SUMMARY OF THE RESPONSES TO THE CONSULTATION PAPER ON TRAINING AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGISTS 

Background
1. The consultation paper was issued in December 2000. It was sent to a wide range of interested bodies and individuals including: Chief Education Officers; Principal Educational Psychologists, Educational Psychology Services, individual Educational Psychologists, special educational needs organisations, NAGSEN, higher education institutions (HEIs), the Association of Educational Psychologists (AEP), the British Psychological Society (BPS), the Local Government Association, teacher associations and other interested organisations. The consultation paper was placed on the DfES website with a facility to respond to the consultation on-line. There were also 3 regional conferences held jointly by the AEP, BPS and DfEE to discuss the consultation paper.

2. The closing date for responses was 9 March, although responses continued to arrive after this date and indeed extended into early April. In total we received 101 responses: 77 from LEAs (including responses from individual Educational Psychology Services (EP services); 4 from HEIs; 3 from teacher associations; 4 from EP associations; 4 from individual EPs; 1 from an SEN organisation and 8 other responses.

3. Generally, the proposals in the consultation paper were well received with many responses remarking that the paper was timely and clearly built upon the Working Group’s report on the current role, good practice and future directions for educational psychology services and the accompanying research report. This paper sets out the results of the consultation and highlights themes and issues arising.

Breakdown of responses by each question

Does the model in paragraph 13-14 meet the needs of the profession?

4. Of the 101 responses, 97 answered this question.  Of these 97, 87 (90%) agreed that the model could meet the needs of the profession.  10 (10%) disagreed.

5. Points arising from the responses:

· many respondents asked for more information/discussion on all the elements of the proposed model. For example, what would the research and project work during the first degree entail – was it wise for there to be a stipulation that the research is undertaken in an employment context?  What will the research and project work during the final 3 years post-graduate study involve? Is the proposed placement of 1 day per week in an LEA in year 4 tenable – need 2 days per week in year 4 and 5;

· there were clear calls for the new model to be quality assured;

· some thought the model could have gone further, eg core curriculum developed;

· quality of training will be crucial and training of supervisors will be important;

· overall, it was agreed that the requirement for qualified teacher status (QTS) should be abandoned. There was, however, strong opinion that if QTS was to be abandoned then the model must ensure that appropriate depth in training is given to cover the necessary understanding of the work of schools. This should involve working in schools and actually teaching/working with classes, groups and individual children across the national curriculum stages;

· the model should also allow for trainees to gain experience in more than one employment setting, i.e. across a range of LEAs;

· there was widespread support for the increased focus on psychology in the training;

· questions were asked about what role LEAs/EP services will have in the selection of trainees and the regulation of their training.

Summary and conclusions

6. The majority of responses to the consultation agreed that the model could meet the needs of the profession, built on the EPWG reports and was firmly grounded in psychology.  The model was seen as a way of ensuring that the training of EPs is updated, unified and made attractive to potential educational psychologists, HEIs and LEAs. There was, however, a general desire for more detailed information/discussion on every aspect of the model proposed. 

7. There was a good deal of discussion surrounding whether QTS should be a requirement – indeed some joint responses, for example from EP services, were split on the matter. However, as the majority of responses supported the model it was accepted that a departure from the compulsory QTS requirement was necessary. That said, there was a clear desire to ensure that the model provided the appropriate range and depth of training in school settings in order to equip trainees with the necessary understanding of working in schools. 

Is it a viable model from the point of view of higher education institutions and employing LEAs?

8. Of the 101 responses, 71 answered this question. Of these 71, 67 (94%) agreed that it was a viable model for HEIs and LEAs; whilst 4 (6%) responses did not think it was a viable model for HEIs and LEAs.

9. Points arising from the consultation responses:

· again, a number of questions were raised about the details of the model. These included the funding arrangements for trainees, their supervisors, accommodation costs and associated administrative needs. It was considered important that funding was sufficient to ensure that trainees did not find themselves responding to the expedient demands of the EP service as opposed to a planned programme of training;

· the model was going to demand more of LEAs, with potentially a significant impact for a number of small LEAs. Will LEA participation in the scheme be compulsory? If it is voluntary there may well be greater demand on some LEAs. It was suggested that there could be a ‘consortium approach’ to training, with a large LEA joining with a small LEA or perhaps a group of small LEAs banding together;

· a national framework for trainee supervision should be established;

· it was important that trainees experienced working in a number/range of LEAs;

· many responses welcomed the potential new relationship between LEAs and HEIs, although they wanted more information on what this relationship would actually look like;

· there was a suggestion that regional training bodies could be established, supported by LEAs, in order to monitor the quality of the training;

· the geographical location of some LEAs was such that they were not in close proximity to HEIs – this could have implications for travel and other expenses for trainees/LEAs.

