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Executive Summary

The Social Work Teaching Partnership (SWTP) programme was developed by central
government (Department for Education and Department of Health and Social Care) to
transform the quality of education and experience received by social work students and
practitioners, following reviews such as Narey and Croisdale-Appleby'. These reviews
highlighted an urgent need for better social work education and professional
development.

The programme aims to formalise collaborative working to raise the quality of social
work, by attracting high quality students into the profession and ensuring students and
existing social workers have the necessary knowledge, skills and values to practice
effectively — and to improve workforce planning and development to address retention
and recruitment issues.

The programme was effectively piloted in 2015 in four areas (phase one). Eleven
additional areas made successful applications for two year funding in phase two (2016)
and ten more in phase three (2018). As a result of an amalgamation?, the programme
now involves 23 partnerships in total. Four of these partnerships are self-funded (the
three remaining phase one partnerships and one phase two partnership), with 19
partnerships from phase two and three in the funded phase of the programme. These
partnerships represent 113 local authorities (LAs), 54 higher education institutes (HEIs)
and 32 Private, Voluntary and Independent (PVI) partners. This represents just under
70% (54/79) of all HEIs offering social work?.

This report is based on twenty two of these partnerships, representing 109 Local
Authorities (LAs), 52 Higher Education Institutes (HEIs) and 29 Private Voluntary and
Independent (PVI) partners.

Partnerships were subiject to four funding criteria, and were encouraged to develop local
responses to a set of stretch criteria focused on governance, admissions, practice
placements and support, curriculum, academic delivery workforce development and
workforce planning (see Annex One for full details).

! Martin Narey (2014). Making the education of social workers consistently effective. Report of Sir Martin
Narey’s independent review of the education of children’s social workers. David Croisdale-Appleby (2014).
Re-visioning social work education. An independent review.

2 Two partnerships (one from phase one and one from phase two) merged with other local authorities to
form one of the phase three partnerships
3 Source: www.whatuni.com



Evaluation purpose and method

The purpose of the evaluation is to explore what has been delivered and how different
delivery models and initiatives have met the objectives of the programme. It will look at
the early outcomes of the activity in order to provide reflections about what activity has
supported improvements against the aims of the programme and seek to capture
additional, wider or ‘other’ effects of partnership working. In exploring sustainability, the
research will look to find out if funding has created enough momentum to maintain
beneficial activities in the medium to long-term future.

Partnerships have been encouraged to develop customised programmes and
performance management processes in order to best reflect local contexts, and this may
limit the ability of the evaluation to identify ‘typical’ approaches — and may restrict
identifying ‘what works’. It should also be noted that the programme is at an early stage
of delivery, in terms of achieving impacts on quality of social work, with undergraduates
from only two HEIs having graduated to date.

The initial phase of the evaluation (and the basis of this interim report) was conducted
between January and March 2019. This comprises of an initial document review (phase
three partnerships), an in depth document and management information (MI) review
(phase one and two partnerships) and stakeholder research in two case study areas
(phase one partnerships). It should be noted that the method of extracting MI data from
the document review was not successful. This resulted in a pragmatic approach,
requiring partnership project managers to collate data from individual partners to provide
a partnership level dataset. Nine out of twelve partnerships achieved collation of some
data, but the data quality has affected our ability to conduct a greater level of quantitative
analysis.

Additional in-depth case studies and a data refresh will be undertaken in phase two of the
evaluation.

Key findings

Phase one and two* of the teaching partnership programme has stimulated a new level
of collaboration between LAs and HElIs, and this is evident throughout the way activity
has been delivered across the specified workstreams: governance, admissions,
placements and curriculum, academic delivery and academic experience of practice;
workforce development and planning. Collaborative working has led to better
relationships at organisational and individual levels, which partnerships consider a key

4 It is too early to evidence this in phase three partnerships through the method used (initial document
review)



benefit in itself. Improved relationships have led to new discussions and provided
different opportunities to tackle local issues.

Governance and management

Governance structures are in place across all phases of the programme, with most
partnerships developing boards at a strategic and management level. Partnerships have
co-developed credible strategic and operational plans. Delivery of workstreams appears
to be effectively monitored by operational boards. Project management and support
roles, funded by TPs (through the TP grant funding), have been critical in facilitating the
effectiveness of these structures. Partnership level quantitative performance frameworks
are less well developed.

Partnerships from phase one and two have adapted their structures over time to improve
the engagement of stakeholders and minimise duplication at leadership, management
and delivery levels. Building whole organisation commitment and equalising the
engagement of children’s and adult services are ongoing challenges in most
partnerships. However, there are partnerships where these have been tackled effectively,
for example by treating adult and children’s stakeholders as separate partners. Service
user engagement in governance structures is developing.

Entry standards

Entry levels for undergraduate and post graduate social work courses have been
maintained at, or increased to, the expected levels in most HEIs®. In around half of phase
one and two partnerships, there is at least one HEI with an exception policy, however the
use of these in recruitment appears low®. Rigorous assessment and selection processes
are now in place at undergraduate and post graduate levels in all partnerships, including
increased involvement by Service Users and Carers (SUC) and practitioners, whose role
is valued and embedded.

Practice placements

Improved organisation, consistency and quality assurance of placements is commonly
reported by phase one and two partnerships, achieved through better planning, guidance
and new processes. Improvements in matching to preferences and earlier agreement of
placements appears more limited.

There has been an increase in the number of practice placement days and statutory
placements. All phase one and two partnerships expect to provide two placements

5120 points for undergraduates and 2.1 degree for masters courses
6 From the data returns at both UG and PG levels, only one HEI reported high levels of recruitment through
their exception policy for entry to their masters course.
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(totalling minimum 170 days), with at least one of these placements being in a statutory
setting. Two partnerships exceed this by providing 200 placement days, having added 30
additional skills days to the first placement.

It has taken considerable effort, including the deployment of specific TP funded posts, to
achieve significant increases’ to the number of placements that meet the statutory
definition. Around three quarters® of phase one and two partnerships report that they now
offer 2 statutory placements at undergraduate level, with 6/10° partnerships reporting
they offer 2 statutory placements at masters level. This has been achieved through
activities such as Practice Educator (PE) training and closer working with partners inside
and external to the TP to identify and develop placements. This has increased the
exposure of students to statutory frameworks, which is reported to be valued by students,
LAs and HEIs. There is debate in most partnerships as to how/whether two statutory
placements can be maintained, and whether two statutory placements offers the best
learning experience. Many are exploring mixed models that offer a combination of LA and
PVI settings.

