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Introduction
1. In 2002, Ofsted published a report on two of the three national training programmes for headteachers – the National Professional Qualification for Headship (NPQH) and the Leadership Programme for Serving Headteachers (LPSH).
 The report also included inspection findings on local education authority (LEA) induction arrangements for newly appointed headteachers, including some elements which were funded by the third national programme – the Leadership and Management Programme for New Headteachers (Headlamp). This second report, which complements the earlier one, focuses specifically on the quality and effectiveness of Headlamp provision.

Main findings
· Headlamp training provided headteachers with a wide range of appropriate professional development options. Most heads chose to use the funding to undertake training with registered providers. However, they received little objective guidance or advice about the full range of training that was available, so they frequently opted to select from what was available locally, with little consideration of how the training would enable them to meet their personal needs.
· Only one of the six providers was judged to have good or very good provision across all four aspects inspected, although each provider exemplified good practice in at least one. The weakest areas were the identification of needs and quality assurance. Conversely, the overall quality of the training was good or very good in all of the providers and the impact of the provision was considered to be good in most.
· The needs identification process was most effective when it enabled headteachers to analyse their development needs accurately against the National Standards for Headteachers and when it led to clear criteria for judging whether the development had been effective within an appropriate timescale.
 The majority of the providers did not use needs assessments sufficiently to inform and shape the training provided and the headteachers generally did not use the outcomes of the process as a baseline against which to measure their progress. Furthermore, the needs that were identified were not clearly linked to the National Standards for Headteachers. Similar weaknesses in the needs identification process had been found at the time of the earlier inspection and little progress had been made in this key aspect of new headteachers’ personal development programmes.
· Good training addressed participants’ needs well, built on previous experience and provided challenge in terms of developing knowledge, understanding and skills relevant to headship. It included a broad range of activities, including formal training sessions, one-to-one coaching, mentoring and networking. Individual training plans, based on participants’ needs, ensured coherence and structure across the different elements of the programme.
· The quality of individual training sessions was mostly good but their content was often insufficiently based on the particular needs of participants and explicit links were very rarely made with the National Standards. In addition, there was little differentiation to take account of the needs of headteachers from different sectors of education or from different contexts, such as those from small rural primary schools as opposed to those from large inner-city comprehensives. Nevertheless, in spite of these weaknesses, the overall quality of training had improved since the earlier inspection.
· In the majority of cases, the support provided through one-to-one coaching was relevant to the needs of the participant. The trainers used information from needs assessments well and demonstrated a clear understanding of the context within which the participants worked and of relevant school improvement strategies.
· Mentoring was not a strong feature of Headlamp provision. Where it formed a significant part of a formal training programme, it was most successful when mentors had received good-quality training and clear guidance on how to conduct mentoring sessions. However, the role of the mentor was frequently underdeveloped and many mentoring sessions lacked rigour or challenge.
· Learning networks, where a group of newly appointed headteachers kept in touch regularly to support one another’s learning, were not widely used as part of the Headlamp programme. However, when they were managed by skilled and experienced trainers, they provided good opportunities for the participants to learn with and from each other.
· Although newly appointed headteachers gained a wider perspective on aspects of leadership and management from working with others from different schools, they also benefited from training that responded to their specific contexts. The headteachers in faith schools, for example, benefited from training that required them to address specifically the vision and values of their establishments.
· Headlamp training was felt by most participants to have been effective in increasing their confidence, helping them to address specific issues in their schools and developing their knowledge and understanding of leadership styles and management strategies. However, there were no formal monitoring procedures to ascertain the extent to which participants’ skills in key aspects of headship had improved. This weakness had also been highlighted by the previous inspection. It is difficult, therefore, to assess fully the impact that Headlamp training has had since its inception on improving participants’ ability to manage change, improve teaching and learning, and raise standards in their schools.
· Few of the Headlamp providers had effective quality assurance procedures in place. Formal training sessions were generally evaluated well, but there were too few measures to assure the quality of other aspects of training, such as one-to-one coaching in schools, mentoring and the process of identification of needs. Quality assurance procedures were often not applied consistently and, consequently, providers were not able to demonstrate that their provision represented good value for money.
Background

