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1.
Introduction

1.1
Background to the programme

The Teachers’ International Professional Development (TIPD) programme was introduced by the Department for Education and Skills (DfES) in May 2000. The programme was developed in response to the Government’s proposals in the Green Paper, Teachers: meeting the challenge of change. Each year, £3 million funds the programme to provide up to 2,500 opportunities for teachers in England to experience international study visits. Teachers contribute to, learn from and exchange educational ideas and practices in over 50 countries across the world. The visits develop international links between schools and facilitate school partnerships. 

The programme is delivered by four providers: the British Council Education and Training Group, the League for the Exchange of Commonwealth Teachers (LECT), the Best Practice Network (BPN) and the Specialist Schools Trust (SST). Each Provider has its own allocation of places and organises visits under different strands. 
There are three stands to the programme, each having a slightly different focus: 
· short-term visits

Short-term visits involve ten to 20 teachers on either a one or two week overseas visit. These visits are arranged by Local Education Authorities (LEAs) to explore good practice in schools abroad. Approximately 2000 visits take place each year, making this the largest of the three strands. 

· short-term visits to developing countries 

Short-term visits to developing countries are similar to the short-term visits strand. There are around 80 opportunities to participate in this strand each year. 

· school determined visits

There are approximately 500 opportunities each year for the school determined strand. This strand enables schools/teachers that have already established a link with a school overseas to visit and study their practice. The strand funds up to four teachers from each school to visit their partner school.

Each visit focuses on at least one theme. When the programme started, themes were linked to DfES initiatives and the curriculum. These 19 themes are still used today:

· Literacy in primary schools 

· Numeracy in primary schools 
· Transition from primary to secondary education 
· Key stage 3 
· Teaching and learning strategies (e.g. language learning) 
· Raising standards in inner city and rural areas 
· Turning around schools in challenging circumstances 
· Special educational needs (SEN) and inclusion 
· Gifted and talented pupils 
· Classroom/department/curriculum management 
· Benchmarking of school performance 
· Teachers' professional development and teachers' learning 
· Productive use of ICT
· Citizenship 
· Thinking skills 
· Creativity 
· Vocational education and alternative teaching 
· Behavioural management 
· Social inclusion and behaviour support: 
· boys' underachievement 
· working with minority pupils 
· truancy and disaffection.
1.2
Purpose and aims of the evaluation

The DfES and the Continuing Professional Development (CPD) Advisory Group wished to undertake a review of the TIPD programme. The aim of the review was to improve the future development of the programme. 

Having conducted two previous evaluations of the TIPD programme (See: Morton et al. (2002) and Easton et al. (2003)), the NFER was commissioned by the DfES/Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) to analyse questionnaires the DfES had administered to key stakeholders during March and April 2005.

1.3
Methodology and analysis

Key stakeholders involved in the programme, including all LEAs, the four programme providers and a sample of participants, were invited to complete a questionnaire. 
Questionnaires were sent, via email, to various stakeholders inviting their participation in the evaluation. Stakeholders were invited to send the questionnaire to others who had an interest in or who had participated in the programme. A link to the questionnaire was also provided on the TeacherNet website. A generic questionnaire was available to all stakeholders, regardless of their role in the programme.
The questionnaire explored the following key areas:

· Objectives of the programme

· Structure of the programme

· Programme themes

· Administration of the programme

· Funding of the programme

· Improving levels of participation

· LEA entitlement

· Eligibility capacity 

· Guidance

· During the visit

· Host relation and sustaining partnerships

· Evaluating the programme 

· Dissemination and implementation

· Other issues for consideration.

A total of 85 questionnaires were returned, 24 by post and 61 via email. In addition two post-visit reports were submitted. The reports were not included in the analysis presented here as the format of the reports did not correlate to the coding and analysis framework.

Questionnaires were analysed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).

1.3.1
Respondents 

Questionnaire respondents included LEA personnel, teachers, headteachers and education consultants. Just under a quarter of respondents (24 per cent) were teachers and just under a fifth (19 per cent) were advisers with international responsibility, for example, LEA TIPD coordinators. Eleven per cent of respondents were headteachers or deputy headteachers. 
Respondents were asked to specify the name of their organisation. Over half of respondents (61 per cent) worked in LEAs, just under a third (32 per cent) worked in schools. Six respondents (7 per cent) worked in other organisations.
The majority of respondents (81 per cent) indicated that they would be willing to participate further in the research associated with the TIPD programme. 

1.4
Report structure

The structure of this report follows the structure of the questionnaire. Key findings are presented in tables accompanied by brief commentary. The title of each table corresponds to each question as it was presented in the questionnaire.
Most questions invited respondents to offer additional comments. On the whole, these open-ended questions obtained very low response rates. This may be because different respondents, for example teachers and LEA personnel, are involved in different aspects of the programme, and did not feel able to comment. 

Each table reports the most frequently given responses. In most cases, respondents could give more than one answer. Responses made by less than three people have not been reported unless otherwise stated.
This report is based on questionnaire responses of 85 people. The findings reported here may not be representative of all participants (of which there are up to 2500 teachers and 150 LEA personnel) involved in the programme. 

2.
Programme Objectives

This chapter reports respondents’ views on the appropriateness of programme objectives.
2.1
Key findings

Respondents were asked to rate, in priority order, the programme objectives. The programmes objectives are as follows:
· (a) Study best practice overseas, to compare different education systems and ways of working

· (b) Develop links with schools and teachers from other countries and from home, through networking in a stimulating environment

· (c) Develop professionally and enhance the skills of the individual
· (d) Return invigorated with a new enthusiasm for teaching, and a desire to implement learning from the visit in the classroom

· (e) Help deliver educational objectives, e.g. school or LEA work plan targets, through dissemination of learning and good practice

Over a third (38 per cent) of respondents rated Objective A as top priority. Similar proportions of respondents, 27 and 23 per cent respectively, rated Objective C and D as top priority. Objective B was least frequently rated as top priority (by 4 per cent of respondents).

Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which they agreed that each of the objectives was relevant to their work. The findings are presented below. 

Table 2.1
Relevance of objectives

	Objectives


	Strongly

 agree
	Agree
	No opinion
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Missing

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Study best practice overseas, to compare different education systems and ways of working
	58
	68
	24
	28
	1
	1
	1
	2
	-
	-
	1
	1

	Develop links with schools and teachers from other countries and from home, through networking in a stimulating environment
	47
	55
	32
	38
	4
	5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Develop professionally and enhance the skills of the individual
	72
	85
	10
	12
	2
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	1

	Return invigorated with a new enthusiasm for teaching, and a desire to implement learning from the visit in the classroom
	62
	73
	17
	20
	3
	4
	2
	2
	-
	-
	1
	1

	Help deliver educational objectives, e.g. school or LEA work plan targets, through dissemination of learning and good practice
	51
	60
	30
	35
	2
	2
	1
	1
	-
	-
	1
	1

	N = 85
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


A series of single response items
Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

· Almost all respondents either very strongly or strongly agreed that each objective was relevant to their work.  Objective C, develop professionally and enhance the skills of the individual, was rated slightly higher than the other strands. 

Table 2.2a
Does the programme deliver all of the objectives? 

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	72
	85

	No
	11
	13

	No response
	2
	2

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 2.2b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Different visits deliver to different degrees
	6
	7

	Links with hosts not always maintained
	4
	5

	No response
	59
	69

	N = 85 
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The majority of respondents agreed that the programme delivers all of the objectives.

· Less that a third of respondents offered additional comments, they felt that different visits deliver the objectives to different degrees. Four respondents commented that links with hosts were not always maintained. 

Table 2.3a
Are there other objectives that the programme could/should be 

used to deliver (eg. accreditation)?
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	44
	52

	No
	28
	33

	No response
	13
	15

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 2.3b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Accreditation would be useful
	25
	29

	Linked to CPD or staff development 
	6
	7

	Accreditation should be offered to those who want it
	4
	5

	Sharing of good practice as much as learning from other countries
	4
	5

	No response
	38
	45

	N = 85 
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Just over half of respondents thought that there were there other objectives that the programme could or should be used to deliver. 

· As respondents were offered ‘accreditation’ as an example, comments were likely to refer to accreditation. Under a third of respondents agreed that accreditation would be useful. 

2.2
Short-term visits

Table 2.4
Are the current strands effective/appropriate for the delivery of 

the objectives?
	Short-term visits
	N
	%

	Yes
	83
	98

	No response
	2
	2

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

· Almost all respondents indicated that the short-term visits strand was effective at delivering programme objectives. 