Placement support has been a key focus of activity in phase one and two, including
developing the capacity and support for practice educators, and developing new learning
structures and reflective models to maximise placement learning for students. TP funded
(often jointly or short term employed) roles have been critical to the pace and level of
work achieved in this area, examples include practice consultants (PCs), teaching
consultants and principal practice educator leads (PPELS) — who often work across
placement and curriculum objectives. Partnerships perceive that new approaches are
leading to improvements in placement quality, although local evaluations show this
requires continued focus, with inconsistencies in levels of support commonly arising from
work pressures and information gaps.

Curriculum

The vast majority of phase one and two partnerships report increased levels of activity in
developing a practice based curriculum. All partnerships report that the Children and
Family Social Work and Adult Knowledge and Skills Statement (KSS) are embedded in
relevant curriculum and that practitioners (and sometimes users) have also reviewed,
updated and modified the curriculum content.

The data returned indicates that students in TPs continue to be taught by very high
proportions of qualified, registered social workers (employed by HEIls). HEI core staff are

" Data suggest this is an increase for 6/9 and 7/12 partnerships at undergraduate/postgraduate level.

8 Three partnerships do not have undergraduates in their remit (of these, one has recently expanded the
remit to undergraduate students, but placement data is not yet available)

9 A combination of data returns and document review (one area unclear).
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increasingly supported by joint HEI/LA posts and a growing pool of teaching practitioners
who are supported through ‘practitioners who teach’ type programmes. As a result,
increases in the proportion of the curriculum delivered by practitioners™ are reported at
both under graduate and post graduate levels. Joint working is helping to overcome initial
cultural differences around the optimum balance of academic and practice content and
delivery. Practicing social workers can struggle to balance work pressures with teaching
responsibilities. However, there is common evidence across partnerships’ local
evaluations, that students place high value on practice input in the curriculum, enabling
them to make better links between theory and practice.

Academic and practice collaboration

Most partnerships’! have attempted activity to support academics to spend time in
frontline teams, refreshing their experience and observing contemporary practice but this
activity does not appear as structured (in terms of application processes or release
policies) or as consistent as other work delivered by partnerships. However, feedback
from these academics consistently demonstrates the value of immersion in everyday
practice in terms of credibility, refreshing knowledge and learning about local tools and
practices.

More activity has been focused on developing ways of embedding joint learning between
practitioners and academics, using shared knowledge to use academic theory and
research to address ‘real life’ practice issues. Approaches include Centres of Excellence
or Learning Hubs, as well as conferences, events and learning symposia. There are
examples of these leading to better working relationships, useful research (which could
be shared more widely) and limited examples of changed systems and practice as a
result.

Workforce planning and development

Analysis of workforce data'? attributable to the TP is taking place in around 8/12 phase
one and two partnerships, although the extent of this appears quite limited in some of
these areas. TP funded specialist consultancy support has been effective in overcoming
challenges of poor data collection and analysis in several areas. Partnerships are using
data to better monitor specific concerns and more strategically for recruitment and
retention. This has led to some micro impact on caseloads and agency staff in specific

0 Combination of data and document review

" The document review found evidence that 10/12 TPs have delivered activity in this area, with evidence of
plans but not necessarily delivery in the remaining 2. Activity levels appeared lower than across other
workstreams.

2 For example developing and/or analysing workforce statistics (recruitment, turnover, cost/agency costs,
sickness, demographics; progression of students to ASYE; demographic needs).
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LAs and also supported more strategic developments such as recruitment and retention
initiatives — for example a successful gateway' (to SW qualification) programme for
existing staff, successful return to work programmes and an initiative in a rural area that
has increased ASYE (Assessed and Supported Year in Employment) retention. A key
challenge in this area remains the quality of data, ability to influence national trends at a
local level and sense that this is perhaps more usefully carried out at a regional level.

All partnerships have a (Continuing Professional Development) CPD workstream, with
just under half (5/12) re-organising this through clearer progression pathways covering
ASYE, specialisms and management and leadership. All have reviewed and or
developed new accredited learning to support these pathways that reflect the KSS and
other expected standards. Several partnerships have developed leadership and
management qualifications, including PG (Post Graduate) certificates, diploma and PhD
to support progression. It is too early to say if these initiatives are impacting on retention,
progression or recruitment.

There is documentary and data evidence of all phase one and two partnerships™
enhancing, changing or bringing more consistency to the existing local CPD offer through
the provision of additional learning opportunities that support TP objectives (e.g. skills
modules, masterclasses, PE training, applied research). Many have used TP grant
funding to subsidise programmes to support access to the provision. Work pressures
(and sometimes travel) remain a cited challenge in terms of attendance and committing
to further learning, although flexibility is in evidence, for example through the use of
technology (e.g. KSS podcast) and twilight sessions. In the document review, there are
many examples of positive feedback around workforce development, and some local
examples of impact on practice.

Benefits and sustainability

The reported benefits are of value to all stakeholder groups. It is too early to report the
impact of these on higher level aims, but most partnerships feel confident that the
programme has moved them further towards their goals, despite real challenges in the
external environment. These include financial constraints, changing policy and the issues
of recruitment and retention that they are trying to tackle.

There is evidence from sustainability plans'® and two case studies that the collaborative
culture and certain strands of work will be sustained regardless of future funding. A
genuine commitment to ongoing collaborative working and learning seems to be in place

3 All 26 students passed the certificate in social work and four have already progressed to the MSc
programme

4 Although this is very limited in one partnership, where the focus has been on the undergraduate journey
5 We reviewed eight phase one and two sustainability plans in the document review
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and processes for admissions, placement organisation, ongoing curriculum development
and practitioner teaching are embedded in some way in all eight sustainability plans
reviewed. Partnerships report other specific areas of activity that they want to sustain, but
these are not yet fully embedded. In general these relate to overall structures built to
facilitate joint learning and progression, improved methods of practice placement support
(reflective group support, skills days), workforce development and continued focus on
specific workforce challenges.

Most (but not all) partnerships feel that they need to keep certain posts to maintain and
further progress activity, and in the long term that may be challenging. This particularly
applies to project management functions and posts that span placement support and
practice development, with other areas of activity either embedded already or easier to
maintain through existing capacity. The planned use of underspend or continuation
funding in phase two sustainability plans would suggest that longer term sustainability is
an area that partnerships are finding challenging. This reflects an informal view
expressed by several partnerships that they are not yet able to be wholly self-sufficient.
There are some successes however, with at least three partnerships making real
progress to sustain their progress through LAs and/or HEIs absorbing costs of posts such
as Practice Consultants, Practice Educators and Partnership Practice Educator Leads.

Conclusions

The evidence collected so far indicates that the teaching partnerships programme has
brought new levels of collaboration to the way social work education is designed, planned
and delivered across the six workstream areas. Building and maintaining this level of
collaboration is itself considered of real value by the stakeholders interviewed in this
evaluation, and many see this as a key achievement of the programme.

