Consultation on Proposed Changes to the Regulations and Guidance for the Induction of Newly Qualified Teachers (NQTs)

Report on responses to the consultation document

Consultation on Proposed Changes to the Regulations and Guidance for the Induction of Newly Qualified Teachers (NQTs)

Introduction

This report has been based on 77 responses to the consultation document. 
As some respondents may have offered a number of options for questions, total percentages listed under any one question may exceed 100%.  Throughout the report, percentages are expressed as a measure of those answering each question, not as a measure of all respondents.  
The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:

Local authorities including induction co-ordinators

30

Teachers







17

Head teachers






9

Other bodies including educational bodies


7

Teacher unions / associations




5

Teacher supply agencies





3

FE institutions and bodies





3

Other








2

Governors and governor bodies




1



The report starts with an overview followed by a statistical report of responses by respondent ‘type’.

Overview

Overall, the majority of respondents agreed with all of the proposals in the consultation document. 

There was very positive support for the proposal to allow further education (FE) institutions to provide induction for newly qualified teachers (NQTs).  Respondents emphasised the need for rigorous quality assurance, and clarity about the roles and responsibilities of the Appropriate Body and the FE institution and also about the nature of support that would be available to both institutions and NQTs. There was agreement that those acting as induction tutor in the FE institution should hold qualified teacher status (QTS) with one respondent suggesting that the tutor should hold QTS or QTLS. A small number had concerns about the capacity of some Local Authorities (LAs) to fulfil their quality assurance role, even if they charge colleges a fee. A few respondents queried how an NQT’s entitlement to a reduced timetable could consistently be assured, given that FE institutions (and independent schools) are not bound by the School Teachers’ Pay and Conditions Document (STPCD). 
The majority of respondents considered that it was reasonable to expect FE institutions to arrange a 20-25 day work placement in a school.  A few raised concerns about the practical implications around arranging placements such as timing in the academic year, cover funding in schools and FE, and standards and continuity for students.  A small number also said that successful implementation of this proposal would require real collaboration between schools and FE colleges and a robust rationale for the placements. Two respondents additionally proposed that NQTs serving induction in secondary schools should be required to spend time teaching young people aged 16-19, and to spend a period of time in an FE institution.  


The vast majority of respondents agreed with the decision to maintain the current policy of not allowing Pupil Referral Units (PRU) to host induction and also agreed that the time limit for the GTCE to communicate a decision on appeal should be increased by one day, to three days.
Most respondents agreed that a clearer, more inclusive and flexible definition of an induction period should be introduced and welcomed efforts to simplify and clarify regulations and guidance to take account of the greater variation in working patterns and increasing diversity of those entering the profession. The majority of respondents also agreed that Appropriate Bodies should be allowed to shorten an induction period in exceptional circumstances. Respondents welcomed this increased flexibility as sensible, though respondents also stressed the need to make clear the limits of any discretionary powers and to ensure that NQTs consent to any action taken.  
Most respondents were in favour of removing the requirement for NQTs to complete their induction programme within five years of starting it.  A small number argued that a time limit was needed to ensure an NQT’s skills remained relevant, with one respondent arguing that a guaranteed induction period would help to ensure NQTs completed induction at the earliest opportunity after obtaining QTS. It was suggested NQTs should be required/have the opportunity to attend a return to teaching course where gaps between completing QTS and starting induction were large. Some concerns were raised about record keeping if there was no time frame for completion. 
The majority of respondents agreed with the overall principle that provision should be made for Heads of Service to undertake a role similar to that of head teachers, for those centrally employed NQTs undertaking induction in a school. Some respondents requested further advice on the roles and responsibilities of the various parties and the circumstances when this arrangement might be appropriate. A few said that the Head of Service  needed to be appropriately trained and resourced to fulfil their responsibilities and one respondent also commented that the person in the central service making the recommendation on whether standards had been met should hold QTS. 
Respondents were very much in favour of the new work in progress guidance, stating that it was a great improvement on its predecessor. Some respondents stated that further clarification was needed in some areas. For example, in addition to the issues cited earlier in this report, it was felt there was a need for further advice on extensions, overseas teachers, reporting and record keeping, confidentiality and access to induction reports, what constitutes a suitable post and the circumstances in which PPA cover can count towards induction, and the role and responsibilities of governors in the induction process. Some responses also suggest there is a need to better communicate to all interested parties how the supply rules work.  
Most respondents said that the guidance adequately highlighted the 10% reduced timetable entitlement for NQTs, but some also stated the Department should further emphasise that this was a right, with NQTs in primary settings and NQTs on GTP programmes specifically cited by some respondents as being less likely to receive their entitlement. There was support for a stronger role for appropriate bodies in monitoring that the reduced timetable entitlement was being received as well as entitlement to Planning, Preparation and Assessment  time (PPA time). One respondent was concerned that the current regulations did not provide adequately for circumstances in which a school was not discharging its responsibilities satisfactorily  

