Respondents suggested if the governing body as a whole were able to have opinions on a statement, then there would be no governors left to take part in an appeal process if it became necessary to have one

· Governors would not know the background or context of a performance statement

· It would be strange if the governing body wanted to change a statement produced by the head teacher, but the head teacher had changed or approved statements from other reviewers.  Respondents felt this would mean that governing bodies would have to review all statements and this was not in their remit.
39 (16%) respondents said that to ensure equality and fairness it was essential that the head teacher was able to access the information, and review teachers’ performance for the forthcoming cycle. 

37 (15%) stated that currently too many review statements were not sufficiently challenging or rigorous.  Respondents felt this section of the document should be strengthened to allow head teachers the flexibility to refer the statement back to the reviewer if this was the case.

32 (13%) mentioned that this would significantly increase the amount of work for head teachers because they would have to review, discuss and revise all teacher statements within a limited time period.

21 (8%) respondents felt there must be safeguards put into place to ensure confidentiality.  It was felt that the process must be confidential between the reviewer and reviewee otherwise the system could encourage deceit in appraisal.

Q7
Should there be a limit of three hours in a single performance cycle on the total classroom observation planned for any teacher or head teacher for performance management purposes?

There were 259 responses to this question.

147 (57%) Yes
80 (31%) No 

32 (12%) Not Sure

There were mixed views about the proposal to have a limit of 3 hours in a single performance cycle for PM classroom observations.  Many respondents had concerns about the definition of observation for performance management in the guidance, and asked for further clarification on this. 

Of those who offered comments:

73 (28%) believed that the document had not clarified the place of classroom observation for performance management, in relation to classroom observation for monitoring the quality of teaching and learning.  They felt the guidance must make it clear if classroom observation could serve more than one purpose at a time i.e. could observation for the purpose of performance management be used for self evaluation (SEF) evidence.  Respondents were of the opinion that three hours for all forms of classroom observation was extremely limiting, whilst three hours just for performance management would be unnecessary, given that a range of other SEF observations would also be undertaken by a school. 

62 (24%) respondents felt that the limit should be a recommendation and not a statutory limit.  It was mentioned that schools should have the autonomy to tailor observations to the needs of the staff and students.  Respondents asked what would happen if a teacher requested more observation time, but a limit was enforced.

38 (15%) challenged the proposal to have three hours of performance management lesson observation, and felt it should be less.  Respondents said this would cause more stress to teachers, and suggested that it would be very costly to release teachers to undertake these observations.  It was felt this was excessive especially because of other on-going observations as part of school improvement and SEF.

26 (10%) said the standard should be one hour of performance management observation per year.

13 (5%) were of the opinion that the inclusion of head teachers as subjects for classroom observation was impractical.  It was suggested that because of other duties and responsibilities, their teaching time was restricted, giving few opportunities to observe the quality of their teaching.  Respondents also asked who would make the judgements on the quality of the head teacher’s teaching.

Q8
After consulting teachers at the school and recognised trade unions, should the head teacher establish a protocol for the conduct of classroom observation for the conduct of classroom observation for performance management?

There were 255 responses to this question.

213 (84%) Yes

28 (11%) No

14 (5%) Not Sure

The majority agreed that it was appropriate for head teachers to establish a protocol for classroom observation to ensure consistency in terms of how observations were carried out.

Of those who offered comments:

38 (15%) observed that a protocol was vital for consistency of approach, transparency of outcomes, and clear understanding of the observation process. 

37 (15%) believed further guidance was required to ensure parity, and said a good practice model protocol would be very helpful.

27 (11%) believed that it was necessary to have a national protocol in place, with some respondents suggesting using Ofsted recommendations and grading scales.

23 (9%) suggested that establishing a protocol would increase the workload for every head teacher, because it would involve more paperwork, extra hours of gathering evidence, and providing feedback.   

19 (7%) respondents acknowledged that a protocol should be established, but said that many schools already had one in place.

17 (7%) expressed concern that the NAHT and NUT had not been consulted, and because of this, the majority of primary school teachers had been left out of the negotiations. (NAHT and NUT were both consulted and both responded to the consultation.) Respondents asked for a definition of ‘recognised trade unions’ because RIG had in effect excluded both these unions.  It was also mentioned that NASUWT members were mostly secondary school teachers who already had ‘line manager’ procedures, unlike primary schools. 