A range of approaches to delivery have been undertaken across workstreams which
reflect different local contexts, including historical relationships, size, composition,
geography and specific local issues.

The document review and case studies consistently demonstrate that improved partner
relationships and TP funded infrastructure posts (project management and posts related
to curriculum and placement development) have added real value to the pace, expertise
and volume of work delivered.

Benefits of value to all stakeholder groups are reported, including collaborative working
itself and perceived improvements in quality of the learning for students and the structure
and range of learning for the existing workforce. This has been achieved in a challenging
environment, including significant capacity issues facing both HEIs and employers.
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It is too early to expect significant impact on higher level goals, for example retention or
quality of social work practice, however partnerships seem positive that activity is moving
them towards these goals.

All partnerships know they need to consider sustainability in the way they are working.
Activity around admissions, embedding the KSS, curriculum changes, placement QA and
elements of placement support and workforce development seem embedded (because
the underpinning processes are reported in documents to be in place as business as
usual) and therefore sustainable. The desire to maintain these processes is also evident
in the eight sustainability approaches reviewed. Maintaining and building on the
improvements made in other areas (particularly placement support and practitioner
teaching in the curriculum) seem more reliant on TP (grant) funded posts. Three of the
eight plans reviewed showed partners who have agreed to absorb the costs of these
posts. On the whole, partnership underspend and continuation funding seems to be
being used to ‘buy more time’ to embed key functions.
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Context

The Social Work Teaching Partnership (TP) programme was developed by central
government (Department for Education [DfE] and Department of Health and Social Care
[DHSC]) to transform the quality of education and experience received by social work
students and practitioners, following reviews such as Narey and Croisdale-Appleby®.
These reviews highlighted weaknesses in the system where newly qualified or
established social workers were not always equipped with the right knowledge, skills and
experience to undertake the challenges of the role.

The Teaching Partnerships (TPs) initiative aims to bring educators and employers
together to make education more relevant to practice, raise standards and drive up
quality for all social work students and practitioners in children’s and adult social work. By
much greater involvement of local authorities in the initial and continuing education of
social workers, TPs seek to establish a collaborative relationship between them and the
HEls, where the curriculum and training can be jointly developed, delivered and owned.

In 2015, four pilot TPs were established and an early evaluation'” demonstrated the
potential of this approach to effect change. Eleven additional areas made successful
applications for two year funding in phase two (2016) and ten more in phase three
(2018). As a result of an amalgamation ', the current programme comprises 23
partnerships in total. Four of these partnerships are now self-funded (three remaining
phase one partnerships and one phase two partnership), with 19 partnerships from
phase two and three in the funded phase of the programme. These partnerships
represent 113 local authorities (LAs), 54 higher education institutes (HEIs) and 32
Private, Voluntary and Independent (PVI) partners. This represents 70% (54/79) of all
HEls offering social work'®.

This report is based on twenty two of these partnerships?°, representing 109 Local
Authorities (LAs), 52 Higher Education Institutes (HEIs) and 29 Private Voluntary and
Independent (PVI) partners.

16 Martin Narey (2014). Making the education of social workers consistently effective. Report of Sir Martin
Narey’s independent review of the education of children’s social workers. David Croisdale-Appleby (2014).
Re-visioning social work education. An independent review.

7 _Social work teaching partnership pilot programme: evaluation; Final research report; May 2016; Dorothy
Berry-Lound, Sue Tate and Professor David Greatbatch — HOST Policy Research

'8 Two partnerships (one from phase one and one from phase two) merged with other local authorities to
form one of the phase three partnerships

9 Source: www.whatuni.com

20 The method did not include the partnership from phase two that did not apply for the second year of
funding.
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The aim of the funding is to provide a catalyst to improvement and for teaching
partnerships to create sustainable changes within their regions. Partnerships had to meet
eligibility criteria, and bid against stretch criteria (Annex One), to facilitate the
development of local improvements across:

e Governance (strategic and operational delivery)

e Admissions

e Placements and curriculum

e Academic delivery and academic experience of practice

e Practice support and delivery

e Workforce planning
Partnerships have funding conditions that require them to:

e Raise the standards of entry for students onto courses (through the raising

of minimum entry requirements).

e Provide quality placements in statutory settings (every student to be
guaranteed at least one statutory placement, although two placements are
prioritised within funding applications).

e Embed the Knowledge and Skills Statements (KSS) throughout continuing
social work education.

e Have frontline practitioners and managers employed in statutory settings,
providing ‘classroom’ teaching.

Partnerships were initially supported with funding for 2 years?', with all phase one
partnerships receiving a contribution to sustainability in their 3™ year, also recently
agreed for phase two partnerships (who are coming to the end of their initial funding).

Overall, the TP programme has engaged 199 partners — 113 local authorities, 54 HEIls
and 32 private, voluntary, NHS and other partners. Key features of the partnerships
programme are set out in Table 1 below.

21 One partnership from phase two did not apply for funding for two years, entering the sustainability phase
early
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Evaluation aims and objectives

The purpose of the evaluation is to explore:

e What activity have TPs delivered?

e How have TPs delivered that activity, and what can be learned from their
experiences and shared?

e What are the early impacts of the TP activity?
e How is sustainability being approached?

It is useful to note that whilst enough time has elapsed for partnerships to experience
benefits from their work, it is too early for the programme to demonstrate significant
impact on quality of social work education and practice. The student cohorts exposed to
the programme are limited at this stage, with undergraduate students in only two
partnerships having completed the journey to ASYE?2.

Method & issues

The evaluation is taking place between Jan 2019 and March 2020. The evaluation
method is led by the evaluation specification provided by DfE, and includes:

e |nitial document review of phase three partnerships

¢ In-depth document review of phase one and two partnerships

e Ml review of existing partnership level data (phase one and two)

e Case studies with 6 partnerships (two phase one and four phase two)

Although the initial intention was to spread the evaluation relatively evenly over the
evaluation period, the DfE requested an increased focus on delivery in the period
January to March 2019, to enable better timing of sharing the learning for phase three
and non-funded TPs. The following activity has taken place within this period, and is the
evidence base for this interim report. Annex two provides further detail.

e Document review — DfE provided initial documents and these were
supplemented (in large numbers) by local partnerships. Overall 350
documents were reviewed from phases one, two and three. These were
analysed using a template against key headings relating to progress,
benefits, learning and sustainability.

