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FOREWORD
 

“Those who don’t know their history are destined to repeat it”, according to Edmund Burke, generally regarded 
as one of the philosophical founders of modern political conservatism (the irony is not lost!). Burke had a habit 
for grasping the essence of the challenges facing social reformers; indeed, his remark that “the greater the power, 
the more dangerous the abuse” seems more prescient today than at any other time in the last 200 years. 

With the benefit of hindsight, it is always possible to look back on a period such as that between 2003 and 2010 
through rose-tinted spectacles. But the significance of this moment in the history of education in England and 
Wales should not be lost, and is apparent from the stories told by those who were inside the Social Partnership. 

In the desire of learning from history, Debbi Christophers’ report – Inside Social Partnership – seeks to capture the 
spirit of a golden age in education – the advent of the School Workforce Partnership which was founded on 15 
January 2003. The period 2003 to 2010 was, for many, a defining moment in the history of education policy. 
Arguably, it was the first time that the whole school workforce – teachers and support staff – were put at the 
centre of the national and local policy development machinery with the aim of securing quality education for all 
children and young people. And it worked. The Social Partnership secured a programme of profound change in 
schools that have stood the test of time; turning from concept to reality the goal of building an education team 
around each child, and creating the conditions and capacity which enabled teachers and headteachers to reassert 
their professionalism and focus their time on teaching and leading and managing teaching and learning. For the 
NASUWT, it was also a time of realisation: a time when long-cherished policy ambitions became a reality; a time 
of improved status, pay and rewards for teachers remaining in the classroom; and a time when the workforce and 
trade unions were recognised by employers and government as key to unlocking high-quality standards in education. 

Dialogue, consultation, participation and shared solution building were hallmarks of that period. It was an 
incredibly busy time, but a productive period, too, as government, employers and unions worked hand in hand to 
develop a framework which would ensure and sustain children’s access to educational entitlements – to be taught 
by a qualified, skilled and committed workforce – and where every child was assured access to support to enable 
them to realise their full potential. 

The programme to transform the school workforce remained a work in progress in May 2010. By that time, much 
had been achieved, but there was still much to do. Progress had been made in securing entitlements for teachers 
and headteachers, and further improvements were promised; and, whilst there were also new employment and 
career development opportunities for support staff and a recognition of the important contribution made by 
them to the education of children and young people, there was still work to do to ensure they were treated fairly 
and recognised and rewarded appropriately. 

The period 2010 to 2015 brought a halt to progress and a return to old ways of working, where the voice of the 
profession was excluded from the reform process. May 2010 marked the end of the formal business of Social 
Partnership working. One of the very first acts of the Coalition Government was to deliberately eschew the concerns 
and interests of the school workforce, abolishing the Social Partnership structures and, instead, putting ideology 
before the interests of children and young people. But, despite this, the legacy of the Social Partnership era 
endured as the changes introduced during that period remained engrained in the culture and practice of schools, 
defying various attempts by the government after 2010 to abolish these reforms and to turn back the clock. 

Many of the contextual challenges and concerns evident prior to 2003 had once again returned by 2015: a 
deepening recruitment and retention crisis, excessive workload and bureaucracy in schools, and the creeping 
erosion of entitlements of children and young people vis-à-vis quality education. All of these challenges required 
a solution that harnessed the potential not only of 23,000 schools but of all staff employed within them. Whilst 
the landscape for education has altered radically since 2010, particularly with the flush of academies and free 
schools, many of us continue to believe that by working together we can secure a better deal for pupils and for 
the school workforce. 

Education represents hope for a better future, and an important lesson from our (recent) history is that the spirit 
of Social Partnership can be the key to unlocking a better future for all. 

Chris Keates, NASUWT General Secretary 
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SOCIAL PARTNERSHIP: AN EDUCATION 


Just a day after learning that I was to become Secretary of State of the newly created Department of Children, 
Schools and Families (DCSF), my education in social partnership began. The next three years until the General 
Election in 2010 were, for me, a process of continuing professional development – somewhat appropriate given 
that this was one of the issues I tried to progress within my new remit. 

I didn’t know a lot about the School Workforce Partnership before taking up the reins at the DCSF, but I quickly 
understood that it would be critical to the success of my tenure. Establishing this new Department, which would 
no longer be just about education, but about seeing the child in the round, was one of the key reforms that 
happened with the transition from Tony Blair to Gordon Brown and I had already been advised by my former 
Treasury colleagues that if I wanted to drive the cultural change required to bring this ambition to life, engagement 
with the School Workforce Partnership would be crucial. 

With that in mind, the first calls in my new job were to the General Secretaries of the social partners. I was struck 
immediately by the tremendous sense of collective obligation and cooperation within the social partnership and 
that – somewhat to my surprise – senior officials within the Department saw the partnership as a help rather 
than a hindrance. It was clear that keeping its integrity and support would be vital. 

A month later I kicked off the process of drawing up a Children’s Plan and set up consultation groups across the 
new Department’s wide range of responsibilities, learning from and building on the consultative approach led by 
the School Workforce Partnership. I felt that what was wanted was the articulation of a collective moral purpose 
and the Children’s Plan provided the opportunity to do that. It gave us a common language about the potential 
of every child and an understanding of the barriers that got in the way of realising that. Our collective power – 
education working together with health, youth justice and so on – would be key. 

Crucial to my growing understanding of the agenda was the day I spent at Banbury School – a local 
comprehensive doing well, despite challenging circumstances. I spent the whole day there, sitting in staff meetings, 
observing lessons and talking to the leadership and got a real sense that the task in hand couldn’t be achieved 
within the school day, that many of the challenges young people faced in their learning depended on what 
happened outside the school environment, and that my challenge as Secretary of State was to bring together 
schools, parents and all the right agencies and create the links that would put the child genuinely at the centre. 

This wasn’t going to be easy. There were always some headteachers who felt it was not their job to look at what 
happened outside the classroom, but the social partners were supportive of the wider vision. That said, there 
were challenges: we had to be clear that this wasn’t about increasing workload though the back door. If the 
vision embodied in the Children’s Plan was to take hold, further action was needed to reduce bureaucratic and 
workload burdens and I knew that the School Workforce Partnership would hold me to account on this. 

Given the rarity of social partnership in British politics, one might question what’s in it for central Government. 
Why get round the table when you can remain at the head of it? But that would be missing the point. The fact 
that we would engage with social partners substantially ahead of any policy decision making was fundamental 
and the time spent with senior representatives meant we undoubtedly achieved better policy outcomes. The 
process and the trust we had meant that when we amended things we did so with the confidence that the 
profession was behind us and when we made mistakes we discussed them face to face, rather than being publicly 
lambasted in the press. 

It was also helpful that partners weren’t competing for access and influence. The principle that nothing was 
agreed until everybody agreed, required some long and protracted debates, but was key to success. Crucially, 
with my former Treasury hat on, it meant that when it came to managing pay and budgets we were able to deliver 
outcomes that were agreed to be fair in spite of the challenging financial climate. We successfully negotiated a 
three-year pay deal in 2008 that both fitted with Government budgets and was acceptable to the social partners, 
and it was the stability of the partnership and the strength of its collective bargaining position that allowed the 
Review Body to take this long-term view. 
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All this makes social partnership sound like a no-brainer, but of course there are reasons that it’s not more 
widespread. It imposes constraints on all partners – a commitment to collective agreement can be difficult to 
maintain when partners differ on the detail, but there has to be an acceptance that there is more to gain from 
being on the inside than sniping from the sidelines. The collective sense of purpose has to overcome any issues 
that come along and unions have to sacrifice their ability to be bilateral. Finally, it depends on each partner’s 
ability to be able to properly represent their members and where there were challenges – and I know there were 
– within their memberships, to keep them on board. 

For social partnership to succeed, it needs the following in place: a collective sense of purpose that is bigger than 
individual differences; the willingness of everybody involved to find solutions; individuals being able to deliver 
on behalf of the people they represent; and, at a personal level, individual leaders have to want to work together. 

Despite the significant change within education and children’s services over the last five years, a powerful legacy 
of the School Workforce Partnership remains. Yes, some aspects of cross-school collaboration have gone as schools 
increasingly compete for students, but the fundamental multi-agency approach that puts the child at the centre 
persists. Before Labour came to Government, the teaching profession was held in low esteem. Its 
professionalisation by the end of our term had significantly increased and it had regained the respect of the 
public, partly as a result of our focus on CPD, but largely as a result of the work of the School Workforce Partnership 
in freeing teachers to teach. 

Education is only really effective when teachers, headteachers, support staff, governors and parents all want to 
achieve the same outcome. I genuinely believe there is something very particular in education about a sense of 
collective moral purpose. And evidence shows that planning an individual pathway for each child, with schools 
and other services collaborating, and teaching being a continuous learning profession, are critical success factors, 
and the School Workforce Partnership was crucial in enabling that to happen. 

Of course, there were things I wanted to achieve that, sadly, remained undone. I wanted to make it impossible 
for schools to stand outside the system and refuse to work together. I wanted to continue the work on increasing 
the standing of the profession with an expectation of continued study by all teachers, increase the 
professionalisation of early years teachers, and deliver national pay and conditions for support staff. I also wanted 
to go further in incorporating aspects of children’s health and safeguarding into the way schools think about 
every child’s progress – again focusing on the whole child, not just their educational attainment. 

My tutelage at the hands of the social partnership was not easy, frequently challenging, but always rewarding. 
Cultural change isn’t easy to achieve – there were particular things that would frustrate particular partners (and 
they would often vent those frustrations!) – but neither is it easy to dismantle. The legacy of the partnership’s 
collective, unrelenting focus on improving outcomes for all children and young people, boosting the 
professionalisation of teachers and the status of support staff, and increasing standards, is still felt by every child, 
in every school, every day. And that is something we can all be proud of. 

Ed Balls, Secretary of State for Children, Schools and Families, 2007-2010 
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OBJECTIVES OF THE WORK AND METHODOLOGY 


Much has been said about the implementation of the National Agreement – did it achieve its aims of raising 
standards and tackling workload? What difference did it make to the working lives of headteachers, teachers 
and support staff? Yet there has been relatively little examination of the people and process that created and 
delivered it – the Social Partnership (henceforth referred to as the School Workforce Partnership), made up of the 
Association of Teachers and Lecturers (ATL), the Department for Education and Skills (DfES, now Department for 
Education (DfE)), GMB, the National Association of Headteachers (NAHT), the National Association of 
Schoolmasters and Union of Women Teachers (NASUWT), the National Employers’ Organisation for School 
Teachers (NEOST), the Professional Association of Teachers (PAT, now Voice), the Secondary Heads Association 
(SHA, now Association of School and College Leaders (ASCL)), the Transport and General Workers Union (TGWU, 
now Unite), Unison and the Welsh Assembly Government. Together, representatives from each signatory made 
up the Workforce Agreement Monitoring Group – the body created to oversee the implementation of the National 
Agreement and to embody social partnership in action. 

In this study, we will consider what it was about that moment in history, and the people and processes at play, 
that created and sustained a social partnership over eight years. Through in-depth interviews with the key actors 
and examination of primary and secondary source material, we will provide an analysis of what brought it about 
and why and how it worked; look at the legacy it left; and consider what lessons could be taken forward to any 
social partnership in the future. 

This report is intended to give a sense of what it felt like to be part of what was unquestionably a significant
 
moment in the history of education and industrial relations in the UK. 


This report is the work of the author and the views expressed may not reflect those of the NASUWT. 
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INTRODUCTION: WHAT IS SOCIAL PARTNERSHIP? 


Before delving into the detail of the School Workforce 
Partnership, it is worth considering what is meant by the 
term “social partnership”. A commonly accepted 
definition is that given by the Copenhagen Centre for 
Partnership Studies (2002), which describes social 
partnership as a “tri- or multi-partite arrangement 
involving employers, trade unions, public authorities (the 
State and/or local/regional authorities) and/or others 
(e.g. voluntary sector). Social partnership is usually 
concerned with areas of economic and social policy and 
might be based on a binding agreement or declaration 
of intent. Social partners is the term used to designate 
the representative organisations of trade unions and 
employers.” 
That is the broad outline, but within that definition 
partnerships vary considerably and this report will 
consider later how what is often referred to as the School 
Workforce Partnership differs from others across Europe 
and beyond. As becomes clear, social partnership means 
different things in different countries and different things 
to different people. 
One might also consider the difference between what 
Hugh Compston describes as policy concertation, in his 
book Policy Concertation and Social Partnership in Western 
Europe,1 and social partnership. Compston describes policy 
concertation as being “the co-determination of public 
policy by means of agreement struck between 
governments, employers and trade unions.” 
So what is the difference? Compston is clear that policy 
concertation is formal consultation, not informal interest. 
But it is not consultation alone, nor is it lobbying. Some 
argue that policy concertation is more stable where 
partners participate through some kind of collaborative, 
inter-organisational network such, perhaps, as the 
Workforce Agreement Monitoring Group. So in the case 
of the School Workforce Partnership, one might conclude 
that social partnership was the means by which policy 
concertation took place. 
There is a limited number of public sector models of 
social partnership in the EU, despite active 
encouragement through the European Commission’s 
publication of Partnership for change in an enlarged 
Europe – Enhancing the contribution of European social 
dialogue, in October 2004, which recognised “that 
successful economies in the 21st century will not be 
possible without a modern system of labour relations and 
efficient strategies for managing change proactively.” 
One specific agreement which has a range of things in 
common with the School Workforce Partnership is the 

Swedish School Development Agreement – an 
agreement between the Swedish teacher unions and 
employers, renewed every five years and which focuses 
on “the basic idea of shared responsibility for a better 
education system and a salary system that would support 
school development.” 

What then characterises a successful social partnership 
and are there common contexts that lead to their 
inception? What is it that would persuade Governments 
to share their policy-making prerogatives with social 
partners and why would trade unions devote so much of 
their energies to helping Governments produce effective 
policy? Most successful social partnerships arise as a 
response to a serious and shared national problem – a 
“burning platform” – which brings partners together to 
develop a shared solution. However, there must be a 
positive sum-game for all involved to keep the 
partnership going in the longer term. This report will 
consider the conditions for success and the dynamics of 
the School Workforce Partnership’s collaboration. 

Some critics believe that social partnership is a quasi-
unnatural state, because it is seen as an act of collusion 
on the part of the unions in negotiating with their 
traditional adversary; an idea put forward by Huzzard et 
al in Strategic Unionism and Partnership: Boxing or 
Dancing?.2 Others debate whether unions can maintain 
their individual stance within an ongoing collaborative 
partnership and this will be considered later. 

Sir Brendan Barber (TUC General Secretary 2003-2012) 
is just one commentator who praises the School 
Workforce Partnership as an example of a more 
progressive approach to industrial relations, which 
“opened up policy decision-making through real 
engagement with the unions and provided an 
opportunity to exert influence through genuine 
dialogue.” Many supporters of social partnership argue 
that it should replace traditional collective bargaining as 
the standard operating model for employers and unions. 

In summary, social partnership is the means by which all 
those involved in an area of public policy (typically, 
Government, trade unions and employers) can work 
together to achieve common aims. In the case of this 
report, the policy area was education and the specific 
aims were to raise standards and tackle workload; the 
period of operation was 2003 to 2010 and, for clarity, 
this particular social partnership will be referred to as the 
School Workforce Partnership. 

1	 Policy Concertation and Social Partnership in Western Europe: Lessons for the 21st Century; Edited by Stefan Berger & Hugh 
Compston (2002) 

2	 Strategic Unionism and Partnership: Boxing or Dancing?; Huzzard T, Gregory D & Scott R (2004) 
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THE SCHOOL WORKFORCE PARTNERSHIP
 

Landscape and Context 
“Education has been the Tories’ biggest failure. It is 

Labour’s number one priority.” Labour Manifesto 19973 

It is rare for anything from a political party manifesto 
to be remembered by anyone outside the party 
faithful, but Labour’s mantra of “Education, education, 
education” was one that remains in the collective 
memory. To quote more specifically from the 
Manifesto: “Education has been the Tories’ biggest 
failure. It is Labour’s number one priority.” The Party 
recognised that after years of turmoil in education 
under the Conservatives there was an opportunity and 
indeed an imperative to bring about change in a major 
public service. 