2. The Headlamp programme was introduced in April 1995 to support the training and development of headteachers appointed to their first permanent headships in LEA-maintained schools, non-maintained schools, non-maintained special schools, technology colleges, community schools and pupil referral units. The scheme was designed to enable participants to put together a training and development package that was based on their own understanding of their professional development needs and their schools’ priorities. The aim of the scheme was to develop further the professional knowledge, understanding and skills identified in the National Standards for Headteachers. Although Headlamp was intended to follow on from NPQH and to precede LPSH, there was no planned progression between the three training programmes.
3. The National College for School Leadership (NCSL) has responsibility for all national programmes of school leadership training. In 2001, the College carried out a review of Headlamp which led to the decision to cease support for the programme and to replace it with a new scheme, the Headteacher Induction Programme, from September 2003. The two schemes will run in parallel for up to two years as headteachers who have already started with Headlamp will be able to continue through the original scheme. The findings in this report will be relevant to providers of both Headlamp and the Headteacher Induction Programme.

4. Providers of Headlamp training were originally approved by the Teacher Training Agency as it was responsible for the scheme at the time. Registered providers were listed in a directory and included LEAs, universities and colleges, independent training groups and teachers’ professional associations. These providers offered a range of training opportunities which included some or all of: needs assessment activities; short courses, seminars and conferences; distance learning programmes; and one-to-one coaching or mentoring.
5. Participants were entitled to a grant of £2,500 to be spent during the first two years of headship. A substantial element had to be spent on training and development opportunities offered by registered providers, but a maximum of £500 could be used to fund training offered by providers not listed in the directory. The rest could be used in a variety of ways, for example, limited amounts could be spent on materials to support training and development, and to fund supply teacher cover and travel and subsistence.
6. Her Majesty’s Inspectors (HMI) first inspected the Headlamp programme between September 1995 and April 1997. Although this did not lead to a published report, some key findings were reported in HMCI’s annual report for 1996/97.
 In the autumn term 2001 and the spring and summer terms 2002, HMI undertook a further inspection. Both inspections were designed to evaluate:

· the effectiveness of the programme in providing high-quality training for leadership and management

· the extent to which the training had a positive impact on participants’ ability to improve teaching and learning and to raise standards in their schools.

7. This report focuses on the findings of the more recent inspection but makes comparisons, where relevant, with those from the earlier inspection.

8. Six Headlamp providers were selected as representing the range of registered providers and included two universities, two LEAs, a national headteachers’ professional association and a diocesan provider. All had received positive evaluations from participants in their training programmes and all provided the four key aspects of Headlamp provision:

· needs assessment

· formal training sessions

· one-to-one coaching

· mentoring.

9. Six principles reflecting characteristics of high-quality headteacher training were established at the start of the inspection. These were that training should:

· consolidate and reinforce the skills of new heads

· be aligned with the National Standards for Headteachers
· be challenging, differentiated and relevant to individual needs and circumstances

· be designed to build on existing experience and qualifications and to encourage rapid progress

· have a positive impact on headteachers’ ability to improve teaching and learning and raise standards

· be subject to regular and rigorous quality assurance.

10. These principles were used to determine the aspects of provision to be inspected, namely the:

· process of identifying individual needs

· quality of the training

· impact of the training

· procedures used for quality assurance purposes.
11. During the inspection: discussions took place with headteachers and providers; observations were made of formal training, one-to-one coaching and mentoring sessions; and documentation was scrutinised, including information on needs assessment, training materials and quality assurance procedures.
Identification of the headteachers’ needs

12. Participants could use up to £500 of their Headlamp grant on assessing their needs by, for example, participation in an assessment centre, a diagnostic visit by an educational consultant or self-assessment. Whichever method was chosen, it was intended that it should provide clear information about the participants’ development needs in the context of their new job.
13. Inspectors judged the quality of the needs identification process by the extent to which it:

· enabled the participants to make accurate judgements about their own development needs against the National Standards for Headteachers
· recognised prior skills, qualifications and experience

· enabled the participants to set realistic and relevant personal targets

· provided a baseline against which a participant’s progress could be measured.

14. The providers used a variety of approaches to identify the needs of newly appointed headteachers. These included one-to-one meetings with, for example, LEA school development advisers, mentors or consultants from the Headlamp provider, the use of needs analysis documentation, or, very occasionally, the use of psychometric tests. Of these, the most effective in accurately identifying personal needs and enabling the headteacher to link them with the school’s needs was a combination of one-to-one interviews and supported self-assessment.