Q9
Do you agree with the proposals for revising plans and arrangements for managing and reviewing teachers’ and head teachers’ performance during the performance management cycle?

There were 240 responses to this question.

148 (62%) Agree 
    42 (18%) Partly Agree
       37 (15%) Disagree

13 (5%) Not Sure


The majority of respondents agreed with this proposal and considered it was well timed and appropriate to introduce more detailed guidance on how revisions to performance management arrangements should be made.

Of those who offered comments:

28 (12%) disagreed with the time scale to implement these proposals.  Respondents felt the timing was far too tight, and it could not be completed for the current round of performance management.

23 (10%) felt that the recommendation for pay progression should be discussed and decided between the head teacher and the line manager only.  Respondents felt that the proposal that a teacher’s pay was dependent upon a colleague’s judgement changed the nature of performance management, and would undermine the chance of open, professional self -reflection.

22 (9%) were of the opinion that the guidance needed to be tightened and clarified in this particular section of the document.  Respondents mentioned the following:

· How could head teachers and governors have accountability and the holistic view of the school, and at the same time ensure its effectiveness if they did not have any input to pay and performance

· The guidance and draft regulations appeared to give different information in paragraphs 17 and 25

· There was no mention of who a teacher could appeal to if they were unhappy about the original or revised statement

· Clarity was needed on which parts of the process was informal and which were formal

· Clarity was needed on the performance management for teachers on long term sick leave or maternity leave 

· More specific guidance was needed on the type, quality and nature of evidence needed, and whose responsibility it was to provide it

· Respondents were unhappy that a performance review could follow a teacher from job to job, and asked for an explanation on why this should happen in the public sector when it did not happen in the private sector

· The terminology should be changed in the regulation i.e. was it the planning section, not the review section of the statement that was being amended.

21 (9%) felt this proposal was sensible, and it was essential that progress through performance management matched the changes in circumstances that could happen in a school.

11 (5%) observed that the guidance which accompanied the regulations stated that there was no requirement for a formal interim meeting to take place.  Respondents said it was important to have a mid cycle meeting to ensure that the reviewee was making progress towards achieving their objectives and that nothing at the end of the cycle came as a ‘surprise’ to them.  They thought this was especially important in the first few years of the new process particularly as in many schools performance management would not be as robust as it should be.

Q10a
Should the purpose of the end-cycle review include reviewing the teacher’s performance against the matters provided for in the statement?

There were 236 responses to this question.

197 (84%) Yes

17 (7%) No

22 (9%) Not Sure

Few respondents disagreed that the purpose of the end-cycle review should include reviewing the teacher’s performance against the matters provided for in the statement. 

Of those who offered comments:

24 (10%) were unclear as to what this question meant and said that it was phrased very vaguely.  They asked for this to be clarified further. 

12 (5%) said the statement should include other factors that have come up in the year.  It could not possibly assume to be all inclusive and summarise the ‘totality of a teacher’s performance’.  Respondent’s mentioned factors such as issues connected with the business of teaching and learning, absence from work, Ofsted inspections, visits from consultants, progress reviews and outcomes for individual classes.

Q10b
Where the reviewee is eligible, should a recommendation on pay progression be made?
There were 256 responses to this question.

100 (39%) Yes 

109 (43%) No 

47 (18%) Not Sure

There were mixed views on the issue of a reviewer making a recommendation on pay progression.  Respondents questioned the validity of this because it had previously been agreed with unions that teacher appraisal would never be linked to pay progression.

Of those who offered comments:

112 (44%) respondents were of the opinion that the head teacher must have responsibility to make the final decision on pay after they had considered the outcomes of the performance management review.  There was strong opposition against reviewers being able to make decisions on pay, because this in effect could lead to relatively inexperienced line managers having control of their colleagues pay.   

77 (30%) were unconvinced that working colleagues should have the responsibility to make a decision on pay.  Respondents felt that close working relationships between teachers would make it extremely difficult for reviewers to make pay recommendations, or more to the point not to recommend a pay increase on colleagues they had known for a long time.  It was suggested because of these close relationships, this proposal could become fraught with the possibilities of claims and allegations of unfairness, and could become ‘rubber stamping exercise’ at best or to ‘pursue grudges’ at worst.

49 (19%) agreed that a reviewer could have the responsibility to make a recommendation on pay, but stressed that it should be a ‘recommendation only’.  Respondents were unconvinced that a recommendation would necessarily mean that pay progression would be automatic.