Q1 
Do you agree to proposal 3.1-3.9, that FE institution should be able to provide induction for NQTs? If you disagree, please explain your reasons why.
There were 70 responses to this question.
	 
	Teachers
	Head    teachers
	FE institutions and Bodies
	Governors and Governor Bodies
	Local Authorities including induction coordinators
	Teacher Supply Agencies
	Teacher Unions/  Assocs
	Other Bodies including educational bodies
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	14
	7
	1
	0
	23
	3
	5
	7
	1
	61
	87%

	Not Sure
	2
	1
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	9%

	No
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	4%


Q2 
Paragraphs 3.2 and 3.3, and paragraphs 3.14-3.16 of the draft work in progress guidance set out the context in which FE institutions would be able to provide a programme of statutory induction under these proposals.  Do you have any comments on these proposed arrangements (excepting the requirement for 20-25 days school experience which is dealt with in Q3)?
There were 20 responses to this question.
	 
	Teachers
	Head    teachers
	FE institutions and Bodies
	Governors and Governor Bodies
	Local Authorities including induction coordinators
	Teacher Supply Agencies
	Teacher Unions/  Assocs
	Other Bodies including educational bodies
	Other
	Total

	Monitoring of FE induction programmes will be needed
	2
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0
	1
	1
	0
	9
	45%

	Arrangements are appropriate
	0
	1
	0
	0
	3
	0
	1
	1
	0
	6
	30%


Q3 
Do you think it is reasonable to expect FE institutions, with the support of the appropriate body, to arrange a 20-25 day work placement in a school?  If not please explain your reasons
There were 67 responses to this question.
	 
	Teachers
	Head    teachers
	FE institutions and Bodies
	Governors and Governor Bodies
	Local Authorities including induction coordinators
	Teacher Supply Agencies
	Teacher Unions/  Assocs
	Other Bodies including educational bodies
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	11
	8
	0
	1
	17
	2
	3
	5
	0
	47
	70%

	No
	2
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	8
	12%

	Not Sure
	2
	0
	0
	0
	8
	1
	0
	1
	0
	12
	18%


Q4 
Do you agree with the decision to maintain the current policy of not allowing Pupil Referral Units to host Induction?  If not please explain your reasons.
There were 67 responses to this question.
	 
	Teachers
	Head    teachers
	FE institutions and Bodies
	Governors and Governor Bodies
	Local Authorities including induction coordinators
	Teacher Supply Agencies
	Teacher Unions/  Assocs
	Other Bodies including educational bodies
	Other
	Total

	Agree
	13
	7
	1
	1
	23
	1
	4
	5
	1
	56
	84%

	Disagree
	1
	0
	0
	0
	3
	2
	0
	0
	0
	6
	9%

	Not sure
	0
	1
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0
	1
	0
	5
	7%


Q5 
Do you agree to proposal 3.12-3.17 that a single, more flexible definition of the length of an induction period should be introduced?  If you disagree, please explain what problems you think might occur?
  

There were 66 responses to this question.
	 
	Teachers
	Head    teachers
	FE institutions and Bodies
	Governors and Governor Bodies
	Local Authorities including induction coordinators
	Teacher Supply Agencies
	Teacher Unions/  Assocs
	Other Bodies including educational bodies
	Other
	Total

	Agree
	12
	5
	0
	1
	26
	2
	4
	6
	1
	57
	86%

	Disagree
	1
	2
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	6
	9%

	Not sure
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	5%


Q6 
Do you think that Appropriate Bodies (paragraph 3.14) should be allowed to shorten an induction period in exceptional circumstances?  If not please explain your reasons?
There were 68 responses to this question.
	 