15. The effectiveness of the personal interviews was often determined by the calibre and skill of the interviewers and by how well they knew and understood the participants, the context of their schools and the training options available. In the best examples, the interviewers had personal experience of headship and a good understanding of the strategies necessary to secure school improvement. In addition, they used effective questioning to probe for more detailed information and to challenge the participants’ responses.
16. In the majority of cases, needs identification was completed at an early stage in the programme in an attempt to ensure that training was matched effectively to the individual’s needs. However, many of the headteachers commented on the potential dangers of identifying development needs too early in their headship. They believed that this frequently led to focusing excessively on low-level management or organisational needs, such as how to monitor the school budget. The identification of needs was most productive when it continued throughout the two years.

17. The most effective practice occurred where the headteacher’s strengths and areas for development were clearly identified, their training plans were carefully tailored to meet them and the overall development programme was coherent. Personal targets were agreed, related to the individual’s and school’s priorities, there was a realistic timescale for meeting them and success criteria were specified against which progress could be measured.
	The headteacher had an initial needs analysis interview with a trained mentor and education consultant who had knowledge and experience of the school concerned. Initial discussions focused on the headteacher’s prior skills, qualifications and experience and the context of the school. At the first meeting, one personal and two school-focused priority targets were identified. The headteacher identified as her personal target ‘to become more familiar with the financial aspect of school management’ and as her two school-focused targets she proposed:

to review the senior management structure of the school

to review all job descriptions.

A development and training plan was agreed to ensure that the targets could be met. The plan identified key outcomes, such as ‘to become familiar with the procedures for monitoring the school budget’ and ‘to understand how the school’s resources could best be used to secure school improvement and ensure value for money’. Appropriate actions were agreed:

to attend a relevant training session on financial management

to arrange a meeting with the school’s LEA financial adviser

to work with the school development adviser to produce a school improvement plan that clearly identifies the deployment of resources

to arrange a support day with the consultant when the senior management structure of the school and job descriptions could be reviewed and strategies for revising them agreed.

Timescales for the training and a review of the targets were also agreed.

The initial visit was followed by five further three-hour visits over a two-year period. These were used to: monitor the progress of the development plan; ensure that training was still appropriate to needs; identify further needs; and review targets. For example, it was agreed that the headteacher needed to use data more effectively to inform school improvement.
The meetings were challenging and the consultant asked for clear evidence to show that targets had been met. For example, the headteacher provided evidence of how data were being used to identify areas for development. The consultant scrutinised this information and noticed that the number of pupils achieving level 5 in Key Stage 2 tests in mathematics was low. She challenged the headteacher to explain why the aim to increase the number of pupils achieving level 5 had not been included as a priority in the school improvement plan.
In this way, needs were addressed effectively and the consultant ensured that the development and training plan was a relevant, working document.


	Prior to the needs analysis interview, the headteacher completed an assessment form which asked for evidence of prior experience and an assessment of achievement against the National Standards for Headteachers. The interviewer used the assessment as a basis for the initial discussion. Questioning and supporting documentation, for example, the school improvement plan, minutes of governors’ meetings and communications with parents, were used to provide the interviewer with evidence of the headteacher’s knowledge, understanding and skills.

As a result of the information provided and the approach used, the interviewer identified accurately that the headteacher had limited experience of recruiting staff and of delegating tasks and devolving responsibilities. These two areas were agreed as targets for further development. A training and development plan was written that contained appropriate actions and identified the evidence that would be used to assess progress against the targets. For example:

the deputy headteacher will design and implement a monitoring and evaluation programme for literacy. The outcome will be an action plan addressing the noted areas for development, especially in terms of pupils’ learning.
Evidence to demonstrate the headteacher’s increasing understanding of effective strategies for delegation included a written brief for the deputy headteacher and an action plan agreed between the headteacher and deputy, with identified timescales and review points.


18. In many cases, however, the headteachers were not encouraged to set personal development targets and the National Standards were not sufficiently explicit in the needs identification process. Personal needs were not linked effectively to a training or development plan, nor success indicators agreed. Consequently, the headteachers found it difficult to use the outcomes of the needs assessment as a baseline against which they could determine their progress. Documentation was rarely linked to the National Standards and, as a result, opportunities were missed to ensure that there were focus and rigour in the process. Furthermore, it was ineffective in providing a developmental and coherent link from NPQH. Many of the newly appointed headteachers had undertaken the NPQH programme and were accustomed to working with the National Standards; the school-based assessment in the NPQH had identified participants’ progress and achievements against the Standards, but this was rarely used to provide a basis for Headlamp training.