27 (11%) suggested that if a reviewer could recommend pay, it would mean that the head teacher and governing body who were in charge of managing the budget,  would in essence, lose control of staffing costs.  Respondents asked if more identifiable money was going into school budgets to fund performance management pay progression.  

13 (5%) respondents believed that connecting performance management and pay was divisive and should be stopped.  It was suggested there was no evidence to prove that linking pay to performance raised standards, and could possibly be counter-productive and lower standards.

Q11
Do you agree with the proposals for processes leading to a final recommendation by the reviewer on pay progression?

There were 254 responses to this question.

49 (19%) Yes 
31 (12%) Partly Agree 

145 (57%) Disagree
29 (12%) Not Sure


A majority of respondents disagreed with the proposal for processes leading to a final recommendation by the reviewer on pay progression, and said this would undermine a head teacher’s authority, and make budget management extremely difficult for both the head teacher and the governors.

Of those who offered comments:

122 (48%) believed that the final decision on pay must remain with the head teacher or, in the case of the head teacher, a governor.  Respondents felt pay decisions must not be separated from the management of the school budget, and said decisions by reviewers could commit the school to pay increases that they could not afford.

33 (13%) respondents said financial decisions like this should not be in the remit of the reviewer and found it unacceptable that there was no scope for a head teacher to change the recommendation.  Respondents asked for guidance on what would happen if the reviewer made an inappropriate decision and welcomed clarification as to the head teacher’s ability to intervene or disagree with the recommendation.

25 (10%) stated that further clarity about procedures especially on pay progression would be very helpful to the process.

Q12
Do you agree that appeals in relation to performance management should be through procedures (legally grievance procedures) established by schools for handling such matters?

There were 246 responses to this question.

188 (76%) Agree 

36 (15%) Disagree

22 (9%) Not Sure

The majority of respondents agreed that the procedures in relation to performance management should be through one clear route established by schools. 

Of those who offered comments:

17 (7%) respondents did not feel ‘legal grievance procedures’ was the correct route to take, and such procedures hardly ever produced a satisfactory outcome.   

16 (7%) said it would hugely impact on the workload of a school if they had to set up their own procedures for appeal.  Some head teachers felt they were already wasting time dealing with appeals from the previous RIG proposals, and just like TLRs, these proposals would not contribute to raising standards. 

13 (5%) were of the opinion that there should be a clear national policy for schools to follow and implement.  Respondents believed schools and governing bodies had no experience in establishing legally binding and watertight procedures.

13 (5%) thought there should be a completely independent method of appeal and review process, separate from the school to ensure fairness.  Respondents felt it was important that a teacher could appeal to an independent body, and not to the head teacher who had appointed the reviewer in the first instance.  It was also suggested that there should be an external mechanism in cases of complete stalemate.

12 (5%) respondents thought that the current separation between grievance procedures and performance management should be maintained because including pay recommendations in the performance management process made the nature of potential appeals more complex. 

Q13
Do you agree that the content of the Education (School Government) (Terms of Reference) (England) Regulations 2000 that relates to school performance management policies should instead be included in new performance management regulations?

There were 224 responses to this question.

133 (59%) Agree 

27 (12%) Disagree 

64 (29%) Not Sure

Although the majority agreed with this proposal, many respondents were unsure about the new performance arrangements including the content of the Education (School Government) (Terms of Reference) (England) Regulations 2000.

Of those who offered comments:

26 (12%) were unclear about what the implications of this proposal/question was.  They asked for clarification if the set of regulations was being amalgamated to form one set of regulations, or was replacing the previous ones completely.

Q14
Do you agree with the proposals for amending the provision on schools’ performance management policies in the Education (School Government) (Terms of Reference) (England) Regulations 2000? 

There were 230 responses to this question.

119 (52%) Agree 
  34 (15%) Partly Agree 
 43 (18%) Disagree

34 (15%) Not Sure

Again, there were mixed views about amending the provision on school’s performance management policies in the Education (School Government) (Terms of Reference) (England) Regulations 2000.  Although respondents in the main agreed with the proposals, they had concerns that the timescale for implementation was too tight. 

Of those who offered comments:

33 (14%) respondents mentioned that the work life balance of governors would need to be addressed.  Many felt strongly that this change was being rushed through without enough training for governors, and it was important that governors appointed for head teacher performance review had the appropriate knowledge and skills to undertake the work transparently and effectively.
Q15
Should any provision about the content of performance management policies include that they should show how the school will ensure teachers’ and head teachers’ workload burdens are not increased by plans for managing their performance?