· Most respondents (87 per cent) did not offer additional comments. The most frequent response, as made by three respondents, was that this strand is appropriate for short-haul flights. 

2.3
Short-term visits to developing countries

Table 2.5
Are the current strands effective/appropriate for the delivery of 

the objectives?
	Short-term visits to developing countries
	N
	%

	Yes
	54
	64

	No
	2
	2

	No response
	29
	34

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

· Just under two-thirds of respondents agreed that the short-term visits to developing countries stand were effective at delivering programme objectives.

· Again, most respondents (79 per cent) did not offer additional comments. Nine respondents said they did not know. Three respondents felt that participants give more to the visit than they receive. For example, one LEA adviser commented ‘[There is] less emphasis on learning from good practice and more on school linking/heritage/global citizenship’.
2.4
School determined visits 

Table 2.6
 Are the current strands effective/appropriate for the delivery of 

the objectives?
	School determined visits
	N
	%

	Yes
	53
	63

	No
	2
	2

	No response
	30
	35

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

· Under a third of respondents indicated that the school determined strand was effective at delivering programme objectives.

· About a quarter (26 per cent) of respondents offered additional comments to this question. The most frequently given response, as made by four respondents was that school determined visits were very useful.

2.5
Summary 

Most respondents felt that the programme delivered its objectives. The objective rated as the highest priority by respondents was objective A: to study best practice overseas, to compare different education systems and ways of working. 

Just over a half of respondents thought there were other objectives that the programme should deliver, for example it should offer accreditation for participants. 

Almost all respondents rated the short-term visits strand as being effective at achieving programme objectives. Just under two-thirds indicated that the short-term visits to developing countries and school determined visits were effective at delivering objectives.
3.
Programme structure

There are currently three strands to the programme, each offering a slightly different structure. Respondents were asked about the appropriateness of the current strands and whether improvements could be made.

3.1
Key findings

Table 3.1
Are the current visits/strands the best way of structuring the 


programme? 

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	67
	79

	No
	5
	6

	No response
	13
	15

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

· Over three-quarters of respondents indicated that the current strands are the best way of structuring the programme. 

· Most respondents (81 per cent) did not comment further. The most frequent response, as made by four respondents, was that visits could be longer, particularly for long-haul destinations. 

Table 3.2a
Are there other types of visits that could be delivered? 

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	32
	38

	No
	26
	31

	No response
	27
	32

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 3.2b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Reciprocal visits 
	7
	8

	Make membership more flexible 
	4
	5

	Longer or shorter visits
	4
	5

	Follow-up visits
	3
	4

	No response
	47
	55

	N =
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Just over a third of respondents indicated other types of visits should be delivered, and just under a third thought not. Almost a third of respondents did not answer the question. 

· Of those that offered additional comments, seven respondents suggested providing reciprocal visits. Four suggested increasing flexibility of membership to, for example, headteachers, higher-level teaching assistants (HLTAs) and LEA advisers. Follow-up visits one or two years after the initial visit were suggested by three respondents.
Table 3.3a
Are there other non-visit elements that could be added to the



programme? 

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	22
	26

	No
	36
	42

	No response
	27
	32

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 3.3b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Video links
	4
	5

	Dissemination funding
	3
	4

	Longer term impact reported
	3
	4

	Commitment by teachers/schools involved to network together and with hosts 
	3
	4

	Pre- and post-visit meetings
	3
	4

	No response
	57
	67

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Under half of respondents indicated that there were not other non-visit elements that could be added to the programme. Almost a third of respondents did not answer the question.

· Those respondents offering additional comments, suggested video links or video conferencing with hosts. 
Table 3.4a
Can the desired quality of experience be delivered better 


given the large number of visits per year? 

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	31
	37

	No
	32
	38

	No response
	22
	26

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 3.4b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Good quality 
	8
	9

	Don’t know
	5
	6

	Identify dates/destination sooner
	5
	6

	Better match to group needs
	4
	5

	Quality depends as much on group as Provider/number of places
	4
	5

	No response
	44
	52

	N =
	85
	100


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Similar proportions of respondents indicated yes or no when asked ‘Can the desired quality of the experience be delivered better given the large number of visits per year?’
· Just under half of respondents offered additional comments. Most often, as mentioned by eight respondents, they agreed that the quality of visits had been good.  Other suggestions for improvement included identifying and informing participants of dates and destinations sooner, and addressing the needs of the group more effectively. 

3.2
Summary

Generally respondents were happy with the current structure of the programme. A small number of respondents suggested a few areas where the programme structure might be improved. These related to both visit and non-visits elements of the programme, for example, providing reciprocal visits and establishing video links with hosts. 

4.
Visit themes

The chapter presents respondents views on the relevance of current themes, and their suggestions for new topic areas.  

4.1
Key findings

Respondents were asked to consider whether the priority themes are still relevant.
Table 4.1a
Are the priority themes still relevant? 

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	76
	89

	No
	2
	2

	No response
	7
	8

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 4.1b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Update themes annually
	6
	7

	Themes only act as general guidance
	4
	5

	Need to update in line with 14 – 19 White Paper 
	3
	4

	No response
	65
	76

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The majority of respondents indicated that the current priority themes are still relevant. 

· A small proportion of respondents commented on their response. Of those that commented, most felt that themes should be updated annually and others explained that themes should updated to reflect changes to Government policy, for example the 14-19 Education and Skills White Paper (GB. Parliament. HoC, 2005).
Table 4.2a
Are there existing themes that should be excluded? 

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	4
	5

	No
	64
	75

	No response
	17
	20

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 4.2b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Literacy and numeracy in primary schools is out of date
	3
	4

	No response
	78
	91

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Three-quarters of respondents indicated that existing themes should not be excluded from the programme.

· A small number of respondents suggested changes to the current themes. Most often they felt that the literacy and numeracy in primary schools theme was now out of date. This comment was made by three respondents.
Table 4.3a
Are there themes not linked to the curriculum or DfES strategies that could be of use? 

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	30
	35

	No
	33
	39

	No response
	22
	26

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 4.3b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Workforce reform issues
	4
	5

	LEA’s own education development plan themes
	3
	4

	Extended schools
	2
	2

	Parental involvement
	2
	2

	Integrated children’s services 
	2
	2

	School improvement 
	2
	2

	Personalised learning 
	2
	2

	Arts
	2
	2

	PHSE
	2
	2

	Learning networks
	2
	2

	14-19 vocational training
	2
	2

	Can be accommodated by flexible interpretation of themes
	2
	2

	No response
	52
	61

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· A similar proportion of respondents indicated that additional themes should be included in the programme, as those that thought not. 

· Where respondents indicated that additional themes should be added, on the whole these related to recent educational reform issues including the DfES’ Five Year Strategy for Children and Learners (DfES, 2004). None were mentioned by more than four people. Three respondents felt that the themes should be flexible so the focus of the visits for LEAs and schools were based on their developmental targets. 

4.2
Summary

Overall respondents agreed that the current themes are still relevant to the programme. However, where respondents offered additional comment, they felt themes should be updated regularly to reflect recent education reform. Analysis of the themes chosen would enable the DfES to identify themes that are rarely undertaken and which might be removed from the programme. 
5.
Programme administration

The TIPD programme is administered centrally by the DfES and is formulated by the International Professional Development Advisory Group in line with DfES priorities. 
There are four Providers that will organise the programme visits until 2006. The Providers are:

· Best Practice Network (BPN)

· British Council

· League for the Exchange of Commonwealth Countries (LECT)

· Specialist Schools Trust (SST)

This chapter reports respondents’ views on the administration of the programme by the DfES and the four Providers. 

5.1
Key findings

Table 5.1
What should the role of DfES be? 

	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	To ensure funding for the programme
	13
	15

	Determining themes relating to government priorities
	11
	13

	Issues linked to Providers (e.g. contractual arrangements)
	11
	13

	Providing clear strategic guidance and information 
	9
	11

	Monitoring
	9
	11

	No response
	20
	24

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Most often, the respondents indicated that the role of DfES should be to ensure funding for the programme, to determine themes in line with Government priorities and deal with issues linked to Providers.

Table 5.2
What should the role of the International Professional 



Development Advisory Group be?

	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Develop awareness of the success, issues and problems of TIPD
	9
	11

	Keep up to date with themes and key priorities
	8
	9

	Don’t know
	8
	9

	Provide objective appraisal of the programme
	6
	7

	No response
	27
	32

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The main message from the respondents was that they did not know what the central role of the International Professional Development Advisory Group should be. 