Quality of the provision
19. Inspectors judged the quality of Headlamp training by the extent to which it:

· provided a relevant range of training experiences

· developed, reinforced and refined skills, knowledge and understanding

· was responsive to challenging educational priorities and national demands

· was appropriately differentiated, relevant and challenging

· supported school improvement
· was linked to the National Standards for Headteachers
· was well delivered and made effective use of relevant research and inspection evidence.

20. Training was provided through a variety of routes, including formal training sessions and conferences, one-to-one coaching, mentoring and networking. Where account was taken of the information provided from individual needs assessments, this range of approaches was effective in enabling providers to match the needs, preferred learning styles and context of the learner to appropriate training opportunities.
	Mentoring, training and individual support represented the three strands of the provision of the Headlamp provider. They provided a good balance of:

mentoring sessions, linked to individual and specific aspects of the needs analysis

group-based training, which provided the opportunity for generic needs to be addressed

school-based consultancy, which allowed ideas and support to be contextualised

learning networks, which provided peer support.

For example, the group-based training programme included sessions on the key principles of leadership, vision, direction and accountability. Mentoring sessions supported individual concerns, such as ways of dealing with a difficult member of staff, and school-based consultancy addressed such issues as reviewing the school’s procedures for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of the school improvement plan.
The link to participants was maintained through the learning network groups. These were regular meetings at which participants were required to report back on their training and to support each other in identifying their individual and group training and development needs.
Other development activities took place in parallel with formal training. These comprised:

visits to other schools

informal training sessions (on such topics as drafting reports to governors)

informal sessions with other serving headteachers.

These provided further opportunities for individual needs to be met and for participants to focus on areas of particular interest to them. For example, one headteacher of a primary school with a nursery department chose to visit a school that had successfully joined together its nursery and reception classes to create a more coherent Foundation Stage section. On another occasion, at the request of the group, an experienced headteacher led a session on defining and writing job descriptions.


21. In the majority of formal training sessions, the content was relevant and effective in refining participants’ skills, knowledge and understanding of leadership and management. Training sessions were led by skilled trainers, such as experienced headteachers, LEA advisers, mentors and education consultants, and they were very successful in creating a positive and supportive atmosphere which the participants valued. Training sessions typically comprised a good combination of inputs by the trainers and group, paired and individual activities, all of which ensured that the participants were active learners. There were opportunities for participants to reflect on individual leadership and management styles and to consider the impact of these in specific circumstances. Most of the trainers made good use of recent research and inspection evidence and used high-quality training materials and resources.

22. In the most successful sessions, the trainers were particularly skilful at enabling the headteachers to recognise how their individual needs had been met, for example, by providing time for reflection and review at the end of the training session. This was particularly effective when groups were small, giving the trainers the opportunity to engage with the participants individually. Two of the training providers encouraged the headteachers to bring their deputies to training events; this helped develop a positive relationship between the headteacher and the deputy and a common vision for the school that they could discuss further with their senior management teams.

	One LEA provided a coherent two-year Headlamp training programme, based mainly on residential events.
The first residential session of the academic year was timed well, taking place just before the autumn half-term. There were two concurrent strands to the training and the headteachers chose the most relevant sessions, depending on their needs and previous experiences, for example, some had completed the NPQH so their needs were different from those who had not. The training sessions were highly relevant and planned to refine participants’ skills, knowledge and understanding across the core areas of headship, as set out in the National Standards. They found the initial sessions on target-setting, data analysis, financial management, subject leadership and ‘the school and the law’ particularly relevant.

The second residential course built successfully on the content of the first. It was provided by highly skilled trainers employed by the LEA’s advisory and inspection service. Tutors drew extensively on recent research and inspection evidence to support their teaching and introduced a wealth of high-quality resources. A wide range of topics was covered, including sessions on the role of the head in the learning community, health and safety, working with governors and performance management. The sessions were brisk and well timed, with a good balance between input from tutors and participation by the headteachers. Lectures and seminars were programmed effectively alongside practical workshop sessions. The headteachers were given plenty of practical advice and ample opportunities to reflect on their own situations and to discuss professional issues with colleagues and tutors.