There were 252 responses to this question.

184 (73%) Yes 

39 (15%) No                  29 (12%) Not Sure

Most respondents agreed with this proposal and felt it was an important principle that any new proposals or initiatives should show that it did not increase the workload of teachers and head teachers.

Of those who offered comments:

77 (31%) respondents were of the opinion that these revisions would in fact increase the workload, especially on the role of the performance assessor.  It was suggested that requiring teachers to write a policy statement about how they would ‘ensure workload burdens were not increased’ would in itself create an unnecessary increase in workload.

43 (17%) thought time must be provided for reviews and classroom observations that would not affect the teaching of pupils within the school.  Some respondents mentioned that teacher cover would be necessary because meetings would be longer, and there would need to be more preparation time for the reviewer.

32 (13%) felt this would increase the pressure and workload of head teachers, with no support for them on how this was going to be achieved.  Respondents said work life balance for head teachers would be a major issue.

16 (6%) said exemplars of good practice policies and procedures would be very helpful, especially in linking performance management to school self evaluation.

Q16
Do the proposals support sufficiently the recommendations of the School Teachers’ Review Body that the outcomes of teachers’ professional development and, if appropriate, their contribution to others’ development, should be taken into account when schools assess performance for pay progression purposes?

There were 236 responses to this question.

125 (53%) Yes 

52 (22%) No 

59 (25%) Not Sure

There were mixed views about whether the outcomes of teachers’ professional development and their contribution to others’ development being taken into account when schools assessed performance for pay purposes.  Although respondents supported that PM objectives should include the outcomes of CPD, and contribute to other development, they did not support the link to pay progression, other than a process whereby pay recommendations were made by the head teacher.

Of those who offered comments:

27 (11%) challenged the linking of pay to performance and said this was a very unwelcome change.  It was felt that the availability of CPD was disproportionate between schools and therefore some teachers could be disadvantaged.  

22 (9%) suggested they were unclear as to whether it was the outcomes of a teachers professional development or the ‘totality of their performance’ that was being assessed.  They felt that the proposed regulations did not make it clear that the outcomes of teacher’s professional development should be taken into account when assessments for performance pay progression were made.  Respondents said it was vital to make this clear and explicit in regulation 13 (2).  

19 (8%) felt the proposals needed to be clearer in terms of a teacher’s role and responsibilities and it was suggested that job descriptions for middle and senior managers would need to be amended to show the importance of contributing to others’ development.  Respondents also asked if the recommendations would be appropriate for teachers in year 1-3 of their careers, and those currently on the Upper Pay Scale (UPS) with no management responsibility.  They also thought that the criteria to judge the effectiveness of overall contribution should be better defined. 

18 (8%) agreed with this proposal provided that the schools planning procedures were sufficiently robust.

17 (7%) respondents said an explicit reference to professional development should be included in the school’s performance management policy. 

13 (6%) respondents said some CPD programmes took place over a long period of time and therefore the impact may not be evident until after the end of one PM cycle.  It would be difficult to take this into consideration and therefore some teachers could be disadvantaged.  The principle of the proposal was sound, but in reality would be difficult to implement properly.

11 (5%) said it would be particularly important that schools demonstrated how their arrangements for performance management linked with those for school improvement.  Respondents suggested there would need to be evidence the teacher or school had improved as a result of these recommendations.

Q17
Is there anything that should be covered in more detail in the proposed guidance?

There were 119 responses to this question.

42 (35%) needed greater clarity on the standards and recommendations on pay progression M1-M6.  Respondents also asked for: 

· Further guidance for teachers who managed support staff, and how their performance was reviewed 

· A check list which clearly stated what the expectations were of the head teacher, the reviewer and the reviewee

· Guidance on the grey area between satisfactory performance management and capability

· Standard formats for questions by the reviewer in an interview session

· Separate guidance for governors and school

· Nationally-produced core training materials for LAs for use in proposed local PM training programmes.