· Nine respondents explained their role was to develop awareness regarding the successes, issues and problems related to TIPD. Other responses covered the importance of keeping up to date with themes and priorities and providing objective appraisal of the programme.
Table 5.3
What should the role of the Providers be?

	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Coordinate travel arrangements and visits
	13
	15

	Ensure smooth running of the programme
	11
	13

	Provide support and advice to LEA advisors and teachers
	7
	8

	To identify good practice overseas
	6
	7

	Continue present role
	6
	7

	No response
	30
	35

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The two most frequent answers given by respondents indicate that they think the Providers should fulfil a facilitating role.  This includes coordinating travel and visit arrangements and ensuring the smooth running of the programme.

· Providing advice and identifying good practice were also mentioned.

Table 
5.4a
Is the Provider contract period/programme cycle of 2 years 


the right length?

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	36
	42

	No
	28
	33

	No response
	21
	25

	N = 85
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 5.4b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Longer contracts would be better
	12
	14

	Three or four years would be better (minimum three years)
	10
	12

	Lead in times become longer when contracts/Providers change
	4
	5

	Needs to be long enough to allow evaluation and review
	4
	5

	No response
	49
	58

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· A greater number of respondents said the contract period was the right length at present than those wanting change.

· The most common open-ended statements were that longer contracts would be better, with a minimum contract period of three years.

Table 
5.5a
Should there be more or less Providers, and why?

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	13
	15

	No
	9
	11

	Neither
	40
	47

	No response
	23
	27

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 5.5b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Current structure is fine
	11
	13

	Yes, to broaden the provision
	6
	7

	No, because it is easier if there is one reference point
	5
	6

	No, because there will be less variation in quality of provision
	5
	6

	No response
	46
	54

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Nearly half of the respondents said there should be neither more nor less Providers.

· The open-ended comments display a range of viewpoints.  The most common answer was that the number of providers is fine as it is.  

Table 
5.6a
Should school determined visits be delivered by more than one



Provider?

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	25
	29

	No
	27
	32

	No response
	33
	39

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 5.6b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Easier to have one reference point, more would be confusing
	10
	12

	Don’t know
	6
	7

	No response
	57
	67

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Respondents’ answers were similar in that around 30 per cent indicated school determined visits should be delivered by more than one Provider, about the same thought not.

· Very few respondents made further comment in response to this question.  Of those that did, the most common response was that it may be confusing to have more than one Provider.

Table 
5.7a
Does the administrative structure need changing?

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	11
	13

	No
	46
	54

	No response
	28
	33

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 5.7b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Dates and destinations need to be advised well in advance
	5
	6

	There is too much paper work and form filling 
	5
	6

	Difficult to comment
	4
	5

	No response
	64
	75

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Over half the respondents said that the administrative structure did not need changing.

· Three-quarters of the respondents did not comment further.  A small number criticised the forward planning and paper work aspects of the administrative structure. They felt that dates and destinations of visits should be given to participants well in advance. They also commented that there was a lot of paperwork and form filling associated with the programme. However, Table 5.12 shows the majority of respondents did not think there was too much paper work associated with the programme.
Table 
5.8a
Is there enough administrative support for teachers from LEAs,



Providers and DfES?

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	60
	71

	No
	8
	9

	No response
	17
	20

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100
Table 5.8b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Our LEA has the administrative capacity but many do not
	5
	6

	Lack of specific allocated funding
	4
	5

	Many LEAs find it difficult to support TIPD effectively
	3
	4

	No response
	61
	72

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100
· Almost three-quarters of respondents felt that there was enough administrative support for teachers from LEAs, Providers and DfES.

· The majority of respondents did not comment further.  The largest number of those that did comment said that their LEA had the capacity to offer administrative support but that not all did. 

Table 5.9
How can the liaison between LEAs and Providers/DfES be improved?

	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	There is no problem 
	14
	17

	Regular local meetings
	5
	6

	More consultation
	4
	5

	Earlier communication
	3
	4

	No response
	38
	45

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The most common response was that liaison between LEAs and Providers/DfES is not a problem and does not need to be improved.

· Those who felt there was room for improvement highlighted regular local meetings, consultation and early communication as ways of achieving this.

Table 5.10
How is the Provider for a visit selected?

	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Quality of service previously delivered
	22
	26

	Don’t know/unable to comment
	7
	8

	Go for one Provider
	5
	6

	Relevance of programme provided
	5
	6

	No response
	33
	39

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The most common method of selecting a Provider for a visit was based on the quality of service previously provided.

· Seven respondents did not know or felt unable to comment. Other less commonly mentioned methods for selecting Providers included choosing on the basis of relevance of the programme provided.

Table 5.11
How are the participants/teachers selected for a visit?

	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	By application
	21
	25

	Schools identify teachers
	12
	14

	Use criteria for selection
	11
	13

	Open advert across LEA
	10
	12

	Schools showing a commitment
	9
	11

	No response
	13
	15

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· A quarter of the respondents said that participants are selected on basis of their application form.

· Other less common answers included schools selecting candidates showing commitment and using a criterion to select participants.

Table 
5.12a
Is there too much paperwork, e.g. forms, reports etc?

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	18
	21

	No
	59
	69

	No response
	8
	9

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 5.12b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Paper work is minimal compared to most things
	3
	4

	No problem
	3
	4

	No response
	67
	79

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Most respondents did not think that there as too much paperwork.

· Very few respondents made any further comment.  Those that did reiterated that paperwork was not a problem.

Table 
5.13a
Are all the forms relevant and necessary?

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	58
	68

	No
	11
	13

	No response
	16
	19

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 5.13b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Most of them are
	8
	9

	No response
	65
	76

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Over two-thirds of respondents thought that the forms are relevant and necessary.

· Again, most respondents did not comment further.  Those who did said that most of the forms were relevant and necessary.  No other answer was given by more than two people.

Table 
5.14a
Is the lay-out of forms adequate, easy to use, and functional?

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	59
	69

	No
	12
	14

	No response
	14
	17

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 5.14b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Forms need to be improved and simplified
	5
	6

	No response
	66
	78

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The majority of respondents thought the layout of forms was adequate, easy to use and functional.

· As in previous questions, few further comments were made although a small number of respondents highlighted the need for forms to be improved and simplified.

Table 5.15
How can technology be used to improve administration?

	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Completion on-line
	9
	11

	Use emails
	8
	9

	Don’t know
	7
	8

	No response
	40
	47

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The greatest number of respondents said that being able to complete forms on-line would improve administration.

5.2
Summary

Overall, respondents were happy with the current format of administering the TIPD programme. 

Respondents felt that the main role of the DfES should be to fund the programme. They felt that the Advisory Group should promote the programme by raising awareness of successes. The role of the Providers was recommended to be one of facilitation, ensuring effective travel arrangements and the smooth running of the visits. Respondents were positive about liaison between LEAs and the DfES/Providers.

Respondents thought the contract period for the Providers was fine and that there was the right number of Providers at present. Similar proportions of respondents thought the school determined visits should be delivered by more than one Provider as those that did not. On the whole, Providers were selected by LEAs and schools based on previous experience. Teachers were selected based on their application. 

In terms of the administration of the programme, respondents felt that the current structure was good. Respondents felt that they had enough administrative support. They were happy with the amount of paper work and thought that the forms were adequate and easy to complete. A small number of respondents suggested improving the application process by making it available on-line or by email. 

6.
Programme funding

Since 2000, the programme has been funded to provide up to 2500 opportunities per year.  This chapter explores areas of the programme that are not currently funded but should be, and those that are funded that perhaps should not be.
6.1 Key findings

Table 6.1a
Are there areas of activity not covered by funding that should 

be? 

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	25
	29

	No
	35
	41

	No response
	25
	29

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 6.1b
Comment

	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Subsistence
	9
	11

	UK travel
	7
	8

	Don’t know
	5
	6

	Provide single rooms for participants
	4
	5

	Contribution to supply cover
	4
	5

	No response
	50
	59

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Over a third of respondents said there were no other areas of activity that should receive funding.

· In their comments however, the most common suggestion was that subsistence should be funded.

Table 6.2
 Are there areas of activity covered by funding that should not

 be? 

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	2
	2

	No
	57
	67

	No response
	26
	31

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

· The majority of respondents said that there were not any areas of activity currently covered by funding that they thought should not receive it.