	Another training programme consisted of a two-day residential followed by six half-day workshops, finishing with a final day of presentations and team-building exercises. Each session, led by two trainers, was a combination of inputs by trainers, small group and paired exercises and discussions, and plenary feedback. The sessions were developmental and formed a coherent programme.
The workshop sessions did not support individual school improvement projects explicitly, but did so indirectly by addressing relevant and pertinent generic management issues, such as managing change. The headteachers were required to examine how their practice could be affected by what they learned from the individual sessions. The trainers were particularly successful in creating a very positive and supportive atmosphere in which all the participants were able to talk openly and honestly. They were able to discuss concerns freely and draw on the wider experiences of the group; one group, for instance, discussed how to run a series of assemblies on Islam in the current international crisis, while another explored ways of coping with anxieties when feeding back the information gained from monitoring teachers’ performance.

The end-of-course individual presentations provided the participants with good opportunities to reflect on their individual situations and circumstances, on the learning that they had experienced, the challenges they had faced and what was still left to do. After each presentation, the trainer was particularly skilful at reflecting, using original notes, on how effectively individual’s needs had been addressed and met.


23. In the minority of less effective training sessions, the input was too general, with little differentiation for headteachers from different sectors of education. Frequently, the content was not matched clearly to participants’ personal needs as identified through the needs assessment exercise and there were few explicit links to the skills and attributes of the five key areas of headship identified in the National Standards. There was insufficient rigour in identifying appropriate opportunities for participants to apply theory to practice. For example, activities undertaken by participants in their schools were not followed up in subsequent training sessions and, too frequently, there was no monitoring of participants’ actions or achievements. As a result, there was little opportunity to determine the impact of the formal training sessions on the participants’ learning.
24. One-to-one coaching sessions were generally carried out by experienced education consultants or LEA advisers. These sessions were very effective in taking account of the context in which the head worked, in supporting school improvement and in meeting individual needs. For example, the headteachers described the support they had received as being particularly beneficial in developing job descriptions, recruiting staff and improving the effectiveness of the senior management team. Although not generally explicitly linked to the National Standards, the support provided directly addressed many of the key areas within them.

25. Most mentoring sessions were run by experienced headteachers who willingly provided support for their newly appointed colleagues. Many providers tried hard to ensure that these mentors had appropriate knowledge, understanding and skills in leadership and management to do the job well. For example, they employed those who had been recommended by the LEA or those whose school inspection reports praised their leadership and management skills. Providers also sought to ensure that there was a good match between the personalities of the mentor and the mentee and the context and age-range of their schools. Where provision was good, mentors had received high-quality training that covered the skills, roles and responsibilities of a mentor together with supporting documentation that helped to ensure meetings were appropriately focused and resulted in agreed targets and action. However, mentoring sessions frequently lacked challenge and rigour. In these, agendas were informal and rarely addressed specific developmental targets. The mentors took on the role of a ‘sounding board’, but many were reluctant to become ‘critical friends’. As a result, the mentees were not challenged to reflect critically on their current skills and attributes, their training and development needs were not accurately identified and appropriate support was not consistently provided.

26. There was little use of learning networks to support newly appointed headteachers. However, where they were used, they provided good opportunities for the headteachers to learn with and from each other.
	In one case, the network group was led by an experienced trainer and, although time was given at the beginning of the meeting for general discussion so that the participants could talk about their personal difficulties, the second part of the meeting had a clear agenda and focus which had been determined by the participants at a previous meeting. This avoided spending too much time on general issues at the expense of discussing particular areas of concern; in this instance, the second part of the session focused specifically on preparing for school inspections, of significance since, for a number of participants, these were imminent. Members of the network group appreciated the opportunity to form good links with other newly appointed headteachers and many used the network as a continuing form of support.


	Following the initial needs analysis, another Headlamp provider created ‘action learning sets’ through which experienced headteachers, consultants and suitably qualified and experienced higher education tutors led training and development sessions. The learning sets worked as supportive groups, in which the different school contexts were evaluated, good practice was shared, common needs were identified and cost-effective plans for management training and development generated. They also provided support for group research into professional practices and school improvement.