22 Two partnerships have not included undergraduates in the remit of the TP to date (one phase one; one
phase two) and an additional phase two partnership introduced third year U/G into the TP remit for the A/Y
18/19.
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¢ Management Information (MI) review — the intended method was to use
the document review to draw out partnership level data across a limited
core range of delivery and quality areas, using telephone discussions with
project managers to fill key gaps. However, it became clear that limited data
was available in the documents provided. A pragmatic and revised method
was developed with DfE, which involved project managers co-ordinating
data collection from partners to complete a collection template.
Partnerships put significant efforts into generating data, and 9 out of 12
partnerships returned data templates at varying levels of completion. The
data used from this should be treated as indicative due to mixed levels of
completeness and reliability. See Annex Three for more details.

e Case Studies: Two case studies were conducted with phase one
partnerships, involving key stakeholders across the six workstream areas.
These focused on understanding partnership journeys in terms of delivery
progress, approaches, lessons learned and sustainability.

The next phase of the evaluation will comprise a focused data refresh (phase one and
two partnerships) and in depth case studies with selected phase two partnerships. Case
studies will comprise research with key stakeholder groups, focusing on generating a
more comprehensive understanding of the:

e approaches taken and rationale;

challenges, enablers and lessons learnt;

benefits and outcomes;

perceptions of early impact;
e approaches to sustainability.

Partnerships have been offered confidentiality in order to maximise their contributions to
the evaluation. For this reason, partnerships are not named in the report.
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Teaching Partnership Activity

Delivery activity has been spread across the expected workstreams:

e Governance

e Admissions

e Placements and curriculum

e Practice support and delivery

e Academics delivery and experience of practice
e Workforce development and planning

Partnerships in phase one and two have delivered activity across all of these areas, at
varying levels. In general, the stretch criteria (Annex One) are more explicitly used to
guide the initial workplan for year one and two delivery. At a programme level, less
relative activity has been seen in terms of workforce planning and academics spending
time in actual practice. All areas have spent significant time on governance, placements,
practice support and delivery and workforce development. This is reflected in spend
data®.

Governance and management

Relevant stretch criteria: ‘A strategy to raise the quality of education and practice training
through the Teaching Partnership is co-owned by all the leads in the partnership.

The partnership has a credible plan for improved performance for 2018-20, which senior
managers in all partnership organisations own and will deliver.’

Key findings:

o Effective governance and management structures are in place across all
partnerships in the programme, and partnerships have generated
commitment from leaders across partner organisations.

¢ All partnerships have developed co-owned, credible strategies, delivery
plans and associated inclusive structures and processes to manage and
deliver these plans.

2 Source: Three data returns on workstream spending combined with activity levels from document review
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¢ Achieving robust governance is an ongoing activity, with all partnerships
continually reviewing and adapting their structures to maximise
effectiveness.

e Monitoring and reporting performance at overall partnership level against
eligibility and stretch criteria is underdeveloped in most partnerships.

e Service users have been formally involved in delivery structures in all
partnerships, less so decision making structures, although this is
increasing.

e The equal engagement of Children’s and Adults services at all levels has
proven challenging for most partnerships due to contextual factors.

Structures

All partnerships have spent considerable time and reflection on developing clear,
inclusive and effective co-owned governance and operational management structures.
Partnerships have rightly focused on this as an immediate priority on receiving funding.
The underpinning work on designing and agreeing governance and operation is complete
across all partnerships, although at the time of the research, a minority of phase three
partnerships were in the final stages of signing off elements of their structure. On
average, partnerships are requiring 6-12 months to develop their governance and
management structures and processes. This partially relates to the time taken to recruit
the project manager, a role that is key to building a robust governance, management and
operational structure.

All partnerships, except one?*, are governed through an LA led strategic level board
(directors/senior leaders from key partners) which meets quarterly, and an operational
level board (senior managers across key partners) — meeting monthly or every two
months. The operational board - or equivalent - oversees the work plan, which is
normally delivered by formalised groups that report into it (which may be sub committees,
working groups, hubs or task and finish groups — or a mix of these).

Some partnerships have ‘membership led’ groupings that feed specific stakeholder views
into the operational board, for example User Groups, HEI forum. Several partnerships
have non-delivery focused groups such as research and evaluation or scrutiny
committees. There are minor variations to this structure, which are influenced by
historical structures, partnership size and stage of development.

2 The lead partner in one area is a jointly commissioned organisation providing the children’s social care
functions for two LAs
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All partnerships have a jointly developed strategic plan, implementation plan and
operational plan. Monitoring processes for delivery of activities are in place in all
partnerships. These appropriately vary in sophistication depending on the complexity of
the partnership, and in some cases rely heavily on the project manager or business
support role to collect and collate update reports. Evaluation and performance
management of strategic objectives does not appear well developed, with few qualitative
and quantitative measures embedded at partnership level in most partnerships. A piece
of national collaborative work to develop a selection of potential strategic performance
measures was completed, which demonstrates interest in strengthening this area going
forward.

Communication strategies and plans appear to be in place in all partnerships. These vary
in their focus — several partnerships have a strategic communication plan focused on the
content of key messages for specific stakeholder groups and the maijority of partnerships
have communication plans that focus on the dissemination processes to different
stakeholder groups. All partnerships have developed (or are developing) their own
websites as an information dissemination tool.

Partnerships have demonstrated how they effectively reflect and adapt their governance
and management structures and processes over time. Several partnerships have started
off with larger structures, which have been streamlined as a result of achieving initial
goals, to enhance synergy between interlinked priorities, to reduce duplication of
individuals attending multiple meetings and/or to support sustainability going forward.

Operationally, a typical pattern is to adapt the way the workstreams are managed, with
many partnerships starting with a separate working/delivery group for each workstream
(e.g. up to 8 working groups), but then amalgamating related working groups to cover
multiple workstreams. One phase two partnership has amalgamated from eight down to
two workstreams: pre-qualification and post qualification. Occasionally partnerships have
increased their delivery structures to adjust for underrepresentation, accommodate new
priorities or meet specific needs e.g. separating out children and adults functions; task
and finish group to develop practice around mental health.

Membership

The twenty two partnerships contributing to this interim evaluation have engaged 190
formal partners into the programme — 109 local authorities, 52 HEIs and 29 other
partners (PVIs, NHS trusts and others)?®. Membership profiles of partnerships suggest
that partnerships are effectively using their structures to generate strategic and

25 One partnership is not included in the evaluation as it moved to the non-funded sustainability phase of
the programme following its first year.
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operational commitment across key partners, through the use of executive and
operational boards. Some partnerships have invited organisations to be Associate
Members and other key bodies, such as Regional Association of Directors of Children
and Adult Services into the partnership — to reflect their key stakeholder base.

Memorandum of Understanding/Co-operation documents are signed at senior leadership
levels across both LAs and HEIls, and other formal partners. Some partnerships report
these being useful in generating higher level commitment. Building and maintaining
genuine organisational commitment at organisational level is an ongoing activity, often
related to external circumstances (e.g. re-structures, recruitment, Ofsted findings).