· A large number of respondents (92 per cent) did not make any further comments in response to this question.

Even though most visits take place outside school hours, a budget of £150,000 is allocated to provide supply cover in schools where exceptional circumstances arise and for schools of less than eight staff. This budget is often left unspent at the end of the year so respondents were asked what should be done with it. The findings are presented below. 

Table 6.3a
What should be funded by supply cover budget?

	
	N
	%

	Be released to support visits during term-time
	34
	31

	Continue to be used on an exceptional basis
	33
	30

	Be released to support more visits during school holiday periods
	24
	22

	Be used elsewhere/ other
	15
	14

	No response
	5
	5

	N = 85 
	
	


A multiple response item. 

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

Table 6.3b
Comment 

	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Reinstatement of subsistence allowance
	4
	5

	Small schools need assistance with cover
	3
	4

	Provision of single rooms
	3
	4

	No response
	59
	63

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Just less than a third thought that supply cover funding should be used to support visits during term-time and continue to be used on an exceptional basis.

· Those that chose to comment further on the issue of supply cover funding suggested the reinstatement of subsistence allowance.

6.2 Summary

Generally respondents were happy with the current structure of funding. Just over a third did not think there were other areas that should be funded. However, a few commented that there should be a subsistence allowance. 

As the supply cover budget is often still available at the end of the year, respondents were asked what should be done with this budget. Similar proportions suggested releasing the funding to support term-time visits as those that suggested keeping the budget for exceptional circumstances. 
7.
Improving levels of participation

The DfES is keen to improve levels of participation in some areas of the programme, for example, encouraging all LEAs to take up their entitlement. The DfES has also faced difficulty in filling the number of places on the school determined strand. This chapter explores how levels of participation might be improved. 

7.1 Key findings

Table 7.1a
Is there a way school determined visits can be made more attractive to teachers? 
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	48
	57

	No
	18
	21

	No response
	19
	22

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 7.1b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	More publicity sent direct to schools 
	11
	13

	Link to the LEA visits
	6
	7

	Schools need funding support
	4
	5

	Simplify conditions
	4
	5

	LEA to organise the school determined visits
	4
	5

	No response
	29
	34

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The majority of respondents thought that school determined visits can be made more attractive to teachers.

· The most common suggestion was to send more publicity materials direct to schools.

Table 7.2
How can LEAs be encouraged to take up their entitlement?

	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	This is not a problem for us
	17
	20

	Appointing somebody to undertake the responsibility
	11
	13

	Greater promotion
	10
	12

	Need funding
	8
	9

	Positive feedback from LEAs which have participated
	8
	9

	No response
	19
	22

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The largest number of respondents thought that encouraging LEAs to take up their entitlement was not a problem in their area.
· Appointing a particular person to take on responsibility for taking up entitlement and greater promotion of the entitlement were the most common suggestions to encourage LEAs.

Table 7.3a
Are there steps that could be taken to encourage LEAs to 

           submit their applications to deadline/promptly? 
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	27
	32

	No
	26
	31

	No response
	32
	38

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 7.3b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Withdrawal of places
	6
	7

	Provide incentives (eg. £20 travel voucher; bonus places)
	4
	5

	Early reminders about deadlines
	4
	5

	We usually do take steps to encourage LEAs 
	4
	5

	No response
	40
	47

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· There was little difference between the number of positive and negative responses to this question.

· When asked to suggest steps that would encourage LEAs to submit applications promptly, the most common answers included penalties such as withdrawal of places or incentives such as travel vouchers or bonus places.

Table 7.4a
Are there steps that could be taken to encourage teachers to 

submit their applications to deadline/promptly?
 
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	27
	32

	No
	24
	28

	No response
	34
	40

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 7.4b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	This is not a problem (my teachers do submit applications)
	12
	14

	Late applications are not considered or put on reserve list
	9
	11

	It is the responsibility of LEA and visit leader
	8
	9

	Longer tome before deadlines
	4
	5

	No response
	36
	42

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· There was little difference in the number of respondents who thought steps could be taken to encourage teachers to submit applications promptly and those who did not.

· The most common comment made in response to this question was that late submission of applications was not a problem. 

Table 7.5a
Is it possible to reduce the burden on LEAs and teachers to 

           enable timely
 submission of applications without compromising



the quality of necessary information provided?
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	14
	17

	No
	42
	49

	No response
	29
	34

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 7.5b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Simplify forms
	6
	7

	This is not a problem
	4
	5

	Fewer forms/less paperwork
	3
	4

	It is not a burden but is time consuming
	3
	4

	No response
	58
	68

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Nearly half felt it was not possible to reduce the burden of the application process without compromising the quality of information provided.

· The most common suggestion was that simplifying the forms would make the application easier.
Table 7.6a
Is there a role for mentoring, eg. to assist with the application



process?
 
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	39
	46

	No
	29
	34

	No response
	17
	20

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 7.6b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	It is a role for the LEA
	16
	19

	Discuss applications at the pre-visit meeting
	5
	6

	It is part of the preparation process
	4
	5

	No response
	45
	53

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Nearly half agreed that there is a role for mentoring to assist with the application process.

· Most comments suggested this was a role for the LEA.
Table 7.7a
Would your opinion of the programme change if it offered



accreditation?
 
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	29
	34

	No
	44
	52

	No response
	12
	14

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 7.7b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Accreditation would be a bonus
	13
	15

	Some teachers may be interested if accreditation was offered
	6
	7

	It is already a quality programme 
	5
	6

	Should be an offer, not expectation
	4
	5

	Teachers undertaking CPD are not interested in accreditation
	4
	5

	Accreditation increases workload
	4
	5

	No response
	49
	58

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Just over half the respondents thought that accreditation would not alter their opinion of the programme.

· Despite this, the most common comments made were that accreditation would be bonus and that it may encourage some teachers to become interested in the programme. 

Table 7.8a
Does the programme need more or different promotion?
 
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	43
	51

	No
	24
	28

	No response
	18
	21

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 7.8b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	More promotion is needed
	12
	14

	Most schools have never heard of it
	9
	11

	It should be promoted directly to teachers
	8
	9

	More promotion is need in some LEAs but not here
	7
	8

	No response
	39
	46

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Over half of the respondents said the programme does need more or different promotion.
· Apart from reiterating this in their comments, some added that most school had not heard of the programme and it should be promoted directly to teachers.

Table 7.9
How can technology be used to promote the programme?

	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Emails sent directly to teachers, headteachers and schools
	7
	8

	Using the internet
	4
	5

	Don’t know
	4
	5

	Using ‘Teachers TV Global Gateway’
	3
	4

	No response
	44
	52

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The most common suggestion made by respondents was that emails should be sent to teachers, headteachers and schools. 

7.2 Summary

Respondents felt that improved participation in the school determined visit strand could be made more attractive to schools by increasingly publicity. 

Most often respondents did not think encouraging LEAs to participate in the programme in their area was a problem. However, the most common suggestion for how LEAs could encourage participation was to appoint someone who had responsibility for increasing participation, and increasing publicity of the programme. 

Similar proportions of respondents (about a third) thought it was possible as those that thought it was not possible to encourage LEAs and schools to submit applications more promptly. Just under half of respondents did not think it was possible to reduce the burden of the application process for LEAs and teachers. 

Under half of respondents felt that a mentoring system would assist the application process. 

If the programme was accredited, just over half of respondents’ said it would not change their opinion of the programme. 

Just over half of respondents felt that the programme required more or different promotion. Respondents suggested that technology could be used to promote the programme, in particular they suggested emails to teachers, headteachers and schools. 
8.
LEA Entitlement

Each LEA has an entitlement of places allocated each year based on the number of teachers in their LEA. This chapter explores the role of LEAs in the programme.

8.1 Key findings

Table 8.1
Are LEAs the best delivery mechanism, i.e. the current LEA entitlement structure?
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	74
	87

	No
	3
	4

	No response
	8
	9

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

· The majority of respondents agreed that LEAs were the best delivery mechanisms.

· Of the three respondents who disagreed, two made further comments.  The first commented that LEAs should be asked what entitlement they want. The second wrote that individuals should also be able to apply to DfES directly.

Table 8.2
Should non-LEA Professional Development organisations have



entitlement to places (e.g. cross-LEA regional networks)?
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	27
	32

	No
	41
	48

	No response
	17
	20

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

· Over a third of respondents thought that non-LEA professional development organisations should not have entitlement to places.