27. One of the providers focused on provision for newly appointed headteachers of Roman Catholic schools within a group of dioceses. The training had a very clear focus on the Roman Catholic dimension and was effective in exploring the link between the National Standards and the Church’s standards for headship in its own schools. A large part of the formal training concentrated on determining vision, values and mission statements that clearly reflected the specific nature of a faith school. The participants appreciated the opportunity to work with other colleagues from similar contexts and the training helped them to develop their understanding of impactive leadership and management in Roman Catholic schools.

Impact of the provision

28. Inspectors judged the perceived value to participants of Headlamp provision by the extent to which participants:

· felt their needs were met

· consolidated, refined and extended their knowledge, skills and understanding of leadership and management

· applied their knowledge and skills

· drew upon the training to secure school improvement.

29. Evidence on the impact of Headlamp training was only rarely collected systematically so inspectors had to rely largely on the perceptions of participants. Most of them felt that the training had been successful in developing their confidence in their ability to lead and manage a school. They believed that their improved knowledge and understanding of leadership and management meant that they had become more able to reflect on the effectiveness of their own leadership styles. The training and support had helped them to identify appropriate priorities for improvement in their own schools and to take the actions necessary to address them. One provider had arranged for participants to make end-of-course presentations, setting out what had been gained from their involvement in Headlamp, and the participants gave a detailed description of how they had been able to use their training to make changes within their schools.

	The headteacher of a school in the North East had been in post for three and a half years; she had been previously a deputy headteacher of another primary school.
She believed that the Headlamp training had met her needs well, focusing on both her personal needs and issues in the school, which were to develop:

a mission statement that took account of the whole community
a sex education policy that was acceptable to the whole community.

As part of the Headlamp programme, she received significant and valuable support from an experienced mentor who helped her to identify and prioritise the key activities, devise a strategy for action and specify timescales and deadlines for completion of tasks. This was done through an early meeting with the mentor, followed by regular monthly meetings where it was agreed that the first action would be to bring the staff and governors together to discuss the notion of a new mission statement for the school. Over the period of two months, ideas were discussed and a new five-paragraph statement was produced for submission to the governing body.
The second task, the sex education policy, addressed teaching and learning, as well as strategic development and accountability. This was managed in a similar way, with the policy formulated jointly by the governors and the staff. A team of staff then developed it into a scheme of work.

The training enabled the headteacher to consolidate and strengthen her beliefs about effective leadership and management. The discussions with the mentor challenged her to look at issues from a range of perspectives and to address them accordingly. They also helped her to develop her understanding of managing change and building trust. For example, the development of the mission statement involved strategic development and the need to lead staff. The formal training had addressed these areas through theoretical input while support from the mentor helped her to put the theory into practical action.
The focus on developing a vision for the school led to a consideration of the school’s action plans. The headteacher discussed action planning with the mentor and followed the advice to involve all of the staff by adopting a team approach. To help in the process, a series of forms were created that provided guidance on, for example, the writing of curriculum statements, setting targets and defining success criteria. As a result, the action plans, containing specific targets, actions and performance measures, were clearly understood and accepted by the staff because they had been involved in their development.

In terms of measurable outcomes, the school was recognised in 2001 as one of the most improved primary schools in the country. The headteacher believed that the shared vision, the approach to action planning and the implementation of teamwork across a range of facets of the school’s work had led to improved teaching and learning and, consequently, to higher standards. She was convinced that Headlamp had had a positive impact on her work in the school:
‘By having a supportive mentor who was also challenging, a clear framework provided by the training materials, and the time to discuss and reflect upon issues, I had the confidence to move at a fast pace and to be brave in my aims for the school. The discussions allowed me to consider where to start in my work and, through using the materials, it became clear this had to be through the mission statement and school aims. Without the framework of Headlamp, I would not have acted as quickly to address the issues.’


30. A few of the providers required participants to collate portfolios of professional development as a record of the training and development undertaken through Headlamp. These portfolios generally included needs assessments, action plans, records of training activities and evidence of the impact of the training. They provided opportunities for providers and participants to monitor progress and to evaluate the impact of Headlamp provision on leadership, management and school improvement.