Service users and carers (SUC) are formally involved in strategic or operational boards in
a minority of partnerships, through structures (existing and new) such as a Regional
Service User and Carer Reference Group and a Public Involvement Board. This is not
reflective of the larger involvement of SUCs in workstream groups.

Many partnerships report some difficulties in maintaining the equal engagement of both
adult and children’s services in their strategic and operational structures. This appears to
be as a result of differing stages of development, needs and capacity in adult services.
As a result, partnerships have taken specific actions to address this at a structural level,
for example, in one partnership by treating children’s and adult services in each local
authority as separate partners.

Expansion of partnership members has taken place in a limited number of cases. One
partnership incorporated both a new LA partner and a new HEI partner; two partnerships
incorporated a new HEI as a partner and another incorporated one LA. Partnerships
have considered expansion very seriously, with much deliberation over the impact on the
existing partnership and whether expected standards should be met on entry or over a
period of time (for HEls in particular). All partnerships report that expansion has overall
been of benefit, but expansion has also brought challenges and highlighted tensions
which have taken time to improve. Several partnerships are considering future
expansion, one through the use of affiliate membership.

All partnerships have used DfE funding to provide additional capacity to deliver
partnership work through specific roles. Most commonly this is a project manager role,
who has supported the development of governance, management and operational
structures by supporting partners to develop structures, engage stakeholders, turn the
bids into implementation plans, develop evaluation, monitoring, communication and risk
management processes and ensure robust financial processes are in place. Some
partnerships have created more than one core infrastructure role, for example
Programme Manager, Business Support Officer, Project Administrator - depending on the
size (although this is not always the case), funding and complexity of the partnership. All
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core infrastructure roles are reported as critical for achieving progress, pace,
accountability and quality, at least in the first two years.

Specific roles have also been funded to increase capacity to manage workstreams.
These include roles such as Partnership Development Officer and roles that have both a
management and delivery expectation (e.g. Practice Education Consultant, Principal
Practice Educator Lead, and Workforce Development Lead). These roles have provided
essential capacity, with partnerships reporting that these roles enable partnerships to
achieve more in the timescale than would otherwise have been possible.

Admissions

Stretch Criteria: ‘The partnership owns a plan for the involvement of those with lived
experience and employer representatives at all stages of admissions from Sept 2018,
including decisions about applicants; The partnership is committed to a minimum of 120
UCAS points or a 2:1 requirement to undergraduate and postgraduate courses
respectively from Sept 2018, requirements also maintained at clearing; The partnership
develops and implements by Sept 2019 tests at the point of application before an offer to
study is made. Tests will assess all applicants’ intellectual ability, social work values and
behaviours. The tests must include written assessment, verbal reasoning, group
discussion and scenarios/role play in all cases. These tests should be applied to all
applicants, including those from access courses.’

Key findings

e All partnerships are committed to meeting the raised admissions criteria for
undergraduate and post graduate study, with the vast majority of HEIs
having achieved this by the entry cohort following their first year of funding.

e Around half of partnerships have one or more HEIls with an exceptions
policy for undergraduate and/or masters level entry, but most report low use
of these.

e All partnerships involve SUC and employer representatives in HEI
admissions processes, including at least eight out of ten phase 3
partnerships.

e All phase one and two partnerships have improved their recruitment and
selection processes to better assess ability, values and behaviours — with
phase 3 partnerships all having plans to do so (if not already implemented)
for their next cohort entry point.

21



Entry Criteria

Entry criteria to social work degrees are higher?® and more consistent across partnership
areas as a result of the TP programme?”.

Partnerships report that they have a commitment from HEIs to increase and/or maintain
entry standards at a minimum of 120 UCAS points for undergraduate degrees and entry
criteria of a 2.1 undergraduate degree for masters level degree. This commitment is
reported to be fulfilled and maintained in the maijority of partnerships. Many HEIs already
set entry criteria at this level, but are now maintaining a more rigid adherence. Around
half?8 of the phase one and two partnerships include one or more individual HEIs with an
exception policy but this appears to be used infrequently?®.

e At least six partnerships (out of the twelve phase one and two partnerships)
have one or more HEI with an exception criteria, most usually defined as
those candidates having experience that compensates for not meeting
desired standards.

e There are at least two phase one and two partnerships where there is
agreement on paper to increase entry standards, but there is not 100%
confidence this is being implemented consistently=°,

In these cases, evidence from the document review and case studies suggests that HEIls
are:

e balancing the desire to increase entry criteria against the viability of courses
when there are several HEIs in a partnership;

e perceiving that rigorous processes may be more effective than entry criteria
at identifying those who will make high quality social workers.

Rigorous Processes of Selection and Assessment

All phase one and two partnerships, and most phase three partnerships, have reviewed
their assessment and selection processes against ability, knowledge and behaviour
expectations. They have all implemented improvements (with the possible exception of
one phase two HEI where the partnership is satisfied with the high quality of students

26 At a programme level these are higher, although for many individual HEIs these are unchanged.

27 This is set out in workstream plans and minutes for admissions workstreams indicating attribution that
those who have raised them have done so as a result of the TP programme

28 Taken from the quantitative data, which showed higher levels than in the document review

29 With the exception of one HEI at masters level, who reported high levels of candidates accepted at 2.2
level (¢50%)

30 Where this has been raised we have reviewed website information, and this would suggest that the entry
standards are not being maintained in some partnerships
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from historical processes). Even in partnerships where HEls already felt they had robust
and varied selection processes, the review process was found to be useful and led to
further improvements and greater consistency across partnership areas.

Developments include:

e Increasing rigour and range of areas tested through the use of
combinations of written assessments, verbal reasoning, group discussions,
interviews and scenario/role play; some partnerships are paying actors to
deliver simulated role play (although one HEI has found this too expensive,
and may use drama students or not continue). One HEI has changed the
setting of role plays from voluntary sector to statutory sector.

e Using KSS to update the tools used in the assessment process.

e Harmonising processes across HEIs in the partnership, with partners jointly
reviewing their processes, tools and guidance and developing this into a
single shared assessment process, building on each other’s effective
practice.

e Developing a set of guiding principles and a set of assessment tools to
contribute to consistency across institutions but still allow variation to fit the
character and requirements of each HEI. The assessment tools comprise of
a bank of interview questions, written tests and a standardised format for
group interviews.

e Bringing assessment in line with evidence based processes used for Step
Up to Social Work.

e Developing a sampling model to analyse decisions and ensure consistency
and quality.