Table 8.3a
Are there any other organisations/people that should have an 

entitlement to places?
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	23
	27

	No
	43
	51

	No response
	19
	22

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 8.3b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Publish entitlement of teaching assistants more fully
	5
	6

	Support agencies
	3
	4

	LEA staff
	3
	4

	All places should go to teachers
	3
	4

	Members of child care and education organisations 
	3
	4

	No response
	51
	60

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Half of respondents indicated that they did not think there were other organisations of people who should have entitlement to places.

· Twenty-seven per cent of respondents thought other organisations or people should have an entitlement to places. Five respondents suggested that the entitlement for teaching assistants should be published more fully.  The most common organisations mentioned included support agencies and child care organisations.

Table 8.4
What obligations should an LEA (or other?) have to meet for



programme participation, e.g. meeting application deadlines



or providing a named contact for TIPD?

	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Providing a named contact for TIPD
	39
	46

	Meeting application deadlines
	36
	42

	Follow up dissemination and evaluation
	7
	8

	LEA should ensure eligibility of staff and fulfilment of criteria
	5
	6

	No response
	22
	26

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Nearly half of the respondents thought that providing a named contact and meeting application deadlines were important obligations for the LEA (or other?) to meet.

· Other suggestions included following up dissemination and evaluation and ensuring fulfilment of criteria for participation.

8.2 Summary

Most respondents agreed that LEAs offer the best mechanism for delivery. Just under half felt that non-LEA professional development organisations should not be offered places. Just over half of respondents said other organisations/people should not be offered places. Just under half of respondents felt it should be an LEA obligation to provide a named TIPD contact and meet the application deadlines. 
9.
Eligibility criteria

The TIPD programme has eligibility criteria. For example, the following are eligible to participate:

· qualified teachers with at least two years’ experience

· primary school headteachers who have at least 50 per cent teaching time responsibility

· teachers based in Pupil Referral Units (PRUs)

· supply teachers, if they have been in post for at least one term and where their involvement can be fully justified

· teaching assistants (TAs), where their involvement can be fully justified depending on the extent to which they support the teacher in the classroom

· teachers from City Technology Colleges (CTCs) and City Academies
· teachers from state-maintained nurseries
· LEA officials where they have a full role in facilitation and dissemination (limited to one LEA official per visit where five or more teachers are participating)
· for the school determined strand only, teachers from independent schools.
The chapter presents respondents’ views on the current eligibility criteria. 

9.1
Key findings

Table 9.1a 
Are the current criteria for eligibility fair and reasonable?
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	63
	74

	No
	19
	22

	No response
	3
	4

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 9.1b
If you answered ‘No’ to the previous question, what criteria should be used? Comment
	Open ended responses
	N

	The headteacher accompany one or more of their own staff
	6

	Dislike the requirement for two years post-QTS experience
	5

	No response
	-

	N = 19
	


An open ended question. Those answering ‘No’ to question 45

· The majority of respondents felt the current criteria are fair.

· Respondents who answered no suggested that headteachers accompany staff from their schools and expressed a dislike of two years post-QTS experience as criteria. Other comments were made by two or fewer people.
Table 9.2
Do the eligibility criteria need tightening up or opening out?

	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Current criteria is fine
	26
	31

	The criteria need opening out
	20
	24

	All teaching assistants eligible
	4
	5

	Eligible if headteacher feels they would benefit
	3
	4

	Headteacher accompanying own staff
	3
	4

	No response
	29
	34

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Approximately a third of respondent thought that the criteria do not need tightening up or opening out. 

· However, nearly a quarter felt that the criteria did need to be opened out.  Suggestions included involving the headteacher in deciding who would benefit and the headteacher accompanying staff.

· None wanted the criteria tightened up.

Table 9.3
What requirements should a teacher have to meet to participate 

in the programme? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	To participate fully in follow-up and/or dissemination
	25
	29

	Show commitment at interview
	15
	18

	Have at least two years’ experience
	8
	9

	Have an interest in furthering their career
	6
	7

	Agree to attend preparatory meetings
	6
	7

	No response
	13
	15

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Nearly a third of respondents said that it should be required that teachers commit to participating in follow-up and dissemination work.

· Respondents also felt it should be required that teachers show a commitment at interview, are experienced and interested in furthering their career.

The current requirement is that two teachers per school must accompany each other on a visit in order to support each other both overseas and on return, unless the school is very small. Respondents were asked how small school should be before they are allowed to send just one teacher. 

Table 9.4
How small should a school be before they are allowed to send just one teacher?
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Recognised group of teachers (not necessarily from the same school)
	11
	13

	It should be one teacher from all schools
	8
	9

	A school with six or fewer class teachers
	8
	9

	Hundred pupils or fewer
	5
	6

	Schools with one form entry
	5
	6

	It is unfair to limit
	5
	6

	No response
	16
	19

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The most common answer given by respondents was that it is a group of teachers that should be sent but that they do not have to be from the same school.  

· Eight respondents indicated that small schools have six or fewer class teachers should be allowed to send just one teacher. 

· Other comments related to fairness or unfairness in the system – eight respondents said that it should be limited to one teacher per school but a further five said that it is unfair to limit.

· Five respondents respectively said schools with one form entry and schools with fewer than 100 pupils should be allowed to send just one teacher.

Table 9.5a 
Are there school staff not eligible to participate that should be?
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	36
	42

	No
	30
	35

	No response
	19
	22

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 9.5b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Teaching assistants and relevant support staff
	16
	19

	Those with less than two years experience
	8
	9

	Headteachers and deputy heads
	8
	9

	Administration staff
	5
	6

	No response
	40
	41

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· A slightly higher number of respondents felt there were other school staff who should be eligible to participate.

· When asked to comment, they mentioned teaching assistants and other relevant support staff most commonly.  Please note that teaching assistants, where their involvement can be fully justified depending on the extent to which they support the class teacher, are eligible for participation in the programme.  
Table 9.6a
Should the programme be opened to Advisory staff (e.g. LEA 

officials)?
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	52
	61

	No
	24
	28

	No response
	9
	11

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 9.6b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	It should only be open to LEA group leaders
	10
	12

	LEA would promote importance of international dimension
	9
	11

	Yes, if the focus of the visit was appropriate
	7
	8

	LEA officers have their own programme
	7
	8

	No response
	33
	39

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The majority of respondents felt that the programme should be opened to Advisory staff.

· Further comments made by respondents indicate that they felt it should only be open to group leaders and that the LEA would ‘spread the word’ about the importance of the international dimension.

9.2 Summary

About three-quarters of respondents thought the current eligibility criteria were fair and reasonable, and just under a third did not think it needed changing. Under half of respondents thought other staff that should be eligible for the programme, teaching assistants were most commonly mentioned. Just under two-thirds of respondents said the programme should be open to advisory staff.
Respondents felt that it should be a requirement of participation in the programme that teachers must conduct follow-up and/or dissemination activities post-visit. 

10.
Guidance

Guidance on the programme can be found on TeacherNet, including information on the following:

· the TIPD programme

· criteria

· who can participate

· the format of the LEA programme

· priority themes.

This chapter presents respondents’ views on the guidance currently provided. 

10.1
Key findings

Table 10.1
Is current guidance adequate? 

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	74
	87

	No
	4
	5

	No response
	7
	8

	N= 
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

· The majority of respondents felt that current guidance was adequate (87 per cent).
· Ninety-four per cent of respondents did not offer additional comments. 

Table 10.2
How can current guidance be improved? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Consistent guidance from all Providers
	2
	2

	Ok as it is
	2
	2

	No response
	72
	85

	N= 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Only 15 per cent of respondents provided a comment to this question.   Comments revealed that two respondents would like to see consistent guidance from all Providers and two thought the guidance is suitable in its current form. Other comments were made by only one person. 
Table 10.3
Is guidance required that is not currently supplied?

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	3
	4

	No
	55
	65

	No response
	27
	32

	N= 
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

· The majority of respondents did not feel that any additional guidance was required over and above that which was already supplied.

· Ninety-two per cent of respondents did not offer suggestions for additional guidance. 
Table 10.4
How can access to and dissemination of guidance be improved? 


	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Access and dissemination are ok
	6
	7

	Greater use of internet technology
	5
	6

	Mailings to schools
	3
	4

	Step-by-step guidance
	2
	2

	LEA to ensure established routes fully utilised
	2
	2

	Provide more examples
	2
	2

	No response
	60
	71

	N= 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Suggestions included: carrying out mailings to schools; improving website coverage and use; providing more examples; and creating greater links with hosts.