Summary and conclusions

10. The majority of responses to the consultation thought the model was viable from the point of view of HEIs and LEAs. Many welcomed the new relationship that the model would introduce between HEIs and LEAs but there was a call for more information/discussion on each aspect of the model. Concerns were expressed over the implications of the model on LEAs; it will require them to play a greater part in the training of EPs and at a much earlier stage. 

11. The response from the Educational Psychology in Training (EPiT) Tutors' Group mentioned that the EPiT Group have developed proposals for the management of the transition from the current professional training route to the model we have outlined. It was suggested that the EPiT Tutors' Group proposals would address the recruitment needs of employers during the transition period.  EPWG might consider these proposals.

Do higher education institutions see any problems with what is proposed on accreditation of prior experience and learning (APEL, paragraphs 15-24)?  Is it practical and viable given the size of courses currently on offer?  Is there an alternative?

12. Out of the 101 responses, 66 answered some or all of the questions on APEL. Of the 66 who answered 56 (85%) thought the proposals generally viable and 10 (15%) thought the proposals were not viable.

13. Points arising from the consultation responses:

· there was clear support for APEL, although there was a request for further information/definitions on what experience will count and the impact this will have on the training requirement. There will need to be a confirmed core curriculum for training;

· the proposal to hold further discussions between the AEP, BPS, HEIs, LEAs and EP services was welcomed;

· APEL should relate to the knowledge/skills required from the course and not be based on the number of years spent in a particular setting;

· there was support for all HEIs operating on the same basis when considering APEL and calls for the BPS to be the national body for APEL;

· it was considered essential for APEL to be assessed with rigour in terms of criteria and assessment;

· APEL should be the exception rather than the norm;

· there was widespread support for psychology remaining the clear core of a trainee's experience and knowledge base.

Summary and conclusions

14. Again there was clear support for the proposals on APEL, although most respondents wanted more information/discussion on the details of the proposals. The majority of responses maintained that for the proposals to work they needed to be adopted nationally and that it would be appropriate for the BPS to act as the national body for APEL.

15. There was support for APEL helping to attract people into the profession – in particular helping to attract people trained overseas, members of the teaching profession and mature students.  It was seen as essential that APEL should not detract from ensuring the highest standards apply when considering whether a candidate is suitable to undertake the training. 

16. The response from the course team from the University of East London alluded to the professional doctorate in the educational psychology team having extensive experience in APEL, which they would be willing to make available to the DfES/BPS/AEP. 

Continuing professional development for Educational Psychologists (paragraphs 25-29)

17. Out of the 101 responses to the consultation, 87 commented on the CPD proposals.  Of the 87, 86 (99%) supported the proposals and 1 (1%) respondent did not support the proposals.

18. Points arising were as follows:

· there was support for the AEP proposal for 12 days CPD per year, although it was acknowledged that there would be resource implications for LEAs;

· any proposals on CPD should be endorsed nationally;

· CPD needs to be evaluated and linked to Investors in People;

· HEIs may be able to plan CPD on a regional basis;

· CPD could be modular with EPs working towards a PhD;

· there was support for CPD for EPs to continue to be funded through the Standards Fund.

Summary and conclusions
19. There was clear support for the proposals on CPD. There was agreement that there should be a system in place to ensure that EPs do undertake CPD and linking this to the Certificate to Practice was seen to be sensible. There were calls for any CPD proposals to be agreed nationally, although it was accepted that much would depend on the skills and experience of the individual EP, and the needs of the employing service. It was also important to recognise that CPD did not just involve attending courses but embraced research, project work and work in schools. There was wide support for the continued funding of CPD through the Standards Fund. 

Other comments

20. Other comments arising from the consultation included:

· clarification was sought as to what qualification would be awarded once a trainee had completed the model. 28 responses mentioned a doctorate (6 of these suggesting that CPD should contribute to a doctorate);

· there was a need to ensure more training places are financed. It was suggested that the DfES might review the number of places and the funding arrangements;

· there was some concern over what the transition arrangements will be if the model is adopted;

· there was a feeling that the gap between the pay and conditions of EPs as opposed to senior managers in schools was widening. This made the profession less attractive;

· there were concerns around the role and future of LEAs, especially at a time of increased delegation to schools 
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