However, prominent manifesto promises mean 
significant pressure to deliver. As Chris Keates (General 
Secretary, NASUWT) recalls: “Labour came in having 
inherited a major crisis in teacher recruitment and 
retention that had been built up over 18 years. Teaching 
was seen as the last resort for graduates, morale was 
low and workload was excessive. Expectations of the 
new Government were high and these expectations 
couldn’t be met by working in the old ways.” 

Mary Bousted (General Secretary, ATL) agrees: “The 
Social Partnership came at the only time it could have 
emerged, both because of what had gone before and 
the renewed emphasis on education.” 

When Labour entered Government, there was little 
money in education and no systematic training and 
development for teachers. Within his first month in 
office, the new Secretary of State, David Blunkett, 
together with Ministers Stephen Byers and Estelle 
Morris, met with the six teacher union General 
Secretaries offering a “fresh start and a new 
partnership” to build a better education service. One 
of their first proposals was to look at how to reduce the 
level of bureaucracy and paperwork, which was 
threatening to overwhelm the teaching profession. 

At the same time, trade unions had long been 
campaigning on workload. The NASUWT, through its 
two national industrial action campaigns – ‘Let 
Teachers Teach’ and ‘Time for a Limit’ – put pressure 
on the Government to address workload. Action such 
as this, which culminated in the publication of 

Circulars 2/98 and 22/98, forced Government and 
employers to take these issues seriously. 

So the workload issue was on the table early on, but 
it would take some years for it to be really tackled in 
any meaningful way. Hilary Emery, who joined the 
Training and Development Agency in 2007 to lead on 
school workforce development, recalls “a cumulative 
build-up of expectations on teachers. There was an 
overwhelming sense of more and more being 
expected, so as a result recruitment and retention were 
getting harder.” 

Following a recommendation from the School 
Teachers’ Review Body’s (STRB) Tenth Report in 
February 2001, the Department commissioned PwC to 
carry out a study into teacher workload. This, coupled 
with the unions’ ongoing collective concern about 
workload and the resultant threat of industrial action, 
made it clear that action needed to be taken. 

At the same time, one former Department official 
remembers a real sense of crisis about teacher 
recruitment in early 2001, particularly in London, and 
this was being reinforced by the unions through the 
press. When figures were released in January of that 
year showing a massive decline in graduate 
recruitment numbers, it coincided with the North of 
England Education Conference in Bridlington. 

In response to the graduate recruitment 
announcement and the ongoing disquiet, Doug 
McAvoy (NUT General Secretary, 1989-2004) 
declared: “We will certainly be looking at protective 
action for members where there is a choice for the 
local authority between four-day weeks and placing 
teachers in the invidious position of having to cover 
and teach classes for which they are not trained.” This 
added to the constant campaigning and threat of 
industrial action by the NASUWT. 

The findings of the PwC report were published in 
December 20014 and then built on by the STRB,5 

which confirmed what was already well and widely 
acknowledged: that teacher workload needed to be 
tackled, that teachers were averaging 52 hours per 
week in term time and that qualified teachers were 
carrying out a significant number of non-teaching­
related tasks. 

3 New Labour because Britain deserves better, Labour Party Manifesto, 1997
 
4 PricewaterhouseCoopers, Teacher Workload Study (December 2001)
 
5 School Teachers’ Review Body, Special review of approaches to reducing teacher workload (May, 2002)
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Given the double pressure of the workload issue and 
the recruitment crisis, it became clear that the solution 
was to reduce the demands on teachers’ time and make 
the most of that which was available, therefore freeing 
teachers to teach by stripping out everything that was 
not directly related to teaching and learning. There was 
a sense of building the quantum of support for 
teaching and learning – led by teachers, but supported 
by paraprofessionals. 

The Government had a two-pronged strategy – one 
element was to continue to increase its efforts to recruit 
teachers through incentives and better campaigning 
via what was then the Teacher Training Agency (TTA), 
the other was to think in a very different way about the 
school workforce. It is notable that around this time the 
DfE policy unit known as “Teachers Group” was 
renamed the School Workforce Unit. 

David Miliband remembers being briefed on three key 
issues when appointed as Schools Minister in June 
2002: a longstanding complaint about teacher 
workload, teachers’ professional development and a 
debate about “associate teachers”. This last issue was 
not unfamiliar, as during his time at the Institute for 
Public Policy Research (IPPR) he had worked on 
Michael Barber’s publication with Tim Brighouse, 
Partners in Change,6 which had claimed that the 
teaching workforce was under strain and called for a 
radical new plan for professional “associate teachers” 
to be brought into the classroom. The terminology may 
have changed, but the issue remained the same. 

There is no question that something needed to be 
done – to halt the recruitment crisis, to address teacher 
workload and to remove the constant threat of 
industrial action. And it needed to be done differently. 

Public Sector Reform: Critical Success Factors 
After 18 years of Conservative rule, it is not surprising 
that Labour came to power with a commitment to 
public sector reform. After all, public services are the 
lifeblood of the Labour Party – even the New Labour 
variety – and education had already been identified 
within the Manifesto as the number one priority. 

Is there, then, a particular context or set of 
circumstances necessary to trigger or enable public 
sector reform and, once that trigger has been pulled, 
what factors are necessary to secure effective 
implementation? 

Dr Nigel Carr, Director of the Reform Programme, who 

was Programme Manager for The National 
Remodelling Team – the change agency given the task 
of supporting the School Workforce Partnership with 
successful implementation of the National Agreement 
on Raising Standards and Tackling Workload – 
identified the following as critical success factors for 
public sector reform: 

• workforce reform levers; 

• social partnership; 

• challenge to the system; 

• enabling programme; 

• implementation resources; 

• mainstream delivery; 

• public sector resources. 

In terms of levers for reform, at the start of the 21st 
century a number of significant pressures were driving 
change in education: pupil assessment, social changes, 
budget constraints, employment legislation, 
technological changes and Government initiatives, as 
well as the critical factors of industrial action, 
worsening industrial relations and the teacher supply 
crisis. It was what might be called “a perfect storm”. 
Those issues that have already been considered: 
retention issues (workload was cited as the major 
reason for leaving the profession), recruitment (it was 
becoming increasingly hard to make teaching 
attractive); the fact that 30% of a teacher’s working 
week was spent on non-teaching activities; teachers 
were retiring faster (nearly 50% would reach 60 over 
the next 15 years) and the need for development of 
professional support staff – all could be seen as 
symptoms of the wider pressures above. What that 
created was an opportunity – and a pressing one at 
that – for schools to improve the working conditions 
for the whole staff, be more effective and ensure 
standards continue to improve. 

However, this scale of public sector reform could not 
be achieved without additional resources – both 
financial, human and tools to support implementation. 
Christina McAnea, who during the time of the School 
Workforce Partnership was Unison’s National Secretary 
for members working in education and children’s 
services, is in no doubt that reform of this type could 
not be effective without adequate resourcing: “The 
Government was putting money into public services. 
It was a period of expansion and it felt like the School 
Workforce Partnership was genuinely about trying to 

Partners in change: Enhancing the teaching profession; Sir Michael Barber and Tim Brighouse (January 1992)
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improve things for staff and pupils. This kind of reform 
could not have got off the ground in a time of 
austerity.” In Time for Standards,7 Estelle Morris 
underlined this with a commitment of an extra £12.8 
billion annually by 2005-06, as a “necessary but not 
sufficient condition for change.” 

Social partnership is a critical success factor for any 
large-scale public sector reform to be truly effective; 
ensuring that reform is not “done to” but “done with” 
those affected by it. It provides a foundation for future 
cooperation and system transformation, and provides 
a modern, progressive form of Government/ 
employer/trade union relations that has the power to 
effect significant reform through joint objectives, 
provider-led reform and a shared vision of the future. 

In his chapter for the PSRG Collection, Charles Clarke 
says that “dysfunctional discourse” characterises the 
relationship between Government and the professions 
in just about every public service, and so: “The 
establishment of a new relationship of confidence is 
a precondition both for the success of public sector 
reform and for the survival of respect for the 
professions in the modern era.”8 

Brendan Barber was eager to see the outcome of this 
new relationship: “I was very keen to see if there could 
be a successful model of partnership working in a key 
public service. It would be a positive point for 
intelligent trade union engagement and the 
management of public sector reform.” 

The Government recognised the importance of the 
partnership, saying in Time for Standards, notably 
subtitled “reforming the school workforce”: “Working 
together with the Government, the education partners 
must seize the chance to secure a win-win outcome on 
pupil standards and teacher workload. This generation 
has a unique opportunity to get this right. We shall 
not get a second chance.” 

Origins of the School Workforce Partnership 
This report has looked at the context in which the 
School Workforce Partnership arose – in particular, the 
education landscape in the late 1990s through to the 
early years of the 21st century. Yet this did not 
necessarily mean that social partnership was the 
inevitable consequence. Indeed, given the limited 
history of social partnerships in the UK, it might have 
seemed a surprising outcome. In this section we will 

consider the specific set of events and negotiations 
that led to the creation of the School Workforce 
Partnership. 

Whilst the National Agreement was signed and sealed 
on the watch of Charles Clarke and David Miliband, 
we need to go a little further back to the end of 
Labour’s first term to see its origins. 

In the autumn of 2001, Estelle Morris brought Lord 
Puttnam (founder of the Teaching Awards), Ralph 
Tabberer (then-Chief Executive of the Teacher Training 
Agency) and one of her senior officials around the table 
to debate the current teaching situation – principally, 
what was seen as an artificial supply crisis (unwittingly 
created by her predecessor channelling increased 
funding into schools), the workload issue and the 
constant threat of industrial action. 

It was this discussion, amongst others, that resulted in 
a landmark speech given by Estelle Morris to the Social 
Market Foundation on 12 November 2001, which led 
to the pamphlet Professionalism and Trust.9 This 
articulated many of the key messages which were to 
underpin the direction of policy and the work of the 
School Workforce Partnership well beyond Morris’s 
short term in office: the need for teachers to focus on 
teaching and learning; the necessity for whole school 
remodelling; the need to tackle teacher workload – all 
wrapped around a strong standards agenda. 

The implication was that some re-engineering of the 
teaching profession was needed, with the introduction 
of a new cadre of para-professionals, similar to that in 
professions such as law and medicine. Professionalism 
and Trust encapsulated the problem and the need for 
radical solutions. It summed up the “burning 
platform”. There was a sense at both Ministerial and 
official level of a need to rethink and that 
Government’s traditional methods of problem-solving 
were not going to work. 

The Department’s arguably risky strategy was to use the 
debate sparked by Professionalism and Trust to bring the 
unions around the table to discuss the creation of a joint 
platform going forward. Given the radicalism of some of 
the proposals, there is no way that they could have been 
delivered (at least not peacefully) without the unions 
being on board. At the same time, the unions could 
already see a potentially disappointing outcome after 
the first term of New Labour with its lacklustre progress 

Time for Standards: Reforming the School Workforce, 2002
 
8 PSRG Collection, Effective Governance and the Role of Public Service Professionals, A Chapter, by Rt Hon Charles Clarke MP (2007) 
9 Professionalism and Trust – the future of teachers and teaching 
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on public sector reform, so they were keen to prove that 
they could be good partners. There was also a certain 
element of weariness with the confrontational nature of 
the relationship between the unions and the previous 
Government. Chris Keates recalls: “We were reeling after 
18 years of boom and bust in terms of teachers’ pay, 
ineffective teachers’ contracts and frequent industrial 
action. We were going from one dispute to the next – we 
would get some gains, but they were never sustainable. 
We needed a new style of negotiation.” 

Dr Patrick Roach (Deputy General Secretary, NASUWT) 
echoes this, calling the School Workforce Partnership 
“a coherent and rational response to a set of deep-
rooted long-term problems. There was a pragmatic 
element and an ethical element, but fundamentally it 
enabled us to make decisions and make things happen 
in a practical way; on the ground.” 

Brendan Barber and the TUC played a significant role 
in opening up the process with Government, advising 
that for any such major change to take effect, they 
needed to take people with them, and acting as 
honest broker to Chair the discussions between the 
unions and Government. 

There followed over a year of intense discussion and 
negotiation. David Miliband joined Estelle Morris as 
her Minister for Schools in early summer, with Charles 
Clarke replacing her as Secretary of State in October 
2002. Widely considered to be the architect of what 
was to become the School Workforce Partnership, 
David Miliband was committed to creating a model 
that worked. His approach was, as he puts it: “To create 
a positive sum game. First there was the substantive 
part in terms of the issues – achieving gains for all 
concerned by enabling teachers to focus on that which 
would benefit pupils and at the same time reduce their 
workload. Secondly, there was the process part – to try 
and create a social partnership model that worked 
over the long term.” 

The double act of David Miliband and Charles Clarke 
worked well. Clarke is a strong supporter of social 
partnership as an economic model and one which he 
feels should have been more at the heart of Labour’s 
strategy. As he puts it: “Schools had been wrecked by 
conflicts with Margaret Thatcher. We had to get back 
to a more cooperative approach.” 

Chris Keates recalls an early workforce group that 
included representatives from business and the 
Chambers of Commerce, but this was then stripped 
back to the Government, unions and employers when 
it was clear no progress was being made. “David 

Miliband brought the hard edge necessary for 
progress.” 

These intense discussions were focused around what 
was to become the National Agreement on Raising 
Standards and Tackling Workload, which had to set 
out some wins for all parties at the start. Union leaders 
had to persuade Executives and members; Ministers 
had to persuade Cabinet colleagues. The big win for 
Government was the tacit signalling of industrial 
relations harmony, but it could have all gone horribly 
wrong. 

The biggest risk to the partnership came in the summer 
of 2002. Up until that point, the NUT had been around 
the negotiating table with the other unions, but Doug 
McAvoy’s concerns about the role of teaching assistants 
in supporting teaching were echoed (somewhat more 
strongly) by the NUT Executive and, once the concept 
of the social partnership and the Agreement to 
underpin it was finalised, they had no option but to 
sign up or pull out. 

The longer-term implications of this will be covered 
later on, but there is no doubt that this also caused a 
wobble within NAHT ranks, which had always had 
strong links with the NUT and significant amounts of 
cross-membership. But the then General Secretary of 
the NAHT, David Hart, felt they should be part of this 
important development and, for the time being at 
least, faced down internal opposition. 

Hindsight is a wonderful thing and there is much 
speculation about why the NUT really withdrew from 
negotiations, but nonetheless it is highly likely that they 
expected the partnership to fall apart without them; 
that they would effectively have the right to veto. 

However, Charles Clarke was unequivocal that the 
partnership would carry on and, indeed, the 
Government threw its weight even more strongly 
behind it – symbolised in the photo of the Secretary 
of State linking hands with the other signatories to the 
Agreement on 15 January 2003. The School Workforce 
Partnership was born. 

A Shared Vision 
A key component of most successful change models is 
the existence of a “burning platform”, in this case, as 
has previously been identified – teacher workload, 
recruitment crisis, need for professionalisation of 
support staff, and so on. Equally important is the 
existence of a clear vision and, in the case of a 
programme that relies on a partnership model to make 
it work, a shared vision. 
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The vision must enable people to imagine what the 
future will look like once the change has happened 
and inspire people to work to make it a reality. It 
cannot just be the absence of the current problem, but 
a positive vision of the future. 

The language of Time for Standards is deliberately 
visionary, talking about “an historic opportunity to 
make substantial progress towards a vision of a world-
class education system for all” and creating “a school 
workforce fit to meet the challenges of the 21st 
century.” 

Heath Monk, a former DfES official, says: “There was 
a shared desire to have teachers focused on teaching, 
schools being more flexible in the deployment of 
teachers, and the growth of the school workforce 
would allow that.” 

All partners agree that there was a shared vision of 
the way that people should work and what the role of 
a professional teacher in schools should be, i.e. focused 
on teaching and learning. Whilst that now seems 
almost blindingly obvious, Brian Lightman (General 
Secretary, ASCL) is clear that: “It was an ambitious 
vision and there were tensions on the detail. But we 
were clear that there are always different ways of 
doing things, as long as the teacher is always in charge 
of designing the learning.” 