39 (33%) asked for guidance on the setting and number of objectives/targets.  Respondents raised the following issues:

· Headings – neither the regulations nor the WIPG seemed to give any guidance on what should be covered within the objectives e.g. the old regulations said at least one objective should be under each of the headings ‘Leadership and Management’ and ‘Pupil Progress’. Respondents asked if this still applied, and if it did, it would be helpful to have further guidance

· Regulation 13 should include a maximum of the number of objectives which each reviewee could be set.  Respondents were of the opinion that without this it was possible for a reviewee to be set a surfeit of tasks which they could not complete satisfactorily

· Objectives need to be explicit as did the specific evidence required to prove that they have been achieved

· At lower levels in large schools it was important that meeting the objective was clearly demonstrable and was not a subjective ‘judgement call’

· Concerns that only three objectives could be a tool to provide an assessment of the ‘totality’ of a teacher’s performance.  Respondents felt there would need to be more, or wider objectives set

· Objectives relating to church schools should be included

· The relationship between objectives set under the proposed regulations and the professional pay standards was not sufficiently defined

· There should only be 3 agreed performance targets. 

33 (28%) felt that these proposals would drastically increase the cost to schools to release teachers to observe others, and also to provide supply teacher cover.  Respondents also requested funding for CPD because many schools were struggling to fund teacher’s attendance on courses.  

24 (20%) said there should be greater detail on lesson observations, including their wider purpose and what was or was not included in the three hour limit on classroom observation.  Respondents requested examples of good practice to aid their understanding. 

23 (19%) thought that it was essential there should be a limit on the number of reviewees per reviewer, and felt this should be made clear in the draft regulations.  Respondents said unless a cap was placed on the number of reviewees a reviewer could be responsible for, the work-life balance of the teacher concerned would be weakened.  It was also suggested that in view of workloads, reviewers should be restricted to three reviewees only.

19 (16%) were disappointed to see that the proposals only focussed on teaching staff.  Respondents noted that support staff were not mentioned, and felt that the whole school workforce had an equal right to a rigorous system of performance management and CPD.

16 (13%) respondents said the appropriateness of collecting evidence from others to ensure coverage of ‘totality of work’ should be strengthened.

10 (8%) simply said that they did not want or need further detail.

7 (6%) asked for information on using appropriate data to measure pupil progress.  Respondents also said it was not clear from the guidance whether there was an intention for head teachers’ objectives to include one relating to pupil progress.

Q18
Have you any comments on any other aspects of the proposals?

There were 175 responses to this question.

109 (62%) respondents were of the opinion that the timescales for the implementation of the proposals were unrealistic.  They said even with the revision of timescales as per the letter from Hazel Briant on 7 July 2006, the timescales were still very impractical.  Respondents felt there should be more time allowed for proper preparation; revision of performance management policies, consultation and training, and many suggested a more realistic timescale would be for full implantation in September 2007.  Other issues mentioned about timescales were:

· The date of 31 October for completion of review statements (Reg 13 {17}) was not viable and totally impractical.  Respondents said even allowing for ten days (Reg 13 {9}) and allowing for the October half term holidays, the statement would need to be written by the end of the first week in October, and this would give schools only a few weeks at the start of the autumn term to complete all their teacher reviews  

· The timetable for training and support from TDA meant that no training could be provided to schools until possibly November and December 2006, which was after the time when most schools were conducting their review process

· Governors carried out head teacher reviews in the autumn term, therefore would the review be carried out under the current regulations and the planning under the proposed regulations, or would they have two meetings, where the review was undertaken in the autumn term and the planning in the spring term

· The timescale was not consistent with the principles of effective change management which LAs had been commending to schools through the workforce remodelling agenda for years

· Many schools without effective PM processes would need more time and extra support and guidance to ensure these changes were successfully introduced. 

76 (43%) respondents were totally opposed to the reviewer making pay recommendations.  They thought this had the potential to undermine professional relationships in schools.

29 (17%) said this consultation had not been advertised enough, and the unions in particular said they had found it ‘virtually impossible’ to communicate with their members because the consultation had taken place over a period of time when schools were closed for the summer term.

23 (13%) were of the opinion that changes to the existing performance management system were not needed.  Respondents were concerned that schools that already had effective processes in place would be disrupted unnecessarily.  They felt schools should be free to determine how they achieved high quality outcomes for their pupils without government interference.   

17 (10%) were of the opinion that there must be inset training days to allow for the implementation of the new performance management regulations.

15 (9%) said that these proposals underestimated the distinct nature of the performance management of head teachers and that this should be structured in a different way.  Respondents said the diverse nature of a head teacher’s role, and the different relationship they had with governors and the SIP would make any observation of their teaching very problematic.  
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