· Making greater use of internet technology appeared to be a key area for improving access to and dissemination of guidance.

10.2
Summary 

The majority of respondents felt that current guidance was adequate and most respondents did not feel any additional guidance was needed.   
Respondents also made a number of suggestions to improving access to and dissemination of guidance. One area suggested centred around making greater use of internet technology.

11.
During the visit

This chapter present the findings from a series of questions about the structure of visits. 

11.1
Key findings

Table 11.1
When/why should a visit be cancelled? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Political situation compromises safety
	39
	46

	Disaster
	21
	25

	Foreign and Commonwealth Office advice
	10
	12

	Exceptional circumstances
	6
	7

	Illness
	5
	6

	No response
	17
	20

	N= 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The most common response given as to why a visit should be cancelled was if the political situation compromised the safety of participants.  Almost half of respondents agreed with this.

· Other common reasons for cancelling visits, included: disasters; FCO advice; exceptional circumstances; and illness.

Table 11.2a
Is the duration of visits the right length (one week for short haul, ten days for long haul)?

	
	N
	%

	Yes
	59
	70

	No
	21
	25

	No response
	5
	6

	N=
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

Table 11.2b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Long haul is stressful
	5
	6

	2 weeks for long haul would be better
	5
	6

	Our long haul was 1 week
	4
	5

	Too short to adjust to different culture
	4
	5

	Long haul could also be 1 week
	3
	4

	Depends on definitions of long haul
	3
	4

	1 week is too short 
	3
	4

	No response
	56
	66

	N= 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Almost three-quarters of respondents felt the duration of visits was the right length of time (i.e. one week for short haul and ten days for long haul)

· Additional comments, provided by five respondents or fewer, revealed that more time was needed for long haul journeys to allow them time to adjust to the culture of the host country.
Table 11.3
Should there be a limit on the number of schools visited by each 

teacher in a day? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Yes
	22
	26

	Yes, to enables more detailed visits to fewer schools
	17
	20

	Yes, otherwise it is a long day
	8
	9

	No
	12
	14

	One school should be visited
	14
	17

	Two schools should be visited
	29
	34

	No response
	4
	5

	N= 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Twenty-six per cent of respondents felt the number of schools a teacher visited in a day should be limited.

· In some cases, respondents provided examples of the number of schools which they felt a teacher should be limited to visiting in any one day.  Thirty-four per cent (29 respondents) felt no more than two schools should be visited in a day and 17 per cent (14 respondents) felt it should be no more than one.

Table 11.4
Should there be a limit on the number of schools visited by each 

teacher during the whole visit? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Yes
	27
	32

	No
	21
	25

	Need time to form a relationship
	20
	24

	Depends on context
	7
	8

	Issue guidelines
	6
	7

	Leave to professional discretion
	5
	6

	No response
	5
	6

	N= 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Almost a third of respondents felt there should be a limit on the number of schools teachers should visit during their stay.  However, a quarter felt there should not be a limit. 
· About ten per cent of respondents specified a limit: this was usually five or six schools.

· Just under a quarter of respondents commented that teachers need to spend enough time in a school to be able to develop a relationship. 

· Some respondents felt the number of school visited depended on the context (for example, how long the visit was).  Others thought guidelines should be issued or that it should be left to professional discretion.

Table 11.5
What is the ideal format for a visit (eg. stay in one school, visit 

multiple schools, local education authority presentations, 


etc)? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Visit multiple schools
	29
	34

	Combination of formats stated in the example
	20
	24

	Stay in one school
	15
	18

	LEA presentation
	15
	18

	Depends on focus of visit 
	15
	18

	No response
	4
	5

	N= 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The format which respondents tended to prefer was visiting multiple schools, as mentioned by about a third of respondents. Almost a quarter of respondents felt that a combination of the formats provided in the question example were ideal and just under a fifth thought that staying in one school was the best option.

· Other responses included the following suggestions (listed in order of frequency):

· workshops followed by visits 

· opportunities for discussion with local teachers 

· depends on individual preferences 

· evening review sessions.

Table 11.6
Should there be a diversity of visit formats? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Yes
	54
	64

	To suit needs/focus
	23
	27

	Subject to negotiation
	6
	7

	No response
	14
	17

	N= 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Almost two-thirds of respondents felt there should be a diversity of visit formats. Just over a quarter thought the format should suit the needs or focus of the visit.  

· Overall, the responses to the question seem to suggest that there should be a certain amount of flexibility in the format of visits in order to take into account the specific needs of different visits.

Table 11.7
Are visits arranged at the right times of year?


	
	N
	%

	Yes
	71
	84

	No
	3
	4

	No response
	11
	13

	N=
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

· Eighty-four per cent of respondents felt that visits are arranged at the right time of year.

· A variety of comments were received in response to this question.  In particular, respondents felt that the time of year should depend on the destination.  They also thought that consultation should be involved in the process and that the timing of the visit should be arranged through negotiation with those involved.  

· Other issues respondents felt should be taken into account were: local holiday periods and exam times; not having long haul visits during half term; and being offered a choice of times to visit.

11.2
Summary

The most common response about when to cancel a visit was if the political situation of a country compromised the safety of participants.  

Most respondents felt that the duration of the visits was about right. Around one-quarter felt the number of schools a teacher should visit in a day should be limited, with the most frequent response being no more than two schools in any one day.  Around a third of respondents also felt that the number of schools visited during the whole visit should be limited.  

The ideal visit format was visiting multiple schools, although many respondents liked the idea of a diversity of visit formats.  Most respondents felt that visits were arranged at the right time of the year.

12.
Host relations and sustaining partnerships

This chapter present respondents views on host relations and how to sustain partnerships after the visits.

12.1 Key findings

Table 12.1
How can good host relations be ensured? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Prior contact
	35
	41

	Early contact
	13
	15

	Good briefing
	9
	11

	No response
	13
	15

	N= 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Around 40 per cent of respondents said that having prior contact to the visit ensured good host relations.  Respondents also revealed good briefing information as a way in which good hoist relations could be ensured.
Table 12.2
What sort of information should the host be provided with before 

the visit? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Personal profile of participants
	28
	33

	Participants’ expectation of visit
	27
	32

	Focus of visit
	22
	26

	Type of school
	17
	20

	Nature of group
	10
	12

	No response
	11
	13

	N= 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Similar proportions of respondents (around a third) thought group ‘expectations’ with participants’ profiles should be provided to hosts before the visit.

Table 12.3
How can a visit group ensure that they have good relations with 

the host during the visit? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Respect hosts
	20
	24

	Pre-visit contact
	18
	21

	Mix socially
	13
	15

	Effective group leader
	13
	15

	Be flexible
	12
	14

	Sensitivity to cultures
	12
	14

	No response
	15
	18

	N= 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Respondents suggested a variety of ways in which a group can ensure they have good relations with the host during the visit.  Most commonly, suggested, by almost a quarter of respondents, were respecting the hosts and establishing pre-visit contact.

· Other ways included: having an effective group leader; being flexible and being sensitive to different cultures.

Table 12.4
What should individual participants do to ensure they have good 

contact with overseas colleagues while on the visit? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Treat host schools with respect
	24
	28

	Communicate openly
	16
	19

	Be open minded
	13
	15

	Accept cultural differences
	11
	13

	Show interest
	10
	12

	Research
	10
	12

	No response
	21
	25

	N= 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Just over a quarter of respondents felt treating the host with respect was important for ensuring good contact with overseas colleagues. Other commonly given responses included that there should be open communication, that participants needed to be open-minded and that it was important to accept cultural differences. 

· Carrying out research and showing an interest were each reported by ten respondents.

Table 12.5
What can participants do, as individuals or as a group, to ensure 

they will keep in touch with the overseas colleagues they meet? 


	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Exchange details 
	31
	37

	Email contact
	25
	29

	Agree a programme of future development
	15
	18

	Return visits
	9
	11

	Identify shared interests
	7
	8

	No response
	16
	19

	N= 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Responses to this question revealed a number of ways in which participants could ensure they kept in touch with the overseas colleagues.  Exchanging details, for example business cards and email addresses, and establishing email contact were the most common responses as cited by 37 per cent (31 respondents) and 29 per cent (25 respondents) respectively.

· Agreeing a programme of future development was also commonly reported and return visits were mentioned by 11 per cent (nine respondents).