Within that overall shared vision, a partnership model 
relies on there being something in it for all partners. It 
could not (and would not) be just the case of trade 
unions and employers selflessly signing up to help the 
Government achieve its objectives. Therefore, for 
example, the NASUWT’s prime concern was the 
conditions of their members, so the elimination of 
administrative tasks and reduction of cover was key; for 
ATL and what was then PAT, it was a chance to be a 
serious player at the table, and for the support staff 
unions there was the opportunity for higher status, more 
training and career progression for their members. For 
the employers, it was a chance to influence the agenda 
and be part of a collaborative process. 

David Miliband is definite about this: “We were very 
clear about our goals and thought social partnership 
was the way of achieving them. You’ve got to give 
something to get something. This was a way of getting 
steps forward for the education system with people 
who had the same commitment to that system, but 
also had interests of their own.” 

10 Time for Standards: Reforming the School Workforce (2002) 

That shared vision was very powerful. For the trade 
unions, having one voice with Government was 
significant – having their logos sitting alongside that 
of the Department on the National Agreement, WAMG 
notes and other documentation that followed was a 
powerful statement that sent a strong message to 
schools. 

Equally significant was when the unions, on a number 
of occasions, gave joint evidence to the STRB 
alongside Government, because it did mean that 
Government had to think and act differently. It was 
not a question of ceding power, but about thinking 
how it might be exercised differently. 

Transforming the Modern Professional 

The National Agreement had at its core an ambition 
to refocus teachers’ time on the deployment of their 
professional skills to deliver high-quality teaching and 
learning. In order to make that ambition a reality, it 
was clear that there needed to be some re-engineering 
not just of the teaching profession, but also of the 
whole school workforce, to allow: “Time for teaching. 
Support in teaching. Leadership of teaching. These are 
the key components of a fundamental reform of the 
school workforce that will free our teachers to develop 
new models of teaching and learning that will bring 
about a transformation in school standards.”10 

Charles Clarke says that there was a somewhat 
“teacherist” view prevailing in education at the time, 
which ignored the contribution of the whole school 
workforce to children’s education and development. 
David Miliband echoes this, setting out their 
alternative vision, which was “for every professional 
working in schools to be recognised as a professional, 
developed as a professional and deploying their 
professional skills to maximum effect and to the 
benefit of pupils. That means spending the most time 
on the higher value elements of their craft.” 

A key element of allowing that focus on higher-value 
activities was the publication of an illustrative list of 
25 non-teaching tasks to be removed from teachers 
that included chasing absence, invigilating exams, 
managing pupil data and taking charge of the 
somewhat contentious classroom display – the 
majority of which would be transferred to support 
staff, dealt with through better use of technology or, 
in some cases, eliminated altogether. 

14
 



 

School support staff numbers had been growing 
steadily over the first term of the Labour Government 
to bring the number of support staff in schools to 
around 216,000 (full-time equivalent). Yet they were 
still seen as a largely homogenous, insignificant group 
in terms of their influence within schools and the wider 
sector. GMB’s National Secretary for Public Services, 
Brian Strutton, recalls the importance of David 
Miliband’s speech at GMB’s 2004 annual conference, 
where he set out his vision of a whole school workforce 
and the role of professional support staff in the 
classroom: “His commitment made us committed and 
we began to see it as a workforce we should take more 
seriously.” 

The inclusion of the support staff unions in the School 
Workforce Partnership was an important statement 
about the role of support staff in schools, symbolising 
their role in supporting teaching and learning and as 
valuable members of the team. Charles Clarke says that 
a key role of the social partners was to agree how best 
to use all the resources within a school in order to get 
the best outcomes. He says it was the antithesis to the 
NUT’s popular bumper sticker of the time, which stated, 
“If you can read this, thank a teacher”, because, in fact, 
there are many more people in schools who contribute 
to pupils’ educational achievements, as well, of course, 
as their parents and family. 

Yet it was not all plain sailing. As indicated earlier, the 
nature of the 25 tasks caused some debate, 
particularly in primary schools where the shift was 
more radical, and the NUT, despite seeking to claim 
responsibility for originating the list, voiced worries 
about inappropriate deployment of support staff as its 
central concern about the National Agreement. 

Additionally, there were concerns within the teaching 
profession about how an increase in professional 
autonomy, whereby teachers were trusted how and 
what to teach, could exist within a national legislative 
framework. If teachers were to be in charge of pupils’ 
learning, then why could they not decide for 
themselves if it was a good use of their time to put up 
a classroom display? Likewise, if headteachers were to 
be free to “remodel school staffing, the organisation 
of the school day, school week and school year”, as 
cited in Time for Standards, how could they do this if 
they had to ensure 10% planning, preparation and 
assessment (PPA) time, as well as the implementation 
of the other contractual changes? As Charles Clarke 

says: “The professionals themselves need to be the 
agents of change, to take command of that process 
rather than being pressed into it.”11 

This tension between local and individual autonomy 
and national legislation rumbled on, albeit fairly 
quietly, but nonetheless there is a widespread 
acceptance that a greater professionalism among both 
teachers and support staff is one of the lasting 
legacies of the School Workforce Partnership. Deborah 
Simpson, Principal Professional Officer at what was 
then PAT, believes that: “It refocused teachers on their 
professional standing and created a more confident 
self image.” Mary Bousted agrees that: “The 
professionalism of teachers has greatly increased. It 
has changed practice and shifted the paradigm.” 

School Workforce Partnership in Practice 
We have considered how the School Workforce 
Partnership came about and what it meant in 
principle, but what did it look like in practice? 

What is unanimously agreed upon is the level of time, 
resource and commitment required to drive the 
partnership forward on the part of the Government, 
unions and employers. One official has described how, 
in 2002, before the partnership was fully formed, 
bilateral and multi-partite meetings were held almost 
daily to hammer out the detail of the National 
Agreement and to keep everyone, in the words of 
David Miliband, “on the bus”. 

From 2003, formal meetings were reduced to once a 
week, but they took up the best part of a day and 
required huge amounts of work, in terms of 
preparation, follow-up and out-of-meeting 
negotiation. Anita Jermyn, representing the employers 
through NEOST, says that “the Workforce Agreement 
Monitoring Group (WAMG) became almost a lifestyle 
– it was very intense.” Particularly for the smaller 
unions, that time commitment, often by the General 
Secretary, was a huge challenge, but as Mary Bousted 
says: “I never wanted not to be around the table, 
because you only have to consider the alternative. It 
tied the unions into the reform agenda and gave 
teachers a voice. The prize for our commitment was 
that we got things done.” 

The Department provided the Secretariat, supported first 
by the National Remodelling Team and later by the 
Training and Development Agency (TDA). In recognition 
of the nature of the partnership, meetings took place not 

11 PSRG Collection, Effective Governance and the Role of Public Service Professionals, A Chapter, by Rt Hon Charles Clarke MP (2007) 
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only in Sanctuary Buildings, but also in other settings, 
including the offices of the NASUWT and ATL, as well 
as external offices hired by the DfES – a significant 
departure for officials and an important one. Patrick 
Roach says that: “Social Partnership was co-produced 
right down the line; from how decisions were made, to 
planning activity, communications and dissemination, 
right through to where we would meet and sharing the 
costs of the process between the partners.” 

The partnership was very evidence-driven and once the 
National Agreement was in full implementation mode, 
huge volumes of data from the field had to be collated 
and presented by the NRT/TDA and pored over by the 
partners. 

There was a formal and informal structure. All 
decisions were taken by consensus and that consensus 
was always, if slowly, reached because of all the effort 
made to pre-empt and work through any issues ahead 
of the meetings. Dame Pat Collarbone, Director of the 
National Remodelling Team, believes that the level of 
work between meetings was crucial: “There was a lot 
less blood on the carpet than there might have been!” 

It was undeniably a highly managed model and John 
Bangs (Former Head of Education, NUT) in his essay 
“Social Partnership: The Wider Context” suggests that 
“very few social partnership agreements involve the 
detail and relationships which exist within the SPA 
[Social Partnership Agreement]. The SPA has redefined 
the meaning of Social Partnership away from the 
meaning commonly understood in the rest of Europe.”12 

Heath Monk contrasts this new consensual way of 
working with what had gone before: “My experience 
of meetings before the social partnership was that it 
was all very scripted with set-piece presentations and 
the Department having pre-determined the outcome. 
The social partners got into the issues in a much more 
fundamental way.” 

Alan Johnson (Secretary of State for Education and 
Skills, 2006-7) outlines what he sees as the essential 
nature of social partnership: “A genuine social 
partnership is a two-way process – decisions are made 
together. Everyone involved [in the School Workforce 
Partnership] felt that it was a genuine partnership, so 
as the Government it was important that we exposed 
our arguments and ideas to the unions and listened 
to their feedback. Even when we didn’t like it!” 

Partners had to accept that the Government had a 

12 FORUM, Volume 48, Number 2, 2006 

mandate to govern and would set the direction of travel 
and, in recognition of that, it was agreed that the 
arbiter would be the Minister for Schools – something 
that was only resorted to on three occasions, but was 
a potential risk for the unions and employers. However, 
there was a clear escalation procedure, which was 
about getting people in the right place by people 
working together both nationally and locally, so formal 
dispute resolution was rarely required. 

There were two other key operating principles 
underpinning the partnership. First, that nothing was 
agreed until everyone agreed, which inevitably made 
for a slow and protracted decision-making process, but 
did make implementation easier at a local level. Hilary 
Emery is clear on that: “What was powerful was how 
we reached agreement and then went out and did it. 
It was the thrashing through that got you to 
agreement. We would never have got the uptake from 
schools without having had that forum in which to 
argue the nuts and bolts.” Second was that all 
discussions were confidential – something which the 
NUT criticised the partners for, saying that it meant 
that their voices were “muffled” as a result – but was 
crucial in keeping the partnership together. 

The quid pro quo was a level of concertation with 
Government rarely seen before. As Brendan Barber 
says: “My impression of the Social Partnership is that 
it was very impressive. The level of engagement was 
very intense. There had never been that access to 
policy thinking in the Department.” 

Various partners describe how the shape of WAMG 
changed over time, with some feeling that some 
momentum was lost once the phased activity and clear 
set of milestones of the National Agreement had 
passed. Others have said that once the austerity 
measures began to kick in during 2008 it began to 
feel less like progress was being made and that some 
level of set-piece policy presentation returned. 
However, those presentations were also about 
reaching towards new parameters and exploring other 
areas of Government policy; even if the impact of the 
legislative change of the earlier years was not enacted, 
there is little doubt that WAMG’s reach was greater 
than it had been in 2003. 

Nonetheless, there is unanimous agreement that even 
when it got difficult, partnership was far preferable to 
the alternative. Hilary Emery says: “I loved it. I loved 
the challenge of helping to make it work. [The School 
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Workforce Partnership] was one of the most difficult, 
frustrating, challenging and satisfying things I’ve ever 
had the pleasure to work on. Policy we saw during that 
period was better policy as a result – more effectively 
implemented and with greater impact.” 

The Dynamics of Collaboration 
With or without social partnership, collaboration is 
central to the way in which public policy is made. 
Partnership is about sharing responsibility and 
overcoming those barriers presented by inter-
organisational silos, sectoral boundaries or 
public/private sector differences of language and 
approach. There is a shared notion of working together 
for the common good, which underpinned the 
existence of the School Workforce Partnership. 

In Markets, Hierarchies and Networks, Thompson et al 
suggest that all collaborative relationships derive from 
one of three governance forms: contracts, partnerships 
or networks.13 Yet in some ways the School Workforce 
Partnership could be said to accommodate all three – 
a binding contract in the form of the National 
Agreement, failure to deliver on which would have led 
to significant consequences; an informal network in 
the sense that it was grounded in relationships 
between key individuals and, of course, partnership, 
which is often described as collaboration through 
“joint decision making and production.”14 

But there is a reason why it was called the School 
Workforce Partnership – Partnership delivers what 
Huxham calls “collaborative advantage”, i.e. the whole 
is greater than the sum of its parts.15 Through social 
partnership, Government, employers and unions were 
able to achieve more for their beneficiaries than could 
have been achieved individually. There was also a 
commitment to working together in the long term, not 
just making one-off joint decisions. 

But partnership, particularly one as complex and 
involving as many different players as the School 
Workforce Partnership, is rarely straightforward. Within 
the collective will and shared vision, there will always 
be individual perspectives, priorities and power 
struggles, which lead to an interesting and sometimes 
challenging dynamic between partners. Partners 
within WAMG acknowledge that they often had 
competing, if not conflicting, interests. 

The nature of traditional industrial relations is that 
unions and employers negotiate together to reach (or 
not reach) agreement. However, in WAMG, not 
reaching agreement was not an option. It was, as one 
partner put it: “Reach agreement or get off the bus.” 
This could make it difficult for those who would 
traditionally have been on opposite sides of the fence. 
It also led to a very slow decision-making process due 
to the underpinning WAMG principle of “nothing is 
agreed until everything is agreed by everybody”. The 
definition and guidance around what constituted 
“rarely cover” is an example cited by many partners as 
a case in point. 

Various partners recall difficult moments when people 
could have questioned whether the partnership could 
continue. The introduction of Teaching and Learning 
Responsibility (TLR) payments created internal and 
external concern; as well as the debate around rarely 
cover, the notion of cover itself – particularly the use 
of support staff in that regard – was much more 
contentious than the introduction of PPA. The greater 
use of teaching assistants overall caused tension for 
those with members who secured a lot of their income 
through short-term supply work. People were also 
concerned at the introduction of performance 
management arrangements, which replaced a rather 
arbitrary system. 

It was also difficult for traditional power dynamics and 
allegiances to be completely overcome. Charles Clarke 
believes that: “Central Government shouldn’t have the 
power to intervene directly in schools and therefore if 
any power was given up by us, it wasn’t a power that 
was ever exercised. Government has influence, but not 
power.” Nonetheless, a lot of power sat with the 
Department always chairing the partnership, and 
officials are clear that they were there to help deliver 
Ministerial objectives through the School Workforce 
Partnership. However, the partnership enabled them 
to deliver more of the Government’s agenda, in part 
because the period of relative industrial peace allowed 
the Department to get on with other things, but also 
because the partnership was engaged in a raft of 
policy-related discussions which would not have 
happened otherwise, meaning that the Government 
was effectively co-developing education policy across 
the peace with unions and employers. 

13	 Markets, Hierarchies and Networks: The Coordination of Social Life; G Thompson, J Frances, R Levacic and J Mitchell (1991) 
14	 Governing Public-Private Partnerships: Analysing and Managing the Process and Institutional Characteristics of Public-Private Part­

nerships, E-H Klijn and G R Teisman from Public-Private Partnerships: Theory and Practice in International Perspective (2000) 
15	 Various essays/articles by C Huxham and S Vangen 

17
 

http:parts.15
http:networks.13


Tension between the headteacher and teacher unions 
was inevitably a factor in the collaborative dynamics. 
Traditionally, Government had always tended to listen 
to the headteacher voice but, particularly with the size 
of the NASUWT, who took a major role in driving 
forward the partnership, the teacher voice was equally 
vocal, if not considerably louder. 

Chris Keates explains the challenge: “The NAHT were 
used to collective bargaining and a culture of 
headteachers having a veto on what went forward. In the 
Social Partnership nobody had a veto. This was very 
difficult for the NAHT to sell within its own organisation.” 

There were some tensions around elements of the 
legislation. Headteacher unions felt that the teaching 
unions were trying to tie them down too much in areas 
where they wanted to retain the headteachers’ 
decision-making power for their members – the 25 
tasks and rarely cover being prime examples. As a 
general rule, headteacher unions wanted a minimalist 
approach to guidance, where the teaching unions 
wanted stronger management. This led to extended 
negotiations on matters that arguably should not have 
been in the room, but were not necessarily about the 
detail itself, but as an example of a wider principle. 

It was an interesting dynamic for the smallest 
representative body – what was then the PAT – as well. 
As Deborah Simpson puts it: “In theory, we had an 
equal say, but in practice we probably didn’t. However, 
as a non-TUC body, this was a forum for us to both 
have a say and be in the know. And everybody had 
input, because everybody had to sign everything off.” 