31. Evidence of the impact of Headlamp training, however, remains largely unsubstantiated. The lack of formal monitoring procedures made it difficult for the providers to ascertain the impact of training on participants’ leadership and management skills. For example, although the majority of providers used schools’ inspection reports to help in the monitoring of the impact of the training, it was rarely possible to attribute specific improvements in leadership and management to elements of the training. Furthermore, the nature of the Headlamp programme meant that participants could pick and choose from a range of providers which did not always lead to a coherent and structured package of training that could be readily evaluated.
Quality assurance
32. Inspectors judged the quality assurance of Headlamp provision by the extent to which:

· procedures were rigorous, well understood and applied consistently

· monitoring, review and evaluation ensured that training was:
· of high quality

· related closely to the National Standards for Headteachers

· leading to improving work in schools

· giving good value for money.

33. Quality assurance was a weakness for many of the Headlamp providers. Procedures were neither developed well nor applied consistently. For example, in many cases, participants completed evaluation forms after each formal training session, but it was not always clear how the information was analysed or what action was taken as a result. There were frequently too few measures to assure the quality of other aspects of training, such as identification of needs, one-to-one coaching and mentoring. Although the curricula vitae of tutors and inspection reports of mentors’ schools were frequently used to ensure that appropriate trainers were involved in the programme, there was little formal monitoring of their work.

34. There were a few examples, however, of good practice.

	One Headlamp provider had established a steering group to take overall responsibility for quality assurance. The group included representatives from the provider, experienced headteachers and participants on the programme. The responsibilities of the group included course planning, approval of mentors, evaluation and the tracking of the impact of the programme. 

The quality of the formal training sessions was monitored by the course director who also scrutinised participants’ evaluations. To monitor the effectiveness of the mentoring element of the provision, evaluation forms were completed by mentors and mentees at various stages of the process and returned to the course director. These provided a check on the quality of the mentoring, for example, the mentors’ understanding of the needs identification process and their ability to set specific objectives and suggest appropriate and relevant development activities. They also ensured that the requisite numbers of visits were made, that reviews were completed and that the timescales and mentoring frameworks were adhered to.

The results of this process were considered by the steering group. Detailed action plans for improvement were agreed and progress was monitored at regular intervals. In addition, the group had responsibility for approving mentors on the programme. There were clear criteria for their selection that included:

recommendation by the relevant LEAs

sound headship experience and good reports on leadership and management and standards in their school inspection reports

evidence of engagement in continuing professional development

satisfactory completion of the provider’s mentor training programme.

The steering group also sought to monitor the impact of the provision. They reviewed the school inspection reports of those headteachers who had taken part in the Headlamp programme. All participants were required to compile a ‘Leadership Development Profile’ in which they tracked their progress against the National Standards and included targets for improvement, action plans, details of training and evidence of impact and achievement. At the end of the training programme, these profiles were reviewed by the steering group and areas for further development of the provision were identified.


35. Another provider’s training course was audited against the National Standards in an effort to ensure coverage of them over the programme.

36. Without clear and rigorous procedures for quality assurance, applied consistently, the providers were unable to provide evidence to demonstrate that their provision was cost-effective. Furthermore, few links could be demonstrated between the quality of provision and its impact upon leadership and management and improved standards in schools.
Recommendations

37. If all training for newly appointed headteachers is to be effective in supporting improvements in their leadership and management skills and in raising standards of achievements in their schools, providers need to ensure that:

· the National Standards for Headteachers are explicit in the needs identification process

· the process of identifying individual needs is robust and that the outcomes are used constructively to devise a rigorous and systematic training programme

· participants set clear personal development targets with appropriate timescales and identify the evidence that will demonstrate achievement of their targets

· training provides a range of opportunities within a coherent and structured package of support

· training builds effectively on the initial needs identification process and participants’ previous experience, including NPQH, and is sufficiently flexible to support new needs as they arise

· trainers, whether involved in formal training, one-to-one coaching and mentoring or acting as facilitators of learning networks, receive appropriate training, supported by clear guidance and documentation

· procedures are established to identify the impact of provision, particularly on headteachers’ leadership and management capabilities and their ability to raise standards in their schools, and to ensure that any necessary improvements are implemented

· clear, rigorous and consistent procedures for assuring the quality of the provision are established, which also enable providers to assess whether their training gives good value for money.
1 Leadership and Management Training for Headteachers, HMI 457, Ofsted, 2002.


� The National Standards for Headteachers were issued by the DfES in September 2000. They set out the knowledge, understanding, skills and attributes which relate to the key areas of headship.


� The Annual Report of Her Majesty's Chief Inspector of Schools: Standards and Quality in Education 1996/97, Ofsted, 1998.
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