· Identifying shared interests was mentioned by seven respondents.

Table 12.6
How can participants be encouraged to keep in touch with the 

schools they visit, to develop long-term ties? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Internet
	18
	21

	Return visits
	10
	12

	Plan activities
	8
	9

	Some visits may not result in long term links
	8
	9

	Set up pupil ‘buddy’
	7
	8

	No response
	16
	19

	N= 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Responses to this question were similar to the previous question.  The internet and return visits were the most common responses, as cited by 21 per cent (18 respondents) and 12 per cent (ten respondents) respectively.

· Other responses included: planning activities and setting up a pupil ‘buddy’.

Table 12.7
When and how should hospitality be reciprocated, e.g. a return 

visit? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	If possible or appropriate
	12
	14

	Possible to access network funding for return visits
	9
	11

	As soon as possible
	8
	9

	Other countries do not funding to accommodate this
	8
	9

	Hosted by  LEA
	8
	9

	Within a year
	7
	8

	At a mutually agreed time
	7
	8

	No response
	18
	21

	N= 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The most common response to this question was that hospitality should be reciprocated only if it is possible and appropriate.  This was reported by 14 per cent (12 respondents).

· Eleven per cent (nine respondents) commented that it is possible to access network funding for return visits.

· Nine per cent (eight respondents) felt that any reciprocation should take place as soon as possible after the initial visit and nine per cent (eight respondents) thought it should be hosted by the LEA. 

· Nine per cent (eight respondents) also commented that many host countries do not have the funding for reciprocal visits. 

· In addition, slightly fewer respondents commented that visits should take place within a year of the initial visit or that hospitality should be reciprocated at a mutually agreed time.

12.2
Summary

Respondents most commonly felt that having pre-visit contact was a way of ensuring good host relations and many thought a personal profile should be provided to hosts prior to visits.  Respondents felt that maintaining good contact with overseas colleagues whilst on the visit could be achieved by treating the host with respect as well as having open communication and being open-minded.  

Exchanging contact details and establishing email contact were commonly cited as ways of ensuring continued contact with overseas colleagues post-visit.  Respondents felt that hospitality should only be reciprocated if it was possible.

13.
Evaluation activity

As part of their involvement in the programme, participants are required to take part in post-visit evaluation. Continuous evaluation is essential to ensure the successful progress and development of the programme.

This chapter reports respondents’ comments on the evaluation process.

13.1 Key findings

Table 
13.1
What should the evaluation requirement/obligation be?



	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Report
	20
	24

	As now
	19
	22

	Brief evaluation report/questionnaire
	12
	14

	One month group report
	7
	8

	Action plan
	7
	8

	No response
	14
	17

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Just under a quarter of respondents felt that a report based on the visit should be produced. Slightly fewer respondents were happy with the current requirements of a report.

· Fourteen per cent (12 respondents) thought a brief evaluation report or questionnaire should be a requirement of the evaluation.

· Other suggestions included a group report submitted one month after the visit and action plans.

· All of these suggestions currently are, or have been, part of the evaluation process.

Table 
13.2
How can participants be encouraged to take part in an 


evaluation process which takes place post-visit? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Make it a condition of participating
	27
	32

	Time for post-visit meeting
	12
	14

	Responsibility of LEA
	9
	11

	Event hosted by LEA or school
	6
	7

	No response
	14
	17

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Around a third of respondents suggested making the evaluation process a condition of the programme as a way of encouraging participants to take part in the evaluation process. As stated above, the evaluation process is currently a condition of involvement in the programme.

· Other suggestions included: hosting a post-visit meeting, making the evaluation the responsibility of LEAs and an event being hosted by LEAs or schools. 

Table 
13.3
How often should the programme be evaluated? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Annually
	22
	26

	After each visit
	16
	19

	Six months after the visit
	8
	9

	No response
	21
	25

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Just over a quarter of respondents thought the visits should be evaluated annually. Just under a fifth thought they should be evaluated after each visit. 

· Nine per cent (eight respondents) said the visits should be evaluated six months after returning so the longer term impact could be assessed. 

Table 
13.4
In the past there was an on-line evaluation and some face-to-

face interviews. What format should the evaluation take? 



	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	On-line evaluation
	50
	59

	Face-to-face interviews
	38
	45

	Post-visit meeting
	4
	5

	Telephone interview
	4
	5

	No response
	17
	20

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Over half of respondents thought the evaluation should be conducted on-line, in the form of a questionnaire survey. Just under half of respondents commented that face-to-face interviews should also be included in the process. 

· Other, less frequently mentioned responses included: a post-visit meeting and telephone interviews. 

Table 
13.5
What examples of high quality impact on teaching and learning 

are you aware of, and where TIPD has transformed 



approaches? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Knowledge applied to classroom practice
	10
	12

	Too soon to say
	10
	12

	Changes to lesson planning
	8
	9

	Pastoral programmes
	8
	9

	No response
	22
	26

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Respondents listed many examples of where the programme had impacted on teaching and learning. Most commonly mentioned was how newly gained knowledge had been applied to the classroom. 

· A similar proportion of respondents felt it was too soon after the visit to comment on impact at this level. 

· Other frequently mentioned responses included impact to lesson plans and pastoral programmes.

Table 13.6
What examples of long-term impact are you aware of? 



	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Unable to comment
	10
	12

	New approach to curriculum areas
	7
	8

	None
	7
	8

	No response
	25
	29

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Over half of respondents gave examples of long term impact of the visits. Many comments were made by two or fewer respondents.

· Seven respondents explained the programme had introduced new approaches to curriculum areas. However, the same proportion said there had not bee long-term impact.

13.2 Summary

About a quarter of respondents thought a report should be an evaluation requirement. To encourage participants to take part in the evaluation process, respondents suggested making participation in the evaluation compulsory.

In terms of the frequency of the evaluation, most often respondents (about a quarter) thought this should be done annually. Around 60 per cent of respondents thought the evaluation should be conducted on-line and 45 per cent said face to face interviews should be included in the process. 

Many examples of impact were given by respondents. Most commonly impact related to applying knowledge learned from the visit upon return.

14.
Dissemination activities

As part of their involvement in the programme, participants are required to produce a group report after the visit stating how they will implement and disseminate what they have learnt.

This chapter presents the key findings on how dissemination activities can be improved.

14.1
Key findings

Table 
14.1
How can learning from visits be better disseminated? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Through the collation and publication of reports
	7
	8

	Dissemination could take place at annual CPD events
	7
	8

	Through a website that everyone can access (TIPD website)
	7
	8

	We are already doing all we can
	7
	8

	Report back to LEA and own school
	6
	7

	No response
	21
	25

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Respondents highlighted a range of different ways to better disseminate learning.  

· Suggestions included: collation and publication of reports; annual CPD events, websites and participants reporting back to schools and LEAs.  Some felt they were already doing everything possible in terms of disseminating learning.

Table 14.2a
Are the visits reports circulated effectively and appropriately, in 

right places?
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	38
	45

	No
	21
	25

	No response
	26
	31

	N =
	85
	100


A single response item

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not always sum to 100

· Just under half of respondents though that visit reports were circulated well.

Table 
14.2b
Comment
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Visit reports are not circulated
	3
	4

	Website exposure is not always  effective
	3
	4

	No response
	56
	66

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· There was little agreement in the respondents’ comments to this question.  However, a small number added that visit reports were not circulated and that the websites were ineffective.

· A large number of respondents did not respond to this question.

Table 
14.3
What help is needed for participants to disseminate their 


learning better? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Via the LEA (for example, a Link Advisor)
	10
	12

	Conferences and events for them to contribute to
	9
	11

	Funding for development time and dissemination
	5
	6

	Advice and guidance
	5
	6

	Dissemination via the internet
	4
	4

	No response
	24
	28

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· The most common answer given by respondents was that dissemination help was needed via the LEA. 

· Respondents also suggested that information on where to disseminate, funding for dissemination and training would help support participants to share their learning better.

Table 
14.4
Who should the participants disseminate their learning to? 



	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	To others within their own institution
	38
	45

	To other schools
	27
	32

	To other local colleagues
	24
	28

	To LEA colleagues
	21
	25

	No response
	14
	16

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Nearly half of the respondents’ said that participants should disseminate their learning to others within their own institution.

· Other schools, local colleagues and LEA colleagues also featured highly in the responses to this question.