The support staff unions were also new to the 
education table and, as Christina McAnea describes: 
“To begin with, the Department was very unclear about 
what to do with us. They would make all sorts of 
assumptions about what support staff would do – 
assuming they could just give them more work without 
any impact on workload or status. This changed over 
time, but it was a learning process for everybody.” 

However, the visible collaboration at national level on 
WAMG was of fundamental importance, because it was 
modelling a way of working that was then mirrored 
through local WAMGs and echoed at school level 
through a whole school conversation alongside a School 
Change Team, which embodied David Miliband’s call 
for “no class division in the classroom”. The partnership 
was able to continue despite the various external 
challenges and internal tensions, because it was able 

ultimately to persuade the profession that the direction 
of travel was the right one, and that a united front made 
the partnership stronger. 

Individuals, Leadership and Representation 

One of the fascinating aspects of any inter-
organisational partnership is the way in which it is 
built as a collaboration of bodies (organisations), but 
is enacted by a collaboration of bodies (people). The 
WAMG was run on a day-to-day basis by a collection 
of individuals – yet the role of those individuals was 
to represent their own organisation’s perspective and 
act as the voice of their members. 

Lowndes and Skelcher, in their book looking at multi-
organisational partnerships, draw on an example of a 
partnership involving a regional Government Office 
and cite one civil servant who described the process of 
building trust and infrastructure for more formalised 
collaborative activity: “I have meetings with X on 
bridges and pavements in the city – he says what the 
council can do and I say what we can do, then we put 
it together. Individuals not institutions is what it’s all 
about – individuals can work together and understand 
what it’s all about.”16 

The individuals within WAMG had to perform a 
difficult balancing act. They needed to represent their 
organisations and their members, but they also 
needed to develop and exercise the individual capacity 
to work across boundaries, reconcile tensions and work 
effectively with peers to drive forward collaboration. 

No matter how committed individual members were 
to the partnership, this would not be valid without the 
support and backing of their membership. Almost all 
partners remember difficult conversations with their 
Executive. Mary Bousted recalls numerous challenges: 
“On several occasions I had to speak against motions 
to withdraw from the partnership – they were never 
passed, but there was not an uncritical approach to 
social partnership within ATL. We had to be clear to 
our members that this is not something that is being 
‘done to’ us. It was our Agreement that we 
democratically signed up to.” 

Nigel Carr recalls how almost every conference season 
at least one partner had a motion opposing the 
National Agreement or asking for additional support. 
This created nervousness around the table, but at the 
same time validated the process because it meant that 
the partnership took place in the context of a publicly 

16 Lowndes V and Skelcher C (1998) The Dynamics of Multi-organisational Partnerships: An Analysis of Changing Modes of Governance, 
Public Administration, vol 76, no 2 
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democratic discussion where representatives needed 
to pay heed to what their members wanted and bring 
that back to national WAMG. 

Patrick Roach recalls how WAMG members became 
daily advocates for the partnership: “It wasn’t just the 
formal set-pieces at conference, but every time we 
went out and met anybody, we were advocating for 
the partnership. It was a relentless process of 
explaining and educating, and work to persuade 
people took place every day.” 

Internal movements, in particular elections, had an 
impact on the dynamics within the partnership too. 
Internal elections played a major part in the NUT’s 
decision not to sign up and the NAHT’s to later pull 
out. Events within individual unions affected how they 
acted with respect to the School Workforce Partnership 
– this could lead to challenge, but also meant that the 
partnership was able to address concerns raised 
through the democratic processes of individual unions, 
meaning implementation was smoother on the ground, 
because issues were headed off at national level. 

The challenges for NEOST were not the same as for 
other partners, as its role in terms of member 
representation is different. Its role is to put information 
out and support local authorities rather than monitor 
and enforce implementation, and this led to some 
areas of contention with the other partners whose 
approach was much more hands-on. 

Representatives at Ministerial level changed numerous 
times over the course of the partnership and partners 
recall how those different individuals put their own 
stamp on things. David Miliband was very hands-on 
with the partnership during his tenure and his focus was 
on creating an effective model, which would then drive 
through the ambition of raising standards and tackling 
workload. Hilary Emery recalls how “Alan Johnson was 
much less involved with the detail, but very good on 
process; while Ed Balls saw it as a key vehicle for taking 
forward Every Child Matters.” Chris Keates agrees, but 
emphasises how Ed Balls was “the first to put Social 
Partnership on the tin. He wasn’t afraid to articulate 
that and his support strengthened the partnership.” 
Indeed, Balls was so committed to the partnership that 
he sought to enact legislation, through the ASCL Act, 
to ensure compliance, and, on the eve of the 2010 
General Election, published his Teachers’ Guarantee. As 
subsequent Ministers came through, they saw the 
School Workforce Partnership as a vehicle for their own 
policy areas, so perhaps it is through Government that 
the tension between individual and organisational 
representation can most clearly be seen. 

Breaking with Tradition 
Whilst unions have to work with Government to try 
and win support for their policies, the traditional 
relationship between unions and Government is 
typically oppositional – particularly in the late 
90s/early 2000s after a long period of Conservative 
rule. Alan Johnson, a former General Secretary of the 
Communication Workers Union, feels that in the UK, 
trade unionism has always been about uniting against 
the boss and this has never really changed, so, taking 
this to its natural conclusion, the highest level of boss 
is Central Government, to which unions are inevitably 
opposed. 

The crucial factor which enabled the School Workforce 
Partnership and a more progressive union/Government 
relationship was the intersection of what the 
Government and unions wanted in terms of practical 
reform. 

David Miliband says: “I felt that the traditional 
relationship between teacher unions and Government 
was not productive – for teachers, Government or 
pupils.” This belief led to the creation of the School 
Workforce Partnership. It was about Government 
saying to the unions that it would work with them in 
a very different way – as partners. 

Mary Bousted is clear that: “It was a new role for trade 
unions – moving beyond our traditional oppositional 
role to more constructive agreement.” Chris Keates 
echoes this: “It made us articulate much more clearly 
what we were for, not just what we were against.” 

Of course, this new arrangement was not without its 
difficulties and it was particularly tricky for NEOST who, 
as the employers, would have traditionally been on the 
opposite side of the fence. This probably meant that 
they agreed to policies they would traditionally have 
opposed in order to keep the partnership together. 

The NUT refusal to sign up has been said by many to 
be as a result of not wanting to take part in this new 
kind of collaborative union/Government relationship. 
What this meant is that the partners could be said to 
have effectively replaced their traditional enemy (the 
Government) with a new one (the NUT). 

The UK and Europe 
This is not a fully comprehensive nor academic study, 
but it is worth making reference to some of the 
differences between the School Workforce Partnership 
and other social partnerships across Western Europe. 

In Stephen Boyd’s research on European social 
partnership models, carried out to inform thinking on 
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the development of a Social and Economic Partnership 
in Scotland, he found that “social partnership 
continues to be the norm in Western Europe and 
commonly involves concertation in employment policy. 
Significantly wider policy concertation occurs only in 
Austria and Ireland.”17 He found very little in the UK, 
but the work predated the School Workforce 
Partnership and Agenda for Change, which came into 
operation on 1 December 2004 around an agreement 
between the unions, employers and Government to 
harmonise pay scales and career progression across 
traditionally separate pay groups in the NHS. 

As a general rule, Boyd concludes that social 
partnership seems most active and all-encompassing 
in smaller countries. The partnership agreement in 
Ireland covers most of the economy, wage levels, 
workplace issues and social inclusion. In Austria, which 
seems to have the most embedded system, social 
partnership is more of an ongoing method of policy 
making, rather than a one-off that focuses on a 
particular sector or issue. 

One of the partnerships which draws most comparison 
to the School Workforce Partnership is the Swedish 

School Development Agreement, about which Colin 
Brock says: “The decentralisation of schools and the 
five-year school development agreement have given 
teachers an increased influence over the development 
of the school and, at the same time, an increased 
responsibility for its development.”18 

John Bangs feels that what was lost by the School 
Workforce Partnership was “a major opportunity to 
establish a social partnership model of the 
Scandinavian countries at the time. It could have 
shifted industrial relations inside the education sector 
to an embedded structural dialogue that subsequent 
Governments would have found harder to ignore.” 

Heath Monk agrees that this would have been the 
ideal outcome, but feels that Sweden has the 
advantage of a much more stable political system, 
having been dominated by the Social Democrats for 
the vast majority of the last 100 years, and a more 
stable education system, less subject to the whims of 
individual Ministers and the constant arrival of new 
initiatives. 

17 Partnership Working: European Social Partnership Models, Stephen Boyd, STUC, August 2002 
18 Education in a Single Europe, Dr Colin Brock and Withhold Tulasiewicz, 2002 
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ISSUES AND ACTION
 

Transforming the School Workforce Pathfinder 
As a precursor to the wider rollout of workforce 
remodelling and to test out some of the ways in which 
schools might reduce teacher workload, in spring 
2002 the DfES launched the Transforming the School 
Workforce Pathfinder Project (TSWP) – a pilot project 
in 32 schools with a further nine comparator schools. 
The aims were to secure reductions in the weekly hours 
worked by teachers and to increase the proportion of 
those hours spent on teaching or directly related tasks. 

These aims were supported by change management 
training, overseen by a team from the London Leadership 
Centre led by Dame Pat Collarbone, together with the 
following resources to initiate new working practices: 
consultancy support, funds for additional support staff, 
provision of ICT hardware and software, funding the 
bursarial training of school managers and providing 
schools with capital build resources. 

The success or otherwise of the Pathfinder has tended 
to arouse controversy due to the additional resources 
that the schools received, which would not then be 
replicated across the country. Charles Clarke says this is 
because “‘Pilot schemes’ are still seen as somehow apart 
from regular public services, so the issue becomes 
finding funds to extend the pilot rather than turning the 
positive lessons learned from the pilot into regular 
professional practice… So the commitment from both 
Government and the profession, in each area, should be 
together to learn the lesson of the pilots and then to 
apply it to transform professional practice.”19 

Caroline Coles, former headteacher of Horton Lodge, 
one of the Pathfinder schools, supports this and is 
adamant that the money was not the most important 
thing: “We weren’t just given money, we were given 
licence. We were given permission to do things that 
we couldn’t do within the parameters of the local 
authority. We were given the right to explore different 
territories and to do it rapidly.” 

Heath Monk agrees: “TSWP was like a practice run – a 
lot of ideas ended up in the later guidance. It went 
from being something that cost a lot to something 
that would save money and create efficiencies.” 

So what kind of things did the Pathfinder schools do? 
Schools had funding to appoint additional support 

staff, but the project evaluation concluded that more 
important was how schools changed the role of 
support staff and raised their status.20 For example, at 
Park Vale School, a full-time bursar was appointed 
which improved management and access to financial 
data and created a more efficient line management 
system for administrative staff. In the small schools 
cluster there was strong evidence that the role of 
teaching assistants developed in ways that enabled 
teaching headteachers to have time to lead and 
manage the school. 

In order to review and reduce workload, teachers were 
encouraged to question their roles, and schools gave 
examples of tasks that were transferred to others. At 
Meadow School, “Planning became more efficient with 
guaranteed meeting time in the working day, but it is 
how teachers began to question their role and work-
life balance that can be seen as a major 
breakthrough.” 

Some schools looked at altering the school day, 
restructuring the school week or reconfiguring a 
particular day, and ICT was also used to reshape 
learning. Schools also road-tested the idea of Change 
Management Teams. These teams were made up of 
staff from all levels and they were encouraged to 
engage in “blue sky thinking”. 

Despite the relatively short timeframe, the formal 
evaluation found that the Project had made an impact 
on reducing teachers’ working hours. It also made the 
role of support staff more prominent and effective. 
There was some controversy, largely fuelled by the 
media, about initiatives such as providing dog-walking 
or ironing services for teachers, but these were isolated 
and largely insignificant incidents. There were 
concerns, though, about the sustainability of some 
changes that had come as a result of extra resources. 
This was something that would need to be addressed 
by the School Workforce Partnership in the national 
rollout of workforce reform. 

The National Agreement 
The National Agreement on Raising Standards and 
Tackling Workload was the central hub around which 
the School Workforce Partnership revolved. The School 
Workforce Partnership would not have existed without 

19 PSRG collection, Effective Governance and the role of public service professionals, Chapter by Rt Hon Charles Clarke MP (2007) 
20 Transforming the School Workforce Pathfinder Evaluation Project, February 2004, Hywel Thomas et al 
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the Agreement, and vice versa. The Agreement 
brought the partners together and kept them there 
over the following eight years, and its significance for 
both the partnership and the wider education 
landscape cannot be underestimated. 

As it says in the introduction to the Agreement itself: 

“This document represents an historic National 
Agreement between Government, employers and 
school workforce unions to help schools, teachers and 
support staff meet the challenges that lie ahead. It 
promises joint action, designed to help every school 
across the country to raise standards and tackle 
workload issues.” 

This was a bold statement of intent, at the same time 
recognising the significance of both the Agreement 
and the partnership that brought it about. 

Signatories to the Agreement were: ATL, the NASUWT 
and PAT (now Voice) representing teachers; NAHT and 
SHA (now ASCL) representing headteachers; GMB, 
TGWU (now Unite) and Unison (representing school 
support staff); NEOST representing employers; the 
DfES and the Welsh Assembly Government. 

Deciding who the signatories would be was not without 
debate. Judith Bennett, former Chair of the National 
Governors Association (formerly National Governors 
Council), says: “We felt that governors should have been 
one of the signatories to the National Agreement. The 
argument was that NEOST was there to represent 
employers, but if we had been a signatory it would have 
been easier to sell it to governors and they needed to 
be on board if it was successfully to be implemented in 
school.” Chris Keates feels that, on reflection, the Local 
Government Association (LGA) should have been 
around the table, but at the time the signatories were 
felt to be the right ones. 

The Agreement is set in the context of the need to find 
new ways of raising standards, in particular by 
supporting pupils who need the greatest help and 
relieving teachers of “the shackles of excessive and 
inappropriate workload”. It is made explicit that 
raising standards and tackling workload are 
interdependent and that schools would also need to 
deploy more support staff in extended roles – money 
for which was dependant on and delivered by the 
autumn spending review. 

A seven-point plan was set out to create time for 
teachers, headteachers and standards, which it is 
worth summarising here: 

•	 progressive reductions in teachers’ overall hours; 

•	 changes to teachers’ contracts so that they would: 

–	 not routinely undertake administrative and 
clerical tasks; 

–	 have a reasonable work/life balance; 

–	 have a reduced burden of cover for absent 
colleagues; 

–	 have guaranteed PPA time; 

–	 have a reasonable allocation of time in support 
of leadership and management and, for 
headteachers, dedicated headship time. 

•	 an attack on unnecessary paperwork and 
bureaucracy; 

•	 reform of support staff roles; 

•	 recruitment of new managers, including business 
and personnel managers; 

•	 a national change management programme; 

•	 monitoring of progress by the signatories. 

The plan makes clear that promoting the Agreement 
was a shared responsibility between Government, 
headteachers and leadership teams, teachers and 
support staff, local education authorities (LEAs) and 
school workforce unions, but a significant share lay 
with the Government in terms of articulating the vision, 
freeing schools from bureaucracy and, crucially, 
ensuring that resources were available to deliver the 
necessary workforce reform. 

What is critical is that the Agreement was not just a 
statement of intent, but a plan of action that was 
enshrined in legislation through changes to the School 
Teachers’ Pay and Conditions Document (STPCD), 
which sets out the statutory requirements for teachers’ 
pay and conditions for maintained schools in England 
and Wales, and which schools and local authorities 
had to abide by. 

Implementation of the changes was to be phased in 
the following way: 

Phase one – 2003 

•	 Promote reductions in overall excessive hours; 

•	 Establish monitoring group; 

•	 Establish new Implementation Review Unit; 

•	 Routine delegation of 24 non-teaching tasks; 

•	 Introduce new work/life balance clauses; 

•	 Introduce leadership and management time; 

•	 Undertake review of use of school closure days. 