SUC and employer engagement

Prior to the teaching partnership programme, many HEIs already included an element of
service user and practitioner involvement in admissions processes. This has been
extended and formalised by the teaching partnership programme, with all partnerships
and their HEIs committed to increasing the engagement of service users and
practitioners in selection processes.

In phase one and two partnerships this commitment is clearly evidenced in three main
ways:

e the increased guidance and formality with which service users and
practitioners are being involved;
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the increase in support and training for service users in particular, to
facilitate confidence and skills so they can contribute effectively;

the greater role and influence of service users and practitioners in marking
arrangements and final decision making.

The document review indicates that most phase three partnerships have reviewed
admissions processes and have enhanced practitioner and service user involvement in
arrangements for the 2019/20 cohort. In addition, for most partnerships across all
phases, there are plans to further increase involvement going forward.

Examples of activities taking place include:

Engaging service users and practitioners in the design of new admission
and selection processes.

Developing central registers of pools of practitioners who would like to
participate in selection days, to increase accessibility, diversity and
practicalities of having substitutes in the event staff have emergencies or
reasons they can no longer participate.

Linking in with established service user groups to ensure a steady supply of
relevant and diverse service users, including developing formal processes
for securing user input into working groups and (less often) operational
management boards.

Formal assessment guidance that expects and supports service user and
practitioner involvement in all aspects of the assessment process.

Marking regimes empowering service user and practitioner involvement to
influence decision making for selection of candidates (e.g. service user
marking is weighted at 25% of the process in one partnership).

Teaching modules within HEIs to develop the capacity of service users to
participate effectively.

Monitoring frameworks to ensure that the work of selection is shared
equally and there is standardised practice for those involved in admissions
and standardised scoring.

Practice Placements

Increasing the quantity, type and quality of practice placements and the ‘support around
the student’ has been a key focus of activity in all phase one and two partnerships. All
phase three partnerships have ambitions to make improvements, with at least two
partnerships from this phase already reporting progress.
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All phases of partnerships have co-developed a joint workstream focused on improving
placements. In some cases, the workstream is delivered through a working group specific
only to placements — but most often the placement workstream is part of a working group
with a wider remit e.g. curriculum development, practice development, CPD. This is
indicative of a move towards locating practice placements into the wider context of
integrating practice based learning into social work education — for pre and post qualified
social workers.

Quantity, setting and matching

Stretch criteria: Partnerships offering both statutory placements relevant to students’
preferred areas of practice in contrasting settings from AY 2018-19 will be prioritised in
the assessment of applications; Programmes providing units in child and family and adult
areas of practice will be prioritised; All placement students are guaranteed statutory
placements relevant to their preferred areas of practice, which they are offered from AY
2018-19. In child and family settings, these will offer all students significant experience of
using the statutory framework for child and family social work. In adult services, students
will have experience of using statutory frameworks for adult social care in delivering
outcome-focused, personalised responses.

Key findings:

e All phase one and two partnerships expect to provide two placements (1x70 day
and 1x100 day), within the funded period, with at least one of these placements
being in a statutory setting.

e 7 out of 93! phase one and two partnerships offer 2 statutory placements at
undergraduate level, and at least 7 out of 1232 partnerships offer 2 statutory
placements at masters level.

e The TP programme has achieved a significant increase in placements taking place
in statutory settings, with at least six out of nine partnerships reporting increases
at undergraduate level and 7/12 at post graduate level®3. This is considered a key
achievement by partnerships.

31 Three partnerships do not have undergraduates in their remit (one of these has recently included
undergraduate students, but placement data is not yet available). A combination of data returns and
document review has been used to generate this figure.

32 A combination of data returns and document review.

33 From data return and local evaluations 6/9 eligible partnerships (undergraduate) reported increases; two
additional areas showed high % statutory placements but only provided latest data (no comparator). Data
return and local evaluations and case studies suggest minimum of seven partnerships have increased
statutory placements. This could be an underestimation.
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e Two partnerships have added 30 skills days and development days to their
placement offer (which they specify as 2 x 100 days).

e The process of developing and providing sufficient quality placements is jointly
owned by HEIs and employers, and more formalised guidance, structures and
new methods of support have been developed.

e It has taken significant effort to increase placement numbers, with most using a
multi-method approach that includes PE training, placing new expectations on LAs
and reviewing PVI capacity.

e The majority (9/12) of P1 & 2 partnerships have adopted an element of ‘mixed
model’ to increasing placement numbers, which involve PVls in some format. They
are simultaneously working to increasing the number and proportion of
placements hosted in statutory settings within this mixed environment.

e Matching to specialisms and preferences is less well developed. Overall both
qualitative and quantitative sources suggest there are fewer placements in adult
services than children’s services, although for some this is equalising.

e TP funded posts have increased the capacity of partnerships to improve the
sufficiency and quality of placements.

¢ Placements are being integrated into a wider practice learning curriculum.

The Teaching Partnership programme has significantly increased3* the provision of
placements that meet the definition of ‘statutory placement’3® at both undergraduate and
masters levels. The number of placements hosted within local authority adult and
children services is also increased?6. The evidence from the document review, local
evaluations and initial case studies indicates this trend will continue.

The approaches taken to increase statutory placements fall into two categories - a ‘pure’
approach where placements are only hosted in local authorities (or NHS trusts) and a
‘mixed’ approach which involves PVIs in some format. At least three out of twelve phase
one and phase two partnerships 3 report a ‘pure’ model where they are providing all
(99%+) placements in a local authority setting.

34 Evidence is a triangulation of qualitative and quantitative data.

3% Defined in the DfE/DHSC application form as placements that: take place in a local authority setting or
settings delivering delegated statutory functions on behalf of the local authority e.g. NHS trusts; involve
work on S17 or S47 cases (under the Children Act 1989); or delivering requirements of the Mental Capacity
Act 2005 and Care Act 2014; require case records to be updated by the student, under appropriate
supervision.

36 Document review and data returns

37 From triangulation of data returns and document review. This may be an underestimation.
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The majority (9/12) of phase one and two partnerships have adopted a ‘mixed model’
approach (also called blended, hybrid, hub and spoke, integrated and meshed) to
increasing placement numbers, which involve PVIs in some format. There are two main
‘mixed’ models:

e Whereby the lead body is the TP or LA, but part of the placement takes
place in one or more PVIs that can provide experience of statutory
frameworks. This appears to be the most used model.

e First placement being a more ‘traditional’ PVI led model, with additional
levels of guidance and monitoring introduced by the TP.

For those that continue to work with PVIs, there remains a commitment to develop
processes to review and monitor PVI capacity to meet the ‘statutory’ definition. All
partnerships using a mixed model as their core model also appear committed to
increasing the proportion of placements taking place within a statutory setting. For
example, one phase two partnership using a mixed model has increased the proportion
of placements hosted in a statutory setting from 63% to 94% by year 2 (with 100%
meeting the statutory definition).