Table 
14.5
Who should DfES disseminate the reports to? 
	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	All LEAs
	20
	24

	Disseminate via website
	9
	11

	The Government
	6
	7

	No response
	34
	40

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Almost a quarter of respondents said reports should be disseminated to all LEAs. Fewer respondents said the website should be used to disseminate reports.

· A small number of respondents thought reports should be disseminated to the Government. 

Table 
14.6
What examples of good dissemination practice are you aware 

of? 

	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Using local networks
	6
	7

	Via regional conferences
	4
	5

	Presentations
	4
	5

	Not aware of any
	4
	5

	No response
	45
	53

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· There was little agreement in the respondents’ answers to this question.

· The most commonly mentioned examples of good dissemination practice were local networks, regional conferences and presentations.

14.2 Summary

Just under half of respondents felt post-visit reports were disseminated in the right places. Just under half thought participants should disseminate what they had learned to colleagues in their own institution, and about a third thought they should disseminate to other schools. A quarter of respondents thought the DfES should disseminate post-visit reports to all LEAs. 
15.
Additional Comments

Respondents were invited to comment on any aspect of the programme that was not covered in the questionnaire. 

The following table present the most common responses.

Table 15.1
Other comments 

	Open ended responses
	N
	%

	Positive about the programme
	13
	15

	Worthwhile programme for improving professional development
	10
	12

	Enjoyed visit
	7
	8

	Enabled us to reflect on our current practice
	7
	8

	Questionnaire took far longer than 15 minutes
	5
	6

	No response
	44
	52

	N = 85
	
	


An open ended question

More than one answer could be given so percentages do not add to 100

· Given the opportunity to make any further comments, the largest number of responses were positive about the programme

· A small number of respondents commented that they felt the scheme helped to improve professional development, was enjoyable or enabled them to reflect on current practice.

· A small number commented on the length of this questionnaire.

16.
Summary of key findings and issues for consideration
Most respondents felt that the programme delivered its objectives. Just over a half of respondents thought there were other objectives that the programme should deliver, for example it should offer accreditation for participants. 

The short-term visits strand was rated by almost all respondents as being effective in achieving programme objectives. Just under two thirds indicated that the short-term visits to developing countries and school determined visits were effective at delivering objectives. Similar proportions (about a third) of respondents thought the school determined visits should be delivered by more than one Provider as those that did not.
Generally respondents were happy with the current structure of the programme. A small number of respondents suggested a few areas where the programme structure might be improved. These related to both visit and non-visits elements of the programme, for example, providing reciprocal visits and establishing video links with hosts. 

Overall, respondents felt that the current themes of the programme were still relevant. The DfES might like to consider analysing the take-up of themes. This would provide the DfES with information on which themes are most popular and those that are rarely undertaken.

Overall, respondents were happy with the current format of four Providers administering the programme. Respondents felt the DfES should fund the programme, that the Advisory Group should promote it and the Providers should effectively coordinate the visits. Respondents were positive about liaison between LEAs and the DfES/Providers.
On the whole, Providers were selected by LEAs and schools based on previous experience. Teachers were selected based on their application. 

Respondents felt that the current administration process was good. They thought there was enough administrative support and they were happy with the amount of paper work. Respondents thought forms were adequate, easy to complete and functional. Just under half of respondents did not think it was possible to reduce the burden of the application process for LEAs and teachers however, under a half felt that a mentoring system would assist the application process. A small number of respondents suggested improving the application process by making it available on-line. 
Generally respondents were happy with the current structure of funding. Just over a third did not think there were areas of the programme not currently funded, that should be. Similarly about a third of respondents were happy that areas currently receiving funding should continue to have this entitlement. A small number of respondents commented that there should be a subsistence allowance for participants. 

As each year the supply cover budget is allocated as part of the programme, but is often not spent, respondents were asked whether this funding should be reallocated. Similar proportions of respondents suggested releasing the funding to support term-time visits as those that suggested keeping the budget for exceptional circumstances, as it is currently. 
The DfES were interested in finding out how to increase levels of participation of certain parts of the programme; primarily the school determined visit strand and LEAs that did not use their entitlement. Respondents thought the school determined strand could be made more attractive to schools if publicity of the strand increased in schools. 

About a fifth of respondents did not think encouraging LEAs to participate in the programme in their area was a problem. However, the most common suggestion for how LEAs could improve participation was to appoint someone who had this responsibility, again, increasing publicity of the programme was mentioned. Similar proportions of respondents (about a third) thought it was possible as those that thought it was not possible to encourage LEAs and schools to submit applications more promptly. 

If the programme was accredited, it would not change the opinions of the programme of about half of respondents. 

Just over half the respondents felt that the programme required more or different promotion. Respondents suggested that technology could be used to promote the programme; in particular they suggested emails to teachers, headteachers and schools. 
Most respondents agreed that LEAs offer the best mechanism for delivery of the programme. When asked whether others, for example professional development organisations, should be entitled to places, just under half said no. Just over half did not think other organisations or people should be offered places. 

Respondents were asked what obligations LEAs should have to meet for participation in the programme. Just under half of respondents felt LEAs should provide a named TIPD contact and meet the application deadlines. Respondents felt that it should be a participant requirement to conduct follow-up and/or dissemination activities post-visit. 

About three-quarters of respondents thought the current eligibility criteria of the programme fair and reasonable, and just under a third did not think they needed changing. Under half of respondents thought other staff, for example teaching assistants, should be eligible for the programme and about two-thirds of respondents said the programme should be open to LEA advisory staff.
The majority of respondents felt that guidance currently provided was adequate and did not feel that additional guidance was necessary. Where suggestions for improvements were made, one of the most important areas was noted as being consistency of guidance. 

Respondents also made a number of suggestions for improving access to and dissemination of guidance.  One of the key areas they suggested centred around making greater use of internet technology. Making greater use of the internet as part of the application, dissemination and evaluation process of the programme was a common theme emerging from the data. 

In terms of the visit itself, respondents were asked when a visit should be cancelled. The most common response was if there was a political situation in a country that compromised the safety of participants.  

Respondents were also asked about visit structure. Most felt that the duration of the visits was about right and that visits were arranged at the right time of the year. In terms of the number of schools that should be visited, around one-quarter felt the number of schools that should visited in a day should be limited, and around a third thought the number of schools visited in a week should be limited. Most frequently, respondents said no more than two schools should be visited in any one day. The ideal format for the visits was seen to be visiting multiple schools, although many respondents liked the idea of a diversity of visit formats.  

The survey asked about host relations and sustaining partnerships. Respondents most commonly felt that having enthusiastic participants were good at ensuring positive host relations, as was establishing contact prior to the visit. Many thought a personal profile of participants should be provided to hosts prior to visits.  In order to maintain good contact with overseas colleagues whilst on the visit, respondents felt participants must treat host with respect and ensure communication lines were kept open. Respondents explained it was important for participants to open-minded.  

In order to maintain contact with hosts after the visits, respondents suggested contact details should be exchanged. Respondents felt that hospitality should only be reciprocated if it was possible.

Respondents were asked about the programme’s evaluation procedures. About a quarter of respondents thought an evaluation report should be a requirement of the programme. In order to encourage participants to take part in the evaluation, respondents suggested making participation in the evaluation compulsory.

In terms of how often an evaluation should be conducted, most often respondents (about a quarter) thought this should take place annually. Around 60 per cent of respondents thought the evaluation should be conducted on-line and 45 per cent said face to face interviews should be included in the process. Respondents were keen to stress the importance of keeping evaluation questionnaires or reports brief. This is something the DfES might like to consider for future evaluations. 

Many examples of impact were given by respondents; most commonly mentioned was applying the knowledge learned from the visit upon return.

Respondents were asked about the programmes’ dissemination activities. That said, just under half of respondents felt post-visit reports were disseminated in the right places. Just under half thought participants should disseminate what they had learned to colleagues in their own institution, and about a third thought they should disseminate to other schools. A quarter of respondents thought the DfES should disseminate post-visit reports to all LEAs. 
Overall, respondents were very positive about the current structure of the programme, its dissemination and evaluation activities. Respondents offered several minor practical suggestions for how the programme might be improved and how some of the DfES’ concerns might be addressed. A cost effective way of implementing these suggestions would be to improve on-line facilities for promoting the programme, the application process, and dissemination and evaluation activities.

Responses seem to suggest that not all respondents fully understood the existing programme (for example, whether teaching assistants can take part, the requirement for evaluation). This may not be an issue, depending on the respondents’ roles, but may suggest some gaps in the way information about the programme is disseminated. 
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