Phase two – 2004 

•	 Introduce new limits on covering for absent 
teachers (initially 38 hours/year). 
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Phase three – 2005 	 The NRT was initially created as a division of the
 
National College for School Leadership (NCSL), but 
with its own location, branding and ways of working. 
Despite its appointment by the partners, the NRT had 
to earn the right to become the implementation 
vehicle for the National Agreement and this took time. 
Nigel Carr, who was the key figure within the NRT for 
managing the relationship with the social partners, 
describes the journey as: “In year one, WAMG knew 
more than we did about what was going on in schools 
and they told us. By year three, we knew more detail 
about what was going on and we were able to report 
back to them.” 

•	 Introduce 10% guaranteed professional time for 
PPA; 

•	 Introduce dedicated headship time; 

•	 Introduce new invigilation arrangements. 

These were unquestionably substantial and significant 
changes and so the phasing was important. It meant 
that schools had a clear timetable to stick to and could 
expect appropriate guidance to accompany each 
phase. The changes were also phased to build in 
complexity, starting with those that were perceived to 
be easier to implement and giving schools three years 
to bring in what was anticipated to be the most 
challenging change – the introduction of 10% 
guaranteed PPA time. 

Early tasks for the WAMG were to: 

•	 consider details of the change management 
programme and arrangements for collecting 
evidence; 

•	 establish how quickly progress can be made on 
reducing the limit on cover to below 38 hours; 

•	 establish regular liaison with the Implementation 
Review Unit; 

•	 review circulars 2/98 and 22/98, to agree revised 
text, implementation strategies and timescales; 

•	 contribute to a review of the use of school closure 
days. 

If the Agreement itself was historic, it also heralded a 
completely new way of working for the Department and 
its new partners. It was a highly efficient, almost military-
style operation. Officials recall weekly meetings with the 
Minister for Schools (David Miliband and later Jacqui 
Smith) where progress was monitored using a traffic-light 
system and any issues were escalated to ministers. 
Officials were also able to draw on support from the 
unions when there were implementation problems in 
individual schools, which was a very different dynamic 
to the norm and aroused some suspicion from other 
policy areas within the Department. 

In order to provide the detail on implementation 
progress at school and local authority-level, and to 
support schools with the change management 
necessary for this level of reform, a change agent was 
appointed in the shape of the National Remodelling 
Team (NRT). Headed up by Dame Pat Collarbone, who 
had led the TSWP, supported by a mix of 
educationalists and consultants, its role was to support 
schools, local authorities and the School Workforce 
Partnership. 

As a change agent, the NRT was very much a support 
mechanism. Mary Bousted describes it as “the field 
force of the Social Partnership, which gave us 
information on implementation progress and therefore 
informed what guidance was needed.” WAMG 
governed the actions of the NRT and, as Nigel Carr 
puts it: “They were the worst steering group because 
they were all over the detail, but they were the best 
steering group because they were all over the detail.” 

The NRT’s key roles were to train the field force of 
Local Authority Remodelling Advisors, Consultant 
Leaders and Union representatives who were 
responsible for directly supporting schools, to provide 
detailed information to WAMG on implementation 
progress, and to support them with the delivery of 
guidance notes and resource packs created by the 
social partners. A “war room” was set up to track 
progress, which highly impressed Michael Barber from 
the Prime Minister’s Delivery Unit on a visit to the 
NRT’s headquarters at Alfred Place in London. The 
level of detailed information was unprecedented. 

WAMG itself ran a “helpline” for schools and questions 
were divided up for partners to respond to. Dealing 
with queries was a time-consuming process, 
particularly for the smaller unions, but one which 
partners committed to as a key part of their role in 
driving and supporting implementation. Patrick Roach 
acknowledges that the telephone helpline tested 
everyone’s mettle, but dealing with the challenges 
faced built an extraordinary degree of confidence 
between partners as they had to trust each other to 
answer on behalf of the partnership. 

In spite of not being signatories to the Agreement, 
governors’ organisations were invited to attend WAMG 
meetings regularly. Judith Bennett recalls that 
individual governors often regarded the National 
Agreement with suspicion and that there were 
particular concerns in primary schools, which were not 
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so used to deploying support staff and could not see 
how they could implement PPA time. 

One solution was for the NRT to work with the 
governors’ organisations – at that time NAGM and 
NGC, as well as the coordinators of governor services 
– to produce a series of guidance packs to support 
governing bodies with implementation by focusing on 
what the National Agreement meant for them. This 
then enabled the NGC to go out and sell it to 
governors. As Judith Bennett says: “We had to make it 
work, because if there was a problem in a school it 
would end up on the governors’ table and it would be 
far better to be pro-active than reactive.” 

Research carried out by Ofsted at the end of 2004 on 
progress of implementing the first phase of the 
National Agreement found that the majority of schools 
had made good progress in transferring the specified 
administrative and clerical tasks, but that the 
implementation of the other two objectives had been 
slower.21 Progress tended to be faster and easier in 
secondary and special schools, and particularly 
difficult for the smallest primary schools. 

A year later things had moved on and Ofsted found 
that “most schools in the survey are beginning to 
understand the potential of the remodelling agenda 
to improve the quality of education and raise 
standards. Nearly all schools have made at least 
satisfactory progress in restructuring their workforce, 
allowing a greater focus on improving the quality of 
teaching and learning.”22 The majority had met the 
requirements of phase 2 and were well-placed to 
implement the phase 3 requirement to provide PPA 
time. The changes that were proving most challenging 
were the provision of leadership and management, 
and dedicated headship time. By 2009, the DCSF 
publication Securing our Future: Using our Resources 
Well is clear that “the National Agreement and 
remodelling have led to a transformation in the 
schools workforce.”23 

Considering the scale and significance of the 
contractual changes, implementation went relatively 
smoothly, perhaps because, notwithstanding some 
specific challenges, headteachers and school teams 
were able to see the benefits of the change and the 
potential of workforce remodelling to enable a greater 

focus on teaching and learning. This is backed up by a 
survey carried out by the NRT between July and 
December 2004. Based on information from 1,211 
questionnaires, 81% of respondents firmly believed that 
remodelling would improve standards and nearly a third 
felt that it would improve standards “considerably”. 

The short- and long-term impact of the National 
Agreement will be considered fully later on, but at the 
time of writing, there is almost unanimous agreement 
that PPA was its greatest success. 

Caroline Coles, former Head of Horton Lodge, joined 
the NRT as a National Advisor, following her school’s 
participation in the Pathfinder, and was responsible 
for leading the support for PPA implementation. She 
recalls a complex process of training local authority 
remodelling advisers, union representatives, governors 
and headteachers, backed up by case studies, a 
helpline and a WAMG guidance pack: “Despite the 
challenges, it worked because it was a policy that 
teachers loved, the unions backed and the Government 
wanted. It was tough for some headteachers, but 
because it wasn’t a one-size-fits-all solution they were 
able to grasp it as a problem they could solve in their 
own way to suit their school. It is now completely 
embedded in schools and teachers will protest if they 
don’t get their PPA time.” 

Mary Bousted agrees: “The achievements of the 
National Agreement were immense. It has changed 
practice and shifted the paradigm. The legacy is there 
every time a primary teacher gets PPA time.” 

The Remodelling Process 
Time for Standards set out a vision of a world-class 
education system that would require transformational 
change. It put forward a restructured teaching 
profession and a reformed school workforce. It 
recognised, however, that: “Changing organisational 
behaviour and culture is not easy. Research has shown 
that organisations seeking to transform themselves 
need to develop the capacity for questioning existing 
structures to create a vision of what they might 
achieve; and they need the ability to recognise and 
deal with barriers to change.”24 

It was therefore decided that a national change 
management programme was needed to support the 

21 Remodelling the School Workforce Phase 1, Ofsted, December 2004 
22 Remodelling the School Workforce – A report from Ofsted, December 2005 
23 Securing our Future: Using our Resources Well – a discussion paper on the better use of resources in schools, DCSF (2009) 
24 Time for Standards – Transforming the School Workforce 
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delivery of workforce reform. This process was known 
as “remodelling” and the change agent responsible for 
training schools in and supporting rollout of that 
process was the NRT. 

The NRT was led by Dame Pat Collarbone who, 
together with colleagues at the London Leadership 
Centre and management consultants, led the TSWP. 
The TSWP helped roadtest the remodelling process on 
32 schools before the wider rollout. 

The objectives of the remodelling process were to: 

•	 focus teachers’ time and energies on teaching and 
learning; 

•	 refocus time-consuming, non-teaching activities; 

•	 facilitate the use of new technologies to improve 
efficiency and effectiveness; 

•	 assist headteachers and School Change Teams to 
optimise the use of resources to meet contractual 
changes; 

•	 learn and share innovative practices within and 
between schools; 

•	 enable schools to deliver solutions to workload 
issues appropriate to their individual context and 
circumstances; 

•	 encourage school leaders to take control of and 
lead the change agenda appropriate to its 
situation, taking account of appropriate 
Government initiatives; 

•	 quicken the pace of the implementation of the 
National Agreement to raise standards and tackle 
workload. 

Schools were trained in the change process and a 
range of tools and techniques that were designed to 
build sustainable change, driven from within each 
school. To support this frontline delivery, a 
“remodelling field force” was built comprising over 
1,000 trained local authority remodelling consultants, 
around 100 core/regional NRT resources, 85 regional 
remodelling trainers, over 2,000 trained local WAMG 
members, over 1,000 trained union and association 
remodelling advisers, nearly 300 National Agreement 
remodelling champions and, later, over 150 extended 
schools remodelling champions. 

Dame Pat Collarbone describes how the remodelling 
process created the environment for National 
Agreement implementation in a way that was very 
different to what had gone before: “Remodelling was 
about getting people to do things differently by 
working with them not doing to them. It was about 
giving people the authority and the process to enable 

them to come up with their own solutions. This was 
very different to the usual way of working in schools 
– heads were used to just implementing directives with 
no process behind it.” 

She is also clear that the role of the Social Partnership 
in supporting remodelling was fundamental: 
“Remodelling was the Social Partnership’s way of 
getting things done and they supported it through 
their notes and resource packs and through the 
training up of their members. We reported in to WAMG 
and this gave it coherence and credibility.” 

Despite a structured change management process, a 
key principle of remodelling is that there is no one­
size-fits-all solution. Remodelling depended on what 
priorities schools themselves identified, taking into 
account local conditions. This sat well with 
headteachers, who are naturally resistant to being told 
both what they must do and how they must do it. 
Naturally, there was apprehension from some schools 
at first – for many, it was a very different way of 
working – but as momentum built and they saw the 
potential of building a change team, they began to 
get excited. 

Deborah Simpson, WAMG’s representative from what 
was then PAT, is a remodelling enthusiast: “The 
remodelling process had a huge impact. It rolled out 
a model for change that was new to teachers and 
helped fill gaps in their skill sets. It gave people a 
framework, so people knew they were doing it right, 
but could adapt it to their own conditions. The NRT 
had a dual function – rollout and monitoring – the like 
of which we’d never had and meant that we could 
base decisions on fact.” 

Heath Monk agrees that: “Remodelling was a big shift 
in approach from the Department just handing out 
money to a process to enable change. The idea of cross-
functional teams was new and the best schools saw it 
as an opportunity to have a whole-school conversation. 
But there were others who just did it because they had 
to and others who simply ignored it.” 

Chris Keates is clear that remodelling was not an end 
in itself: “It should be seen as the context in which new 
strategies are delivered, rather than as yet another 
initiative.” This was important as the intention was to 
build capacity in schools that would equip them to 
deal with the inevitable new priorities and initiatives 
that would come both centrally and locally. 

This was backed up by the findings of the National 
Foundation for Educational Research which found that 
LEA remodelling advisers “expressed particularly 
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positive views about the adaptability of the NRT 
training materials to meet local demand” and that the 
process was considered “fit for purpose and provided 
enough flexibility to be adapted to the needs of the 
local setting.”25 

It also meant that schools got much better at 
managing change so, as Hilary Emery describes, “as 
we moved further into implementing extended services 
we went from a ‘burning platform’ to a ‘new horizon’ 
model of change and the supporting process reflected 
both that different emphasis and schools’ increased 
capabilities.” 

The Role of Support Staff 

One of the most significant aspects of the National 
Agreement and workforce remodelling was the 
increased deployment of support staff to carry out a 
range of tasks previously carried out by teachers. 

The number of support staff in schools had been on a 
steady upward trajectory from around 140,000 in 
1997 to over 216,000 in 2002, described in Time for 
Standards as a “quiet revolution [is] making our 
schools unrecognisable compared to the staffing 
picture even of ten years ago.” Nonetheless, despite 
the increase in numbers, the perception of the role and 
status of support staff was fairly limited. Brian Strutton 
is honest about the fact that: “Before [the National 
Agreement] support staff had been regarded as ‘mums 
cleaning out the paint pots’ by policy makers, by us 
and by themselves.” 

Yet Time for Standards set out a vision of increasing 
numbers of other adults playing different roles to free 
up teachers’ time, including exam officers, ICT 
technicians, invigilators, learning mentors and cover 
supervisors, as well as the use of other experts such as 
sports coaches, music and drama specialists, and 
business people to add value to the teaching provided 
by those with Qualified Teacher Status. 

It was essential, therefore, to have support staff unions 
around the table in the Social Partnership. David 
Miliband explains why this was significant: “It bridged 
the gap between headteachers and teachers, between 
teachers and support staff. I had a slogan at the time 
which said ‘No class division in the classroom’, which 
could equally be applied to the staff room, which in 
some schools support staff had not previously been 
allowed to enter.” 

Brian Strutton says that for GMB the Social Partnership 
presented two opportunities. One was to be able to 
discuss with the Government its policy towards what 
was becoming a significant chunk of GMB’s 
membership. The second was to have a seat at the 
education table, which, as a generalist union, was a 
unique thing: “Nothing short of a breakthrough.” In 
support of this, GMB built teams of officers to go out 
to schools and talk to support staff, resulting in 
100,000 new classroom support staff joining the 
union over six years. 

Christina McAnea agrees about the significance for 
support staff in being part of the Social Partnership: 
“We definitely helped put support staff on the map – 
with schools, with government, with employers. That 
they are not just one homogenous group, but 
differentiated with different training needs, different 
levels, different employment rights and so on.” 

In schools, too, support staff were making a real 
difference. Speaking in The Guardian in March 2005, 
Brendan Lougrahan, Head of Westhoughton High 
School in Bolton, described how the reorganisation of 
non-teaching staff had cut spending on supply 
teachers, replacing them with a team of learning 
supervisors to provide staff cover, meaning less 
disruption for students and more time for teachers to 
plan, prepare or undertake training.26 

“The important thing is that the quality of cover has 
improved,” he said. “Students are getting a better 
learning experience and they work better. And staff 
sickness, in particular stress-related absence, is down.” 

Dave Binnington, Head of Kingfisher Primary School 
in Doncaster, also speaking in The Guardian, was 
equally enthusiastic about the role of support staff: 
“Two thirds of the employees at my school are not 
teachers and this process has given them a voice. It’s 
built up their self-esteem and that, in turn, has 
energised the school to move forward.” 

Not everyone agrees. John Bangs says: “The National 
Agreement led to an inappropriate use of teaching 
assistants in schools and has left a legacy of problems 
with support staff in primary schools.” However, 
research carried out by the Education Endowment 
Foundation in 2013 found that “when used to support 
specific pupils in small groups or through structured 
interventions, teaching assistants can be effective at 
improving attainment.” 

25 Evaluation of the National Remodelling Team – Year 3, National Foundation for Educational Research, July 2006 
26 ‘Remodelling – What it means for Schools’, Education Guardian, 1 March 2005 
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There were also issues in terms of a deal on support 
staff pay and conditions. Steps forward were taken in 
that national guidelines, profiles and job evaluation 
schemes were set up, but national terms and 
conditions and what that meant in terms of pay were 
never achieved. 

There was some feeling that the National Agreement 
had delivered for teachers, but not for support staff, 
and so the School Support Staff Negotiating Body 
(SSSNB) was set up through the Apprenticeship Skills 
Children and Learning (ASCL) Act 2009, with the aim 
of creating a national pay framework, equivalent to 
that for teachers, rather than pay being set locally by 
the school or the local authority. 