	Teachers
	Head    teachers
	FE institutions and Bodies
	Governors and Governor Bodies
	Local Authorities including induction coordinators
	Teacher Supply Agencies
	Teacher Unions/  Assocs
	Other Bodies including educational bodies
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	7
	5
	0
	0
	27
	3
	4
	6
	1
	53
	78%

	Not Sure
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	3
	4%

	No
	6
	3
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	12
	18%


Q7 
Do you think that Section 4 of the revised induction guidance provides adequate information on how to calculate the length of an induction programme across a range of circumstances? If not, what further information do you think would be useful?
There were 59 responses to this question.
	 
	Teachers
	Head    teachers
	FE institutions and Bodies
	Governors and Governor Bodies
	Local Authorities including induction coordinators
	Teacher Supply Agencies
	Teacher Unions/  Assocs
	Other Bodies including educational bodies
	Other
	Total

	Yes
	7
	6
	0
	1
	18
	2
	2
	5
	1
	42
	71%

	Not Sure
	5
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	0
	10
	17%

	No
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	1
	0
	7
	12%


Q8 
Do you agree to proposal 3.18-3.19, that the time limit for the GTCE, in their capacity of the Appeal Body for NQT induction, to communicate a decision on an appeal should be increased by one day (to three days)?  If you disagree, please explain your reasons?
There were 64 responses to this question.
	 
	Teachers
	Head    teachers
	FE institutions and Bodies
	Governors and Governor Bodies
	Local Authorities including induction coordinators
	Teacher Supply Agencies
	Teacher Unions/  Assocs
	Other Bodies including educational bodies
	Other
	Total

	Agree
	11
	8
	0
	1
	27
	3
	4
	6
	1
	61
	95%

	Disagree
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2%

	Not sure
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	3%


Q9 
Do you agree to proposal 3.20-3.23 to remove the requirement for NQTs to complete their induction programme within five years of starting it? If not, what problems do you envisage?
There were 69 responses to this question.
	 
	Teachers
	Head    teachers
	FE institutions and Bodies
	Governors and Governor Bodies
	Local Authorities including induction coordinators
	Teacher Supply Agencies
	Teacher Unions/  Assocs
	Other Bodies including educational bodies
	Other
	Total

	Agree
	11
	3
	0
	1
	16
	2
	3
	5
	1
	42
	61%

	Disagree
	4
	4
	1
	0
	10
	1
	1
	0
	0
	21
	30%

	Not sure
	1
	1
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0
	1
	0
	6
	9%


Q10 
Do you agree to proposal 3.24-3.25 to allow Heads of Service to undertake the role of the headteacher in the induction process, in cases where NQTs are employed centrally (for example unattached teachers).  If not, please give you reasons?
There were 61 responses to this question.
	 
	Teachers
	Head    teachers
	FE institutions and Bodies
	Governors and Governor Bodies
	Local Authorities including induction coordinators
	Teacher Supply Agencies
	Teacher Unions/  Assocs
	Other Bodies including educational bodies
	Other
	Total

	Agree
	8
	6
	0
	1
	19
	3
	3
	5
	0
	45
	74%

	Disagree
	2
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	6
	10%

	Not sure
	3
	0
	0
	0
	6
	0
	1
	0
	0
	10
	16%


Q11 
Please provide your comments on the overall structure of the new guidance and consider whether it covers the necessary key points or if there is anything that requires further clarification.
There were 39 responses to this question.
	 
	Teachers
	Head    teachers
	FE institutions and Bodies
	Governors and Governor Bodies
	Local Authorities including induction coordinators
	Teacher Supply Agencies
	Teacher Unions/  Assocs
	Other Bodies including educational bodies
	Other
	Total

	Guidance is well structured/clear
	4
	5
	0
	1
	13
	0
	2
	4
	1
	30
	77%

	Clarification needed
	2
	0
	0
	0
	6
	1
	0
	1
	0
	10
	26%


Q12 
Please provide your comments/suggestions as to whether you think the guidance adequately brought to attention the 10% reduced timetable entitlement for NQTs, and what further work could be done to ensure that NQTs are aware of it, and that it is being provided.
There were 38 responses to this question.
	 
	Teachers
	Head    teachers
	FE institutions and Bodies
	Governors and Governor Bodies
	Local Authorities including induction coordinators
	Teacher Supply Agencies
	Teacher Unions/  Assocs
	Other Bodies including educational bodies
	Other
	Total

	Guidance is clear
	2
	1
	0
	0
	13
	0
	0
	4
	0
	20
	53%

	Needs impressing that it's a right
	2
	0
	0
	0
	7
	1
	1
	2
	0
	13
	34%
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