All phase three partnerships are expecting to provide two placements meeting the
statutory definition, with at least three partnerships (out of 10) committing to two
placements in statutory settings (by academic year 2018/19 or 2019/20). For those
working up to this commitment over time, they are retaining placements in existing PVIs,
with work planned to review whether these can offer the expected statutory experience.

Driving up the number of statutory placements has taken considerable effort given that
prior to teaching partnerships many students received one (or for some, no) placement
within a statutory setting. Inevitably this has meant the deployment of significant resource
to identify new placements and to review and develop PVI placements. Whilst more
placements appear to be provided in children and family services, compared to adult
services, several partnerships have successfully put efforts into developing more places
in adult services. For example one partnership has equalised placements by the end of
year 2, compared to a previous 66% of placements in children’s services.

Where partnerships are phasing in the provision of placements in statutory settings,
priority has most often been given to masters levels students or through a combination of
final year bachelor students and/or those studying at masters level.

Approaches to increasing placement numbers in statutory settings include:

e Requiring all LAs with teams working in adults and children’s statutory
frameworks to make placements available. This has resulted in the
participation of LAs that have not offered placements before. In at least one
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partnership, placements are purposefully being developed in teams where
there are vacancies.

e At least one phase one partnership and several phase two partnerships
have provided placements in LAs outside the partnership area to increase
statutory setting for placements (e.g. one phase one partnership achieved
99% of its placements within LAs, with 72% of placements in LAs within the
TP and 27% of placements in LAs outside the partnership area).

¢ Increasing support capacity through increased PE training and
development [see page 27 for more details].

e Using pods or hubs to support students to alleviate pressure on the number
of PEs needed and provide a different learning experience.

e HEls in the partnership getting preference for placements at LAs in the
partnership.

e Students will only be offered placements in one area of the partnership to
encourage taking up unused opportunities in the more remote parts of the
county, supported by practical assistance.

e Staggering placements (e.g. BA and MA students) to require fewer
placements at any one time, using the same placement twice in one
academic year for different students;

e One HEI spans two partnerships, with each LA providing 50% of the
required placements.

Activity to achieve placement numbers as part of hub and spoke models (where a local
authority is the lead, but PVIs or NHS settings are used for specific elements of
placement experience) include:

e Strategic review of the capacity of the PVI sector and structures to
understand sufficiency and need;

e Developing PVI Equivalence Statements — or similar, setting out the agreed
definition for ‘statutory placements’ for students;

e Partnership processes/checklists to review individual PVI placements
against KSS and definitions provided;

e Developing guidance and processes to quality assure and enable a multi-
setting placement;

e One partnership reviewed the viability of the hub and spoke model and
found it not viable financially in the longer term, so have decided to
continue with the ‘pure’ model with the option of developing occasional
placements in PVI settings.

28



Less progress appears to have been made in terms of matching students to their
specialisms or preferences and providing a contrasting second placement. Partnerships
aspire to offer this (either through matching placements with skills and experience; or
matching to specialism preference) — but their first priority has been on achieving the total
number of placements required.

There is evidence of 8/22 partnerships developing matching processes to support this
aim. Examples of approaches include:

e Placement matching or panel meetings (by Practice Education Consultants
(PECs) or equivalent) to purposefully organise placement allocation based
on skills and experience

e PECs and HEIs have co-developed new allocation processes to provide
earlier LA involvement in matching, followed by ‘speed interviewing’
between PEs and students

e Practice Educator Lead (PEL) led - Student and placement profiles have
been established to aid matching process and students

e Principal social workers (PSWs) and/or Workforce development leads
(WFDs) work with HEI to establish placements matching to students’
preferred areas of practice. Preference forms are completed by students to
provide time to arrange placements.

Quality Assurance

The review of progress reports, case studies and local evaluations indicate that phase
one and two partnerships have undertaken significant levels of activity to improve the
quality assurance of practice placements. Placement quality assurance is also a priority
for most phase three partnerships, although most have not yet made significant progress.

LAs and HEIs have worked jointly to improve the quality assurance of placements at a
partnership level, through more consistent Quality Assurance in Practice Learning
(QAPL) and clearer and enhanced quality expectations and processes. All partnerships
report having a credible plan for assessing the quality of learning from practice
placements which incorporates the KSS (and/or Professional Capabilities Framework
(PCF)).

Approaches include:

e Reviewing and building on individual HEI QAPL processes and using best
practice to inform more consistent, partnership level QA processes. This
includes developing specific processes to assess portfolios more
consistently through use of the KSS/PCF, and clearer approaches to
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identify and address ‘potential to fail’ issues earlier. Linked to this is the
development of partnerships level guidance documents setting out clear
responsibilities and expectations.

Increased individual placement monitoring processes, including learning
from greater levels of student feedback and placement provider feedback.
One partnership has developed a learning agreement which is monitored
mid-way and on completion; another TP now offers enhanced tutor visits
(increased from 1 to 2 per placement). One partnership has developed a
TP wide quality survey for students (whereas most have retained this at
HEI level).

Continued use of practice inspectors, with some partnerships using new TP
funded roles (such as practice education leads) to fulfil this role;

Increased monitoring of the quality support provided to students by PEs,
through increased and improved mentoring and supervision, most often by
PECs (or equivalent).

Quality of support for students on placement

Stretch Criteria: The partnership describes a credible plan for ensuring that students will
be supported and developed throughout their placements by a broad set of child and
family and adult practitioners appropriate to their placements. It will commit to using no
more than 20% independent PEs by or before March 2019; All those supporting and
developing students must be familiar with the CSWs’ Knowledge and Skills statements’.

Key findings:

The capacity to support practice placements has been improved by
increased numbers of more highly trained PEs®® and new approaches to
student support — including recruiting specialist practice education co-
ordinator or supervisor roles who directly support individuals, groups of
students and PEs.

Enhanced support to students is often through learning groups (e.g.
learning pods, hubs, symposia) and additional programmes of skills days
(at least two partnerships).

3 5/8 responses to the quantitative data return reported increased training of PEs at level 2 and 3/8 at level
1, Document review shows this may be an underestimation (possibly as result of missing partner data).

30



Most partnerships report the use of fewer — or minimal use of independent
PEs3® and most phase one and two partnerships*® have PE caseloads of
one, with only two areas reporting greater caseloads*'. Local evaluations
show evidence of protected time for PEs, but it is not always enough or
protected in order for PEs to fulfil the role effectively.

There is increased evidence of activity to embed KSS into the training of
staff who are providing placement support.