Unfortunately, a deal was not reached by the time of 
the 2010 General Election and in October that year 
Michael Gove announced plans to abolish the SSSNB, 
prompting this response from Andy Burnham, Labour’s 
Shadow Education Secretary: “In January this year 
Ofsted said that workforce reform had made a 
difference to pupils’ learning because staff had clear 
professional status. Abandoning a national pay and 
conditions framework will undermine this and create 
a race to the bottom on pay.” 

Every Child Matters and Extended Schools 
Once the implementation of the National Agreement 
was underway, it was perhaps inevitable that the 
Government would look to maximise the impact of the 
School Workforce Partnership by engaging WAMG in 
the introduction of other policy priorities and through 
the use of the remodelling process as an agreed 
mechanism to get into schools. 

Every Child Matters (ECM) was a Green Paper 
launched by the Government in 2003, at least partly 
in response to the terrible death of Victoria Climbié.27 

It put forward a range of measures to inform and 
improve children’s care, including requiring local 
authorities to bring together all services for children 
under one person. It also set out the aim of achieving 
the following five outcomes, which children and young 
people said mattered most to them: 

• being healthy; 

• staying safe; 

• enjoying and achieving; 

• making a positive contribution; 

• economic wellbeing. 

27 Every Child Matters – September 2003 

At national level, the Government created a new 
Minister for Children, Young People and Families 
within the DfES to coordinate policies across 
Government. This integration was then taken one step 
further in 2007 with the appointment of Ed Balls, 
arguably the most powerful man in Government next 
to the Prime Minister, as Secretary of State for the 
newly created Department for Children, Schools and 
Families (DCSF). 

One of the strategies for achieving the five outcomes 
was the promotion of full-service extended schools – 
“schools which are open beyond school hours to 
provide breakfast clubs and after-school clubs and 
childcare, and have health and social care support 
services on site.” 

On first being presented with this new policy area by 
the extended schools team from the DfES, the social 
partners were nervous. Workload implications had not 
been properly considered and there was reference to 
teachers delivering after-school clubs and so on. 

Whilst individuals within WAMG supported the ECM 
outcomes and the notion of extended schools as a 
means of fulfilling them, their role within the 
partnership was to represent the interests of their 
members, which in this case meant ensuring that the 
gains made in terms of workload were not negatively 
affected by this potential new diversion. 

After their initial presentation, members of the 
extended schools team returned to WAMG – this time 
having ensured that their plans were aligned with the 
contractual changes of the National Agreement. They 
agreed to work with WAMG and the NRT to ensure 
that teacher workload was not affected and that 
implementation would have the National Agreement 
and remodelling at the heart of it. 

An unexpected outcome was the appointment of the 
NRT as the change agent of choice for extended schools 
delivery, thus ensuring that there would be alignment 
with National Agreement implementation. It also meant 
that existing channels to get into schools through local 
authorities could be used, as could the NRT’s 
Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) process. Social 
partners were concerned, however, that the existing 
Remodelling Advisers might be diverted away from the 
National Agreement, so the Department agreed to fund 
a new cadre of Local Authority Extended Schools 
Remodelling Advisers, who were trained up by the NRT 
using the established remodelling process. 
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Having had its initial concerns addressed, the Social 
Partnership then set out its official guidance in WAMG 
Note 11 published in March 2005.28 This reinforced 
its belief that the work that schools had been doing 
on the implementation of the National Agreement, 
and their experience of the principles of workforce 
remodelling, would put them in a good position to 
manage the changes involved in the rollout of the 
children’s agenda. 

However, it was clear that headteachers did not need 
to be responsible for the delivery of extended services, 
that this new initiative must not derail the progress 
made to a reduction in workload and improvement in 
school staff’s work/life balance, and teaching staff 
must continue to focus on teaching and learning: “It 
is not, therefore, the intention nor is it necessarily 
appropriate or possible, for headteachers, teachers and 
other school staff to deliver the extra hours of 
provision. Neither should teachers or headteachers 
have additional workload placed on them through any 
expectation that they should lead or coordinate 
delivery of extended services.” 

It was also stated that when considering the extended 
services they may wish to offer, all school staff and 
recognised signatory unions should be consulted from 
the outset. This was then echoed, albeit briefly, in the 
Government’s publication on planning and funding for 
extended schools, published in 2006.29 

Using its change agent, the NRT, WAMG supported a 
pilot programme of extended schools to work through 
the practical implications of the children’s agenda. It 
also published an Extended Schools Resource Pack in 
autumn 2005 to provide detailed guidance and 
capture learning from the pilot. 

After WAMG’s initial reservations, this became a 
strong example of how, through the School Workforce 
Partnership, the Department was able to ensure that 
all policy areas were aligned with the National 
Agreement. It also demonstrated how, under WAMG’s 
supervision, the NRT had created a collaborative 
approach to change management that involved all 
members of the school workforce and enabled 
extended schools to be created with the contribution 
of members of a wide and diverse workforce. 

ECM remained a central tenet of the Government’s 
strategy, setting the direction for a new set of reforms 
following the tragic death of Peter Connolly, Lord 
Laming’s report30 and the Government’s subsequent 
response31 and action plan32; finding physical 
manifestation in the pictures of young children covering 
the walls of Sanctuary Building during Ed Balls’ tenure. 

Financial Management in Schools 
“In spring 2003 the Government was faced with the 
allegation by schools and councils that there was a 
major funding crisis in schools,” according to an Audit 
Commission report, although that same report 
challenges the veracity of that accusation.33 

Nonetheless, many schools were suffering from falling 
rolls, which created a problem in a system where 
funding was determined on a per-pupil basis, but the 
overhead, fixed costs of running a school remained the 
same. 

In response, the Secretary of State announced a range 
of measures to bring stability to schools’ funding and 
support those in financial difficulty. One of these was 
the Financial Management in Schools (FMiS) 
programme, funding for which was announced by the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer on 29 October 2003. 

FMiS was designed to support schools to create 
capability within the school leadership team and 
governing body to better manage and adopt a 
strategic approach to financial planning. It was put 
together by a range of partners including the 
governors’ associations, NCSL, KPMG and, 
representing the social partners, NAHT, ASCL and the 
DfES. The programme was made up of strategic 
financial planning workshops, a helpdesk, website and 
direct consultancy. It was predominantly focused on 
those schools with serious financial problems – they 
were able to access one-to-one consultancy from 
KPMG – but the tiered offer meant that all schools 
could draw down on it. 

Schools were being given responsibility for managing 
their own budgets with the budget management cycle 
changing from a one-year to three-year cycle. This gave 
much greater freedom for schools to determine how 
to distribute their budget, but inevitably moving from 
one system to another was difficult because the 

28 WAMG Note 11 – Every Child Matters and Extended Schools (March 2005) 
29 Planning and Funding Extended Schools: a guide for schools, local authorities and their partner organisations (2006) 
30 The Protection of Children in England: A Progress Report, The Lord Laming report, March 2009 
31 The Government’s interim response to Lord Laming’s report was published on 12 March 2009 
32 The Protection of Children in England: Action Plan. The Government’s Response to Lord Laming, May 2009 
33 Education Funding – The impact and effectiveness of measures to stabilise school funding, Audit Commission, 2004 
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infrastructure was not set up for it, so many school 
leaders were keen to take up the offer of support with 
financial planning. 

Although the programme was very much a response 
to a situation of schools in financial crisis, it aimed to 
embed better financial management across the system 
and was linked closely to NCSL’s bursar training, which 
had the same aim. Additionally, the move to a three-
year planning cycle meant schools could make more 
informed, strategic decisions about staff deployment, 
so supporting schools with the imperative to remodel 
their workforce and get teachers back in the classroom. 

FMiS highlighted the link between financial 
management and longer-term school improvement 
strategies and, although WAMG was not directly 
responsible for driving the programme, it supported it, 
recognising that it could underpin schools in both 
remodelling and implementing the National 
Agreement. 

The programme was relatively short, but had 
significant impact. It created financial stability in those 
schools in greatest difficulty through the 
implementation of recovery plans in partnership with 
local authorities. It was also one of the pillars for 
building financial excellence within schools, including 
the introduction of a controlled checklist of good 
practice, which became obligatory and instilled better 
financial discipline in schools (although was later 
abandoned in 2011 by the Coalition). 

A New Professionalism 
A key underpinning principle of the National 
Agreement and the work of the School Workforce 
Partnership was the refocusing of teachers’ time on 
the essential elements of their craft, i.e. teaching and 
learning and the enhanced deployment of their 
professional skills. 

The Rewards and Incentives Group (RIG) emerged 
following the Agreement on Rewards and Incentives 
for Post-Threshold Teachers and Members of the 
School Leadership Group (referred to as the January 
Agreement) in January 2004 and was established with 
representation from teacher and headteacher unions, 
employers and the Department with a remit to: 

•	 seek to agree any further changes to the STPCD 
and its accompanying statutory guidance; 

•	 seek to agree other guidance and support for the 
implementation of these proposals; 

•	 maintain a role in monitoring the impact of 
changes to the pay system; 

•	 take forward the new professionalism agenda as 
set out in the Department’s Five Year Strategy for 
Children and Learners; 

•	 work through the remaining issues in relation to 
the existing agenda; 

•	 look for further simplification of the pay 
documentation. 

The Government’s Five Year Strategy for Children and 
Learners proposed that “career progression and 
financial rewards go to those who are making the 
biggest contribution to pupil attainment, those who 
are continually developing their own expertise, and 
those who are helping to develop expertise in 
others”.34 This sat well with and built on the aims of 
the National Agreement and RIG’s agreement in 
January 2004 that “the highest rewards for classroom 
teachers should be awarded for excellence.”35 

RIG broke new ground in relation to the Government’s 
engagement with the unions and employers, which 
was particularly apparent in its dealings with the 
independent School Teachers’ Review Body (STRB). For 
the first time in the history of the STRB, the 
Government agreed to give joint evidence together 
with employers and the unions and to make joint 
representations on the full range of teachers’ pay 
reform matters. Joint evidence was presented to the 
STRB on seven occasions between 2005 and 2010. 

In RIG’s joint evidence to the STRB in May 2005 it set 
out its views on what became known as the New 
Professionalism which, broadly speaking, came to 
encompass performance management, CPD, pay and 
rewards, new professional standards for teachers and 
newly qualified teacher (NQT) induction. It stated that, 
“underlying the new teacher professionalism is the aim 
that professional development is an ongoing part of 
the everyday activities of a teacher rather than a 
separate activity which adds to the workload of 
teachers.”36 

Key to the delivery of the new professionalism would be 
the development of a coherent national framework of 
professional standards and the refocusing of teacher 

34 The Five Year Strategy for Children and Learners, DfES, July 2004 
35 The Agreement on Rewards and Incentives for Post-Threshold Teachers and Members of the Leadership Group, paragraph 6 (2004) 
36 RIG, Joint Evidence to the STRB, May 2005 
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appraisal as teaching and learning reviews. Following 
on from this, in June 2006, the Department issued a 
consultation on revised arrangements for teachers’ and 
headteachers’ performance management, positioned as 
a key part of creating the new professionalism for 
teachers described by RIG in its May 2005 evidence to 
the STRB. The aim of the new arrangements were to 
help “schools to create a culture in which teachers feel 
confident and empowered to participate fully in 
performance management; and where there is ongoing 
professional dialogue about performance and how to 
develop it.”37 To assist in that culture change, RIG 
commissioned the Training and Development Agency’s 
Development Directorate (TDAD – formerly the NRT) to 
provide ongoing help to schools to implement the 
revised performance management and build on the 
arrangements used to support workforce remodelling. 

This new, more rigorous form of performance 
management built discipline and greater transparency 
into the system. According to Chris Keates: “The 
development of a national framework of professional 
standards for teachers was the first key element of a 
programme of work which was creating professional 
entitlements for teachers for the very first time. The 
developmental and progressive framework of 
standards gave teachers the tools to plan their careers 
and to develop and grow professionally. And it 
enabled teachers to unlock access to pay progression 
whilst continuing to recognise the important 
contribution of classroom teaching.” 

Performance management was transformational in 
schools’ working practices. It can also be linked to the 
notion which underpinned much of the School 
Workforce Partnership of “something for something”, 
with pay being linked to performance, and 
performance management being a critical vehicle for 
teachers to progress their careers and move to higher 
levels of pay. 

In 2010, the National Foundation for Educational 
Research published a report evaluating the extent to 
which new professionalism had been introduced in 
schools, and its impact on teaching and learning.38 It 
noted that Ofsted had found in 2006 that making the 
links between the different strands of new 
professionalism was important as it had been shown 
that schools placing CPD at the heart of improvement 
planning, and integrating performance management, 

self-review and CPD into a coherent cycle, raise 
standards and improve teaching. 

Overall, the report concluded that schools were 
implementing the new professionalism and that it was 
making a difference to teachers’ and headteachers’ 
working practices. The majority of respondents agreed 
that as a result of new professionalism “they or 
teachers in their school were now able to exercise their 
own professional judgement in their teaching and 
learning practices, gave more recognition to the 
importance of a good work-life balance, received the 
recognition they deserved for the contribution they 
made for teaching and learning, and had been more 
able to access pay progression opportunities.” These 
findings must have given a satisfactory glow to those 
sitting around the (albeit, at the time of publication, 
dissolved) RIG table. 

The Last Days of the Partnership 

If the National Agreement was the glue that bound 
the School Workforce Partnership together, what 
would happen once the bulk of the implementation 
was complete? Would it dissolve or evolve to respond 
to new challenges? 

There are many theories about the various stages in 
the evolution of a partnership, but most agree that 
whilst the early stages involve finding common 
ground, building infrastructure and focusing around 
core activity, the later stages present an opportunity 
to develop the partnerships and apply the lessons 
learned to new challenges and new agendas. 

For the School Workforce Partnership, that shift 
probably came around the time that Ed Balls took over 
the DCSF in June 2007. In Ed Balls the social partners 
had a Secretary of State who was willing to listen and 
happy to explicitly refer to the social partnership. The 
Government was also keen to look more closely at what 
other services could be delivered through a remodelled 
school – continuing discussions around extended 
services and the development of new roles such as 
Parent Support Advisors and personal tutors. Whilst the 
partners were all broadly positive, concerns remained 
on the part of the teaching unions about the role of 
teachers in the delivery of extended services, thus 
prompting calls for detailed guidance; whilst the 
headteachers were more interested in the Government 
setting a high-level approach and outcomes, and 

37 DfES Consultation on Performance Management, June 2006 
38 Making the links between teachers’ professional standards, induction, performance management and continuing professional 

development, Walker et al, NFER 
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leaving them to decide how they might best be 
implemented. 

At the same time there were still some issues around 
National Agreement compliance and from 2008 
onwards a sense of wanting to consolidate what had 
been achieved. The sticky issue of what constituted 
“rarely cover” still needed dealing with due to 
headteachers’ differing interpretations of what 
constituted an “unforeseeable” circumstance when 
teachers might be asked to cover for an absent 
colleague. The headteacher unions were keen to pin 
down Leadership and Management, and Headship 
Time, which were variously interpreted. 

The TDA was still reporting on implementation to the 
partnership on a monthly basis and this went right 
down to individual school level. A problem with 
Nunthorpe School where the headteacher was refusing 
to comply with the National Agreement and quite 
happy to argue that with the Secretary of State, led to 
statutory provision allowing the Secretary of State to 
intervene and sack a governing body. On this occasion, 
that wasn’t necessary due to the intervention of the 
Government Office, but it demonstrated the support 
for the social partnership at the highest level. And in 
January 2010, the ASCL Act enabled local authorities 
to issue an initial written warning notice in cases of 
non-compliance, which could then be followed by 
other types of intervention. 

Over the last two years there was a significant focus 
on the School Support Staff Negotiating Body and the 
efforts to secure a pay and conditions framework 
equivalent to that of teachers. The teacher and 
headteacher unions were supportive of this, but 
needed something more directly relevant to get their 
teeth into. The Government was more than willing to 
present to them on wide-ranging aspects of policy, but 
without it being part of an agreed work programme it 
was harder for WAMG to exercise as much leverage. It 
did, however, give them good oversight of 
developments, in particular, oversight of the Prime 
Minister’s office views on education. 

There was also still much work remaining around 
effecting a culture change which moved from one of 
compliance to a culture of acceptance. There were also 
some significant pay and conditions issues, an agenda 
around teachers’ contractual entitlement to CPD and 
a discussion around moving towards specific weekly 
limits on workload of the type initiated in Scotland. So 
the agenda was no less full, but it was perhaps more 
complex than in the earlier years of contractual 
change implementation. 

As the General Election got ever closer competition 
was escalating between those that were in the social 
partnership and the NUT. So, for example, the NUT 
issued guidance around rarely cover. Inevitably, 
individual unions began to think about positioning 
post-election. Being in the School Workforce 
Partnership had been a strong sell to potential 
members. If the partnership was dissolved by a new 
Government, what would take its place? 

In Opposition 
It would be difficult to write about the School 
Workforce Partnership without recognising the role 
played by both internal and external opposition. Of 
course, the NUT was the most visible opponent, but 
many of the signatories also had to face down 
opposition from within their own organisations. Both 
had significant impact. 

The NUT had already refused to sign the National 
Agreement some time before the Partnership was 
officially launched on 15 January. What the partners 
did not realise was that the NUT would stage a media 
raid on the launch event by inviting journalists to 
dinner and telling them that the Government was 
planning to announce an agreement that would allow 
1 teacher to 90 children in the classroom. In retrospect, 
the publicity around the NUT’s proclamation probably 
generated more press for the National Agreement than 
it would have garnered on its own, but more 
significantly it set a very clear line in the sand. It 
created a “them and us” psychology between the social 
partners and the NUT, which would also see the latter 
excluded from all talks with Government for the 
duration of the partnership. 

Partners agree that the NUT’s refusal to sign up was a 
disappointment, but opinion is divided as to whether 
it actually had a rather more positive than negative 
result. Charles Clarke feels that “if the NUT had been 
in, it [social partnership] would have moved to a better 
place” and Brian Strutton agrees that “I think it would 
have had a better chance of surviving and history 
would have been very different.” 

There is no doubting the importance of the 
Government’s decision to go ahead. Chris Keates says 
“It was a significant decision to go ahead without the 
NUT and then exclude them from discussions. It was 
a courageous decision and a huge moment in the 
development of the Social Partnership.” 

Heath Monk, who was the day-to-day liaison between 
WAMG and the School Workforce Unit, feels that the 
NUT’s isolation had an upside: “We would have 
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preferred it if everyone had signed up, but the fact that 
they didn’t worked well for the Social Partnership. 
Once the rift happened there was so much invested in 
WAMG that no one would let it fail,” adding “I’m not 
sure if the NUT had signed up that it would have 
lasted, because the issue around support staff would 
have continued to get in the way.” 

Partners did not necessarily have an easy time within 
their own organisations either. Even at the NASUWT, 
the most vocal and largest proponent of the National 
Agreement, it was not always straightforward. Chris 
Keates describes how: “There was opposition from 
within the NASUWT Executive – some were 
uncomfortable with this new way of working – and 
there was some opposition at conference.” What 
inevitably brought sceptics round was when the 
promised benefits started to be realised. 

Nigel Carr agrees that there were wobbles every 
conference season, but that opposition was important 
in making sure it was a democratic discussion and that 
partners were keeping in line with what members 
wanted. Mary Bousted had to speak against 
conference motions on several occasions, because “It 
was a completely new way of working with unions 
around the table taking responsibility for finding 
solutions to the issues that faced us. If we hadn’t then 
decisions would just have been foisted on us.” 

Christina McAnea describes how the mixed views at 
Unison about getting round the table meant they had 
to go at a slower pace “Resistance to partnership from 
our local government section meant that we were 
always slightly on the back foot about what we could 
commit to and what we could push for. I feel we could 
have got more concessions early on if I’d had the 
backing to go for it, but managing internal resistance 
meant we had to go slowly.” 

PAT also had some reservations – particularly around 
the use of teaching assistants in what had been seen 
as teaching roles. They faced a backlash from members 
who were supply teachers and felt that they were 
being done out of a job and some reservations from 
TA members who were uneasy about the idea of doing 
some of the tasks proposed. “So we had a battle to 
fight both on behalf of our members and with our 
members,” says Deborah Simpson. 

Even within the Department itself there was some 
resistance. Officials in the Standards and Effectiveness 
Unit had concerns around the use of support staff in 
primary schools, but the fact that the Agreement had 
strong Ministerial support and that it had headed off 
the possible strikes meant it had support; albeit 
sometimes reluctant. 

The most important point perhaps is that opposition, 
from whatever party, kept the partners on their toes 
and ultimately made them stronger. A lack of strong 
opposition can mean that arguments are not well 
articulated and the pace of change moves more slowly. 
The fact that partners were having to persuade people 
on a daily basis gave the Partnership confidence to 
tackle some of the most challenging issues. It was 
difficult at the time, but they had developed a robust 
mechanism, which made them stronger and gave 
power to their arguments. Likewise, a vocal opponent, 
who found media support in the Times Educational 
Supplement – for whom, after all, a lack of conflict is 
not news – meant that the partnership had to put 
forward strong arguments, produce sound, reliable 
guidance, have a clear delivery strategy and face down 
opposition with a united front. And that is what it did. 
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IMPACT AND OUTCOME 


Impact Measurement 
Before addressing the legacy and outcomes resulting 
from the School Workforce Partnership and the 
implementation of the National Agreement, it is worth 
considering how this can best be measured. 

During the life of the NRT, and later the TDA, data on 
implementation of the contractual changes was 
collected at school level and at local authority level, 
processed through a sophisticated Continuous Quality 
Improvement (CQI) process, based on a standard 
traffic light system and, where necessary, escalated to 
the social partners and, in extreme circumstances, to 
Ministerial level. 

This data gathering, principally through Local 
Authority Remodelling Advisers and Regional Advisers, 
was complemented by local WAMGs. The WAMG 
structure was replicated at local level, often arising out 
of pre-existing Joint Consultative Committees (JCCs) 
which, as long as they signed up to terms of reference, 
often included the NUT. Local WAMGs conducted 
surveys to see how the changes were being 
implemented and this gave a strong sense of local 
ownership. Governors were often active on these 
groups and they became an effective troubleshooting 
forum that led to better relations at local level. In some 
places they still exist. 

The data monitoring was efficient, effective and 
provided the social partners and the Government with 
a very sophisticated level of information, which 
enabled them to see in great detail how the reforms 
were being implemented. The CQI process drew 
admiration from visitors from other areas of 
Government, including the Prime Minister’s Delivery 
Unit, when they were invited to visit the NRT’s “war 
room”, because of the level of detail being gathered 
and the processes in place to address any issues. 

The level of implementation across the system, then, 
was reasonably easy to measure. What is harder to 
gauge is the short- and long-term impact in schools 
and across the wider education landscape. 

A standard methodology is to take the original 
objectives and assess to what extent they were 
achieved, so in this case: raising standards and 
tackling workload. There are two widely accepted 
reference points for this: the Teacher Workload Diary 
Survey (for workload) and the Programme for 

International Student Assessment (PISA) (for 
standards), as well as Ofsted and other external 
evaluators, such as the National Foundation for 
Educational Research. 

These sources will be referenced in the sections below 
and elsewhere, but equally important are the 
qualitative judgements of both the social partners and 
others working in and around schools at this time. 
They have been consulted at length and their views 
form part of the assessment of the impact, outcomes 
and ultimate legacy of both the Partnership and the 
National Agreement. 

Legacy: The Education Landscape 
There are a number of outcomes of the School 
Workforce Partnership that are widely, if not 
unanimously agreed; others that meet with less 
universal approbation. One thing that is generally 
accepted is that as a result of workforce reform the 
shape of schools and their staffing structures has 
changed and by 2015, five years from the end of the 
Social Partnership, there is no sign of a rolling back 
from that. And, despite some pre-election questioning 
of the value of support staff by shadow Conservative 
ministers, the universal view is that headteachers really 
value the mixed workforce. Judith Bennett, Chair of 
Governors of a primary school, feels that: “For primary 
schools it was transformational and still is. It’s made 
a big difference to the way that children can be 
taught. Teaching Assistants are more professional, 
which gives teachers more weapons in their armoury 
to support teaching and learning, and brings 
significant benefits to pupils.” 

There also seems to have been a correlation between 
the introduction of the National Agreement and teacher 
recruitment becoming easier. Views are mixed as to 
exactly why this is, but there is widespread acceptance 
that the National Agreement led to an increase in the 
professionalism of teachers and a reduction in workload. 
This was backed up by Ofsted,39 which found that: “The 
survey that formed the basis for this report found that 
the reforms have created a revolutionary shift in the 
culture of the school workforce. Teachers’ time and work 
are now focused more directly on teaching and learning 
and the substantial expansion of the school workforce 
at all levels is allowing the schools to extend the 
curriculum, provide more care, guidance and support for 

39 Reforming and Developing the School Workforce, Ofsted, October 2007 
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pupils, and use data more effectively to monitor pupils’ 
progress.” 

It also found that: “Provision for teaching and learning 
had improved in all schools in the survey as a result of 
a reduction in teachers’ administrative tasks, limits on 
covering for absent colleagues, time gained and 
guaranteed time for planning, preparation and 
assessment.” 

Mary Bousted is emphatic that “the professionalism of 
teachers has greatly increased”. Deborah Simpson 
agrees that “The National Agreement refocused the 
vision for teaching and learning in schools and 
refocused teacher professionalism. It created a more 
confident self image for teachers,” while Heath Monk 
has “a sense that teachers are having more discussions 
about teaching than they did ten years ago.” 

Dame Pat Collarbone believes that this 
professionalism extended across the whole school 
team: “Remodelling meant that people had to learn 
to work together to solve their own issues. It brought 
a liberation and creativity that just wasn’t there before. 
We have a profession that is more empowered to work 
out its own solutions.” Chris Keates agrees, saying that: 
“The Social Partnership was a recognition of the power 
of the centrality of the workforce to deliver high quality 
education and so you have to give them the tools to 
do that. The non-pay conditions are inarguable.” 

Nonetheless, the long-term impact on teacher 
workload is far from conclusive. According to the 
Workload Diary Survey, there was definite downward 
pressure on workload during the life of the 
partnership, although it had plateaued by 2009. It has 
now gone back up again – although the measurement 
methodology has also shifted. However, those 
consulted in the course of this report share the view 
that this increase in workload is due to new demands, 
chiefly curriculum changes, accountability changes 
and Ofsted, which have expanded to fill the breathing 
space created in teacher workload by the National 
Agreement. This view is supported by a DCSF research 
report, which found that “teachers and headteachers 
in all sectors said that having PPA time had impacted 
positively on workload and work-life balance”, but that 
“interviewees in all phases claimed that this impact 
was lessened by various government and school 
initiatives which added to workload.”40 Nonetheless, 
the legacy of PPA, the removal of administrative tasks 
and limits on cover remain. 

The impact on support staff was arguably as great as 
the impact on teachers. Indeed, Brian Strutton believes 
that: “The Social Partnership and the remodelling 
period had a greater impact on support staff than on 
anyone.” There is no doubting the huge growth in 
support staff numbers, the professionalisation of their 
roles and the raising of their profile, but there are some 
questions around the long-term legacy for support 
staff. Because the desired national terms and 
conditions for support staff were never achieved, GMB 
is seeing many instances of the support staff gains 
being lost and pressure on them to operate at the 
same level with reduced pay. 

Christina McAnea agrees that, although the increase in 
number and range of support staff was a good thing, 
there were and are instances of exploitation. She states: 
“We needed to officially monitor the impact of the 
National Agreement on support staff, but this was never 
done. It was all about the impact on teachers.” However, 
she feels that it still helped change the view that 
support staff are a homogenous group and that they 
are now seen as valuable members of the school team. 

In the DCSF research report, support staff were 
generally positive about the changes to their work in 
terms of gaining new skills, taking on responsibilities, 
interest and enjoyment of their work, and their status. 
However, it also found that the workload and stress 
levels of support staff had increased. 

Officials from within Government and union 
representatives agree that the impact in terms of 
union/Government relations was significant. It 
showed that it is possible for unions and Government 
to sit down together constructively and the short- and 
medium-term legacy was one of industrial relations 
harmony. Brian Lightman of ASCL sees this way of 
working as the School Workforce Partnership’s 
defining legacy: “It created a model of negotiation of 
unions working with Government. It was unique and 
ambitious, but worth working for. It created a platform 
for further change.” 

David Miliband agrees: “It shows that common interest 
can trump sectional interest; that long-term gain can 
trump short-term posturing. It shows that teacher 
unions can be responsible partners and that 
Government can be an effective partner too.” 

The flipside of this is that Hilary Emery believes that 
the loss of the Social Partnership has made everything 
more vulnerable, and for the DfE and the unions that 

40 Aspects of School Workforce Remodelling – Strategies used and Impact on Workload and Standards, DCSF-RR153 
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collaborative way of working has ceased to exist. She 
says: “It needs an appetite from Government to really 
want to build on the platform for change created by 
the partnership.” 

The impact on standards is probably the most 
inconclusive in terms of legacy. Dame Pat Collarbone 
believes that it is always difficult to provide a causal 
link between any initiative and attainment, but that 
standards probably did not rise as it had been thought 
they would. Mary Bousted agrees that “there is no 
clear evidence that standards did anything other than 
plateau, but I think that’s more about the effects of 
literacy and numeracy strategies, and other ongoing 
changes.” There is some evidence that suggests that 
support staff have had a negative impact on standards 
(an Institute of Education report is often cited),41 but 
this is not universally accepted and different reports 
provide contradictory evidence. Chris Keates believes 
that the National Agreement did have a positive 
impact on standards and much of the research 
evidence from Ofsted and from academic bodies backs 
this up, with Ofsted’s 2007 report finding that the 
schools surveyed believed strongly that standards were 
rising. Brian Lightman agrees, saying: “The National 
Agreement did raise standards whatever you hear now. 
The quality of teaching in this country has changed 
beyond recognition.” 

Legacy: For Individual Unions 
One thing that all partners agree on is that their 
participation in the School Workforce Partnership 
changed the way their individual unions operated in 
different and often fundamental ways. 

Chris Keates, one of the longest-standing leaders of any 
of the education unions, who steered the NASUWT’s 
journey through the Social Partnership and was widely 
accepted to be its strongest and most vocal advocate, 
is clear that it changed the way in which the NASUWT 
worked for the better: “It made us articulate better what 
we were for and not just what we were against. This was 
a very new and important dimension.” 

She says: “It brought about a willingness to engage 
for the NASUWT – an approach where we try to be 
part of the solution not part of the problem.” She is 
also pleased that as their contribution to the School 
Workforce Partnership has been widely recognised, it 
has demonstrated that they are a union capable of 
leading the profession. 

Mary Bousted has been upfront about some of the 
challenges she faced from within her own union, but 
says that the legacy for ATL has been equally 
transformational: “By the end we had achieved a 
change of culture within the union because everybody 
could see that we had changed things – giving 
teachers the tools to refocus on teaching and learning, 
and their professional role and responsibilities. The 
Social Partnership gave a voice to teachers through 
their unions. We were able to be a good social partner, 
but retain our independence.” 

As the smallest of the social partners, being part of 
WAMG was significant for what was then PAT. 
Deborah Simpson describes it as “making us a full 
player on the national stage – maybe a bit player, but 
a player nonetheless. It made a difference for us and 
our members, giving us a credibility that we still have 
and gaining us new members.” 

For the support staff unions, it brought about 
fundamental structural changes. Unison now has 
separate structures for support staff, and membership 
continues to grow. It also changed a lot of its local 
government branches, making them more aware of 
what happens in schools than previously. 

For GMB, the whole nature of its membership profile 
has changed. One in five of its members now work in 
a school (previously it would have been about one in 
20); its “typical member” is now a part-time woman 
working in a school and Brian Strutton describes how 
that gender shift also created a behavioural shift in 
its membership, as it was previously characterised as 
an angry, male-dominated union. It has also changed 
the way the union works: “We have changed the way 
we do business, the way we communicate – our 
internal dynamics have changed.” 