Overall, higher numbers of better trained PEs are available to support and supervise
students*? whilst on placement, and partnerships have enhanced the range of support
available to students whilst on placement. A multi-strand approach has been taken in
most partnerships which includes:

Developing a partnership level baseline to determine existing capacity to
support students (through data analysis and PE surveys) to inform new
approaches (number of PEs/workplace supervisors, level of accreditation,
caseloads, predicted need for placement support).

Providing more opportunities to undertake PE training at levels 1 & 2 (and
refreshers or combined courses), underpinned by the KSS, to increase
numbers of PEs who are more highly trained and more fully understand
current expectations. Many partnerships have used DfE funding to offer
training free of charge. Some partnerships have developed clearer
guidance around ongoing capacity and refresher requirements to support
this.

Ongoing support is provided through updated practice handbooks revised
to incorporate the KSS, PE networks supported by PECs (or equivalent)
and protected time (although local evaluations suggest this can challenged
by work pressures). One partnership has introduced a Critical Reflective
Practice Programme, designed to improve supervision of students (guided
by KSS). The PEC/placement co-ordinator type roles have also provided
trouble shooting/problem solving to support PEs and students.

Embedding PE training in progression pathways — including in some
partnerships from ASYE onwards. In one partnership PE training is now

39 9 data responses; 5 contained comparative data with four reporting reductions and one maintaining 1
IPE; one additional response showed the use of offsite PEs in mentoring, not direct support of students
40 From data returns 6/8 reported PE caseload of 1

41 One area reports PE caseloads of between 1-2 and one area of between one and 3.4

42 5/8 responses to the quantitative data return indicated increased training of PEs at level 2 and 3/8 at
level 1; Document review shows this may be an underestimation (possibly as result of missing partner

data).
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used as a gateway to management level roles (to mixed response from
practitioners).

Different methods of placement support for students have been developed and some are
embedded consistently across the TP area:

e Developing a hub or pod method of support, supported by PECs, PEs or
academic staff (at least four P1 & P2 partnerships have taken this
approach), some based on formal reflective practice methods such as
InterVision (a peer led group reflection method).

e Additional skills and development days as part of placement delivery, to
enhance the practice placement learning experience. At least 2
partnerships (P1 & P2) have added 30 skills days to the placement,
increasing placement days to 100.

Curriculum and Academic Delivery

Stretch Criteria: The partnership can evidence enhanced collaboration between
employers and HEIs to undertake long term planning for training and development of the
social work workforce throughout their careers; The partnership can demonstrate an
increase in the amount of child and family practitioner and adult practitioner teaching on
the initial education academic programme in 2018-19 compared to existing baselines

In feedback, 90% or more of students rate academic delivery as at least good. The
partnership can evidence how experienced, effective child and family, and adult social
workers (whether or not they are PEs) are involved in curriculum development

Key findings:

e The KSS are embedded to underpin the relevant curriculum in all
partnerships.

e Curricula at both undergraduate and masters levels have been jointly
reviewed and changes have been made as a result of practitioner input.

e Data indicates that students in TPs continue to be taught by very high
proportions of qualified, registered social workers (employed by HEIs).
These core teaching staff are increasingly being supported by joint posts,
and a pool of practitioner teachers.

e |tis more difficult to assess the level of SUC involvement in developing and
delivering the curriculum, but several partnerships are proactively engaging
service users to provide input into teaching.
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e Most HEIs have methods of measuring and refining the quality of their
courses using student feedback. It is unclear if these are routinely shared at
TP level.

All phase one and two partnerships have increased the role of the KSS in underpinning
the curriculum and assessment for the undergraduate and masters curricula overseen by
the TP43. Partnerships have jointly reviewed or mapped the curricula through partnership
workstreams, with both employer and HEI members, and occasionally SUC. Evidence of
this can be seen in guidance documentation that partnerships have produced, which
relate specific elements of the curriculum to the KSS. For many partnerships, this review
is across all elements of the initial and higher education curriculum, PE training,
supervisor training and CPD.

A key focus of phase one and two partnership activity has been jointly developing a
curriculum with a new balance of academic and practice elements, and increasing the
amount of the curriculum that is taught by practitioners. Activities include:

e Reviewing the curriculum and identifying areas and modules that would
benefit from a practice perspective, making suggestions and/or adding in
practical elements such as ‘real’ assessment documents used through
‘review day’ events, or joint working groups.

e Posts (often jointly funded) who review and teach significant amounts of the
curriculum, and also facilitate SUC input into teaching (e.g. Teaching
Consultants, Learning Practitioners, Practice Development Workers,
Principal Practice Educator Leads).

e Developing a pool/register of social work practitioners who would like to
participate in teaching, co-teaching or providing input into modules.

e A proactive CPD approach to build practitioner teaching skills — e.g.
practitioners who teach programme; PLE3 module developed (coaching,
mentoring, teaching); Practitioners being encouraged to develop their own
CPD portfolio by delivering SW practice teaching in HEIs; train the trainer
programme for practitioners to develop teaching skills, potentially leading to
PG Certificate in Advanced Practice.

e SUCs facilitating sessions and providing additional input into elements of
the curriculum, supported by modules taught by HEIs to support them.

43 All those responding to the data return showed % increases in the extent to which the KSS was
embedded into the curriculum. UG and PG: 100% (7/7) increased, and one partnership answered
qualitatively [UG Baseline range from 0-100%; latest year range 30% to 100%] [PG range baseline: 5%-
90% to latest range 35%- 100%]
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e Maintaining high levels of HEI staff who are registered, qualified (and in
some instances practising) social workers44.

e Greater exposure of HEI lecturers to practitioners and practice, through the
academic in practice workstream (see below).

All partnerships from phase one and two*® report increases in the level of practitioner
teaching in the curriculum, although this is not necessarily consistent for all HEIs within a
partnership. It is challenging to quantify the extent of these increases, but indicative data
is provided by the data returns:

e of the seven phase one and two partnerships providing comparative data
for undergraduate level courses, increases were of between 5 and 50%
with most HEIs stating that between 30-60% of the curriculum is now taught
by practitioners;

¢ five partnerships provided comparative data relating to masters level
students, with all reporting increases of between 5-25%, with most reporting
that around 15-55% of the curriculum is taught by practitioners; three
further responses (qualitative) reported significant activity in this area;

e One partnership reported that approximately 20% of the curriculum
receives input from SUCs.

At least one local area has embedded specialisms into the curriculum:

e The HEI provides specialist pathways in children’s and adults social work
and 32% of their curriculum is specialist content. From 2016-17 they have
offered integrated specialist streams into the final year curriculum
increasing specialism to 30% in addition to practice placements.

The data returns also indicate that students in TPs are being taught by qualified,
registered social workers. Out of 8 partnership responses*®, all reported t