Legacy: Union Collaboration and Relationships 
Collaboration was a fundamental tenet of the School 
Workforce Partnership and between 2003 and 2010 
partners were meeting on a weekly basis, so inevitably 
people got to know each other very well and strong 
relationships between the various parties developed. 
Did this leave any legacy for ways of working between 
the unions once the Partnership itself was dissolved? 
The unanimous consensus seems to be “yes”. 

Brian Lightman says: “A key outcome was more 
constructive relationships between the unions. We 
became more aware of different perspectives and 

41 Deployment and Impact of Support Staff Project, Institute of Education, August 2009, Peter Blatchford et al 

35
 



we’ve been able to avoid strike action and deflect 
disputes because of that cooperative relationship. 
People knew each other very well, so there was very 
strong communication and those relationships have 
lasted.” 

Mary Bousted agrees: “The unions generally work well 
together now and we are good at producing joint 
guidance. It’s raised our ability to communicate with 
members, honed our negotiating skills and improved 
the quality of our advice. It also gave us a better 
understanding of how Government works.” 

Before the Social Partnership, it was unusual for 
support staff unions to be consulted on decisions that 

would affect schools and their staff. Being round the 
table with colleagues changed all that. As Brian 
Strutton says: “Teacher and support staff unions are 
happy sitting beside each other and that would never 
have happened 15 years ago”. 

Although only on the periphery of the partnership, 
there is a strong legacy for governors too. Judith 
Bennett says: “We were very well-received by the social 
partners. I made a lot of good working relationships 
through it and our organisation did too. Working with 
the NRT on guidance made us players (even if we were 
in the second division!) and geared us up to go on to 
branch out in other directions.” 
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WHAT NEXT? 


The School Workforce Partnership endured from 15 
January 2003 until it ended in May 2010, following 
one of the very first policy decisions of the new 
Coalition Government’s Secretary of State and Minister 
for Schools. Was social partnership simply the result of 
a particular moment in time? 

The following pre-conditions, principles and ways of 
working have been extrapolated from interviews with 
key players and together build up a picture of what 
constitutes a social partnership model, together with 
consideration of how that model might be reapplied 
given the very different education landscape of 2015. 

Pre-conditions for Success 
One of the pre-conditions which causes some debate 
is whether a reasonable, perhaps even generous public 
purse is necessary for a social partnership to be 
successful. Christina McAnea feels that its inception 
was possible, at least in part, because the Labour Party 
was putting money into public services and it was a 
period of expansion. This meant that: “It felt like the 
school workforce partnership was not all about saving 
money, but about genuinely trying to improve things 
for pupils and teachers.” She also feels that the 
economic downturn from 2008 played a big part in 
the lack of progress with support staff pay and 
conditions, because money to support it wasn’t there. 

This is a commonly held view, but Caroline Coles puts 
forward a different one – that “austerity is the best 
time for partnership working, because you are forced 
to look for different ways of doing things and pooling 
resources.” This is a perspective which has many 
advocates in the cultural sector, where cuts in public 
funding can lead to the creation of the most 
innovative work. 

Perhaps, though, it is not about the money per se, but 
about the ability to offer something; to strike deals. A 
Government partner that is not willing to accede any 
power or make any concessions is not really a partner 
at all. Whilst they may effectively be prima inter pares, 
Government must be prepared to play as an equal 
partner, negotiating with colleagues to find the best 
collective solution. 

What, then, is absolutely crucial is the backing and 
enthusiasm of Ministers, in this case within the 
Department for Education, but also a wider 
commitment across Government. There was some 
nervousness at the centre and David Miliband had to 
do significant lobbying in No 10 and No 11 Downing 

Street to get the go-ahead for the School Workforce 
Partnership. His cause was undoubtedly helped by his 
former role in the PMDU and his being seen as very 
New Labour, but he and Charles Clarke were also 
careful to maintain the partnership’s positioning as 
delivering on a standards agenda and therefore a New 
Labour education agenda. Subsequent Ministers all 
brought their own perspectives and priorities to the 
partnership, but their enthusiasm and support was 
constant. Alongside Ministerial support, it is vital that 
union General Secretaries are fully committed – ready 
to take some risks, dedicate resource and face down 
any internal and external opposition. 

Equally essential is a burning platform, a reason for 
coming together, or what Dame Pat Collarbone calls 
“a good strong why”, in this case to address teacher 
workload, the perceived recruitment crisis, prevent an 
industrial relations crisis and drive up standards. She 
says: “As leaders of the profession, the unions have a 
strategic role to play, but it can’t just be a 
conversation. It must be about doing. And doing 
something very important.” Heath Monk echoes this, 
saying: “It needs something that means failure is not 
an option – a common enemy or a burning platform; 
a sense that what unites the partners is more 
important than what divides them.” 

Principles 

There are a range of principles, which are critical to 
underpin an effective partnership, but number one on 
the list is trust. Alan Johnson says: “It starts with trust, 
but you won’t get all the way there immediately. Trust 
needs to be earned. You just need enough to kick 
things off and then it builds. There needs to be enough 
trust and confidence that you can get things going 
without necessarily having all the detail agreed.” 

Heath Monk feels that the School Workforce Partnership 
had this: “There was a high level of trust. We knew that 
what partners said in meetings is also what they would 
say to members. So in the same way we wouldn’t go 
away and change guidance outside meetings.” 

It also has to be truly democratic. For the School 
Workforce Partnership, operating under the principle 
of “nothing is agreed until everything is agreed”, this 
made for a long and sometimes painful decision-
making process, but it was critical if all partners were 
to feel able to go out and sell decisions to their 
Executives and members that their perspectives were 
accurately reflected. 
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Confidentiality was also a fundamental principle. All 
partners agree that it was crucial. Alan Johnson says: 
“Confidentiality was incredibly important – you had 
to be open and frank with no surprises. There were 
things we shared on both sides that could have 
derailed things, but they didn’t because the spirit of 
honesty was there.” Chris Keates agrees that 
confidentiality was critical and, although it created 
some challenges in terms of managing members, was 
something all partners recognised and stuck to. 

In order for all partners to remain on board, there 
needs to be something in it for everyone, and what 
David Miliband refers to as a “positive sum game”. So, 
for the teaching unions it was about better conditions 
for their members, for headteachers it was about 
retaining good staff and having the opportunity to 
reshape their workforce, for support staff it was about 
the potential for recognition and better roles for their 
members, and for the Government it was about 
tackling the recruitment crisis, raising standards and 
preventing industrial unrest. As Chris Keates puts it: 
“Everyone needs to have success and everyone needs 
to make a difference.” 

Nonetheless, whilst all partners would have individual 
reasons for being around the table, this needs to be 
subservient to the collective reason for coming 
together and the shared vision. Heath Monk says: “It 
needs a very clear vision or goal – it can’t be just a 
talking shop.” There also needs to be a recognition by 
partners that the vision and direction of travel will be 
set by Government, but at the same time it is critical 
that that political sponsorship is continuous and that 
partners know that. 

David Miliband believes that it is important to expand 
the vision beyond conventional thinking: “Eisenhower 
said, ‘If you’ve got a problem you can’t solve, expand 
it’. That’s why we brought the support staff unions in 
– the vision must expand the game.” The problem of 
teacher workload and recruitment could not be solved 
by looking at the workforce in the traditional way, so 
the Government and its partners needed to look at 
reforming the existing workforce and shaping a new 
one. 

Christina McAnea says that for any partnership to be 
effective there needs to be “a shared understanding 
of what you are trying to achieve, an understanding 
of the workforce implications and a shared 
commitment to work through them.” Charles Clarke 
agrees that: “A genuine partnership between 
employers and unions identifies a set of goals in the 
public interest that they are both ready to sign up to. 

There needs to be a shared agenda about what the 
Social Partnership is trying to achieve.” 

Brendan Barber feels that there needs to be a 
“genuine opportunity to exert influence on decision-
making” and Hilary Emery agrees that partners need 
to “believe that they are being listened to and that 
they can bring things to the table.” 

She also believes that: “Relationships were the 
absolutely critical factor. There were high levels of 
respect around the table and a belief that what we 
were doing would make things better for members and 
better for children and young people.” David Miliband 
agrees that the partnership was made up of “personal 
relationships based on integrity”. That is why there was 
a huge amount of relationship-building work put in by 
the secretariat and officials between meetings. 

Ways of Working 
Shared principles that underpin a partnership are 
crucial, but at a practical level there are myriad things 
that make a difference to success or failure. 

Anita Jermyn, representing NEOST, feels that the 
partnership needs to have very clear, agreed Terms of 
Reference, objectives and remit. Brian Lightman agrees 
that any future partnership would need “a clear set of 
aims and objectives; an agreement about who will sign 
up; a commitment from all parties to invest in it and 
an agreed, timebound forward-planning agenda.” 
Brian Strutton endorses the idea of a formal 
underpinning – a constitution or agreement about 
what everyone is there to do. 

Others agree, but where there are differences of 
opinion is around how tightly scope needs to be 
defined. Heath Monk says: “I’m not sure we were clever 
enough about defining the scope. Once the National 
Agreement was largely ‘done’ it became more tricky to 
focus and lack of focus can lead to disengagement. 
But it was so new, we really didn’t know what we were 
dealing with at the start.” 

Patrick Roach agrees: “We developed a set of protocols 
that emerged as part of our working practices, but if 
we had tried to anticipate these in January 2003, we 
would probably have been way off the mark as they 
emerged through doing.” 

In fact, these protocols were captured in a letter that 
went to the NAHT in January 2007 when they were 
seeking re-entry to the partnership. This set out the 
expectations on all partners with the key emphases 
being on confidentiality and consensus, perhaps the 
most important point being: “The partnership works 
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by consensus. In practice this means that everybody 
has to make compromises in the interests of making 
progress. There are no votes, no vetoes. Discussions are 
undertaken on the basis that we are looking for agreed 
solutions.” 

Hilary Emery feels that the scope needs to be clearly 
defined, but with “a recognition that it will evolve and 
that there will be a growing remit.” John Bangs has 
been critical of the tight focus of the School Workforce 
Partnership, saying that: “Although the National 
Agreement brought people together, it got in the way 
of a true social partnership. Or at least the way that 
the National Agreement had been locked into the fine 
detail of the School Teachers’ Pay and Conditions 
Document – this set a pattern of working on the micro-
detail, rather than the strategic vision.” 

But Charles Clarke believes that a period of tightly 
managed focus is essential to then enable partnership 
to expand into a wider remit once trust has been built 
and embedded. 

Brian Lightman supports this view, believing that: 
“There is a role for a wider social partnership in order 
to build on progress around school improvement, 
acting as a forum for unions to be able to feed into 
the early stages of policy development.” 

One thing everyone agrees on is that the partnership 
needs appropriate resource to support it in order that 
it can deliver effectively. WAMG had a high level of 
support from the NRT and later TDA, which provided it 
with the data and information from the field, which 
meant that the partners could deliver appropriate 
support and guidance. 

There is an acknowledgement that the partnership was 
very resource-hungry and that over time the frequency 
of meetings would probably lessen, but nonetheless a 
strong secretariat, dedicated to follow-up and 
preparation, is essential and should not be 
underestimated. 

Brian Strutton believes that “social partnership needs 
to be partly principle and partly detail. Everyone needs 
to know where they are going, but also how they are 
going to get there. However, sometimes WAMG got 
too caught up in the delivery, and strategy and 
delivery became too intertwined. But hindsight is a 
wonderful thing!” 

Partners agree that there needs to be secure and clear 
accountability. Roles and responsibilities need to be 
transparent and this needs to be communicated at all 
levels. Within the School Workforce Partnership, there 

was an agreement that in the case of strong 
disagreement the Minister for Schools would be the 
final arbiter. This was rarely used, but it was important 
to have this in place. 

The Challenge of a New Education Context 
There is little doubt that the education landscape is a 
very different place in 2015 to what it was in the early 
2000s. The system is much more fragmented with the 
increase in the number of academies and the advent 
of free schools, meaning that the local authority is no 
longer the only employer. Many of the kinds of middle-
tier support organisations such as BECTA and NCSL 
have all but gone and it is difficult to have any 
national strategies. 

Additionally, the whole social structure of the 
population has changed – it has increased and 
become even more culturally diverse, leading to more 
complex populations within schools. 

Given this very different context, would it be possible to 
create anything like the School Workforce Partnership 
again and, if so, what would need to be different? 

Mary Bousted believes that the Social Partnership was 
a particular moment in time, with a topdown 
Government that believed in topdown reform: 
“Because of the devolution of the school system, 
governments have to be less command and control. 
The deregulated agenda is now shared by all three 
main political parties, so any future partnership would 
have to be about more general issues – more ‘nudge 
theory’ than ‘this is how you do it’. You can never put 
the genie back in the bottle.” 

One thing that is clear is that any future partnership 
would need to buy in from a wider group of 
stakeholders, because the employer landscape is so 
diverse, but that support from central government 
would be just as important. New delivery streams 
would need to be identified, as everything could no 
longer be channelled through the local authorities, 
and any guidance would need to work in whatever the 
school setting. Might we be looking at a more evolved, 
devolved model? 

It is likely, then, that a future social partnership would 
look different, but there is no reason why it might not 
feel the same. As David Miliband says, “The Social 
Partnership shows what’s possible. If you frame the 
question right, you can get public service trade unions 
to be productive partners. If you never forget the 
educational interests of children, you can get things 
done.” 
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Annex 2
 

National Agreement 

National Agreement signatories – 15 January 2003 

From left to right: 

David Hart, NAHT 

Gerald Imison, ATL 

Keith Sonnet, UNISON 

Graham Lane, NEOST 

Chris Kaufman, TGWU 

Rt. Hon. Charles Clarke MP, DfES 

John Dunford, SHA 

Eamonn O’Kane, NASUWT 

Jean Gemmill, PAT 

John Edmonds, GMB 

David Miliband MP, DfES 
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Annex 3
 

WAMG Notes 

WAMG note 1: Introduction to the National Agreement and Phase 1 

WAMG note 2: Implementation of key provisions in phase 1 of the National Agreement 

WAMG note 3: Changes to teachers’ contract and development of regulations 

WAMG note 4: Schools’ responsibilities for the implementation of the contractual change on PPA 

WAMG note 5: Extended roles for support staff and HLTA training Guidance for schools on Higher Level 
Teaching Assistant roles for school support staff 

WAMG note 6: Support staff roles and training 

WAMG note 7: Planning for the next phases of contractual change 

WAMG note 8: Characteristics of LEAs leading the way in workforce remodelling 

WAMG note 9: Progress report on the introduction of HLTA training and assessment 

WAMG note 10: Guidance on implementing the statutory requirements on cover supervision and PPA 

WAMG note 11: The Every Child Matters (ECM) agenda in England, and extended schools 

WAMG note 6 supplement: Supplementary WAMG guidance on cover supervision 

WAMG note 12: Effective deployment of higher level teaching assistants 

WAMG note 13: Implementation of the National Agreement contractual changes 

WAMG note 14: School responsibilities in the implementation of contractual change on PPA 

WAMG note 15: Sustainability of the National Agreement and priorities for 2006-08 

WAMG note 16: What schools should have in place regarding the National Agreement 

WAMG note 17: Effective deployment of higher level teaching assistants 

WAMG note 18: Supporting local social partnership and sustainable reform 

WAMG note 19: Updating local social partnerships on the programme and priorities 

WAMG note 20: Effective operation of local social partnerships 

WAMG note 21: Threshold and performance management from 2009 

WAMG note 22: The appropriate deployment of support staff in schools 

WAMG note 23: Threshold and performance management in England from September 2009 – change in 
timescale for assessment applications 

WAMG note 24: Threshold and performance management for teachers in England from September 2009 

WAMG note 25: Local social partnership priorities 

Remodelling Cover Resource Pack 

PPA Resource Pack 

RIG Notes 

How to address issues of equality, fairness and diversity in the implementation of performance management 
(2007) 

How to create the right environment for performance management as an inclusive process (2007) 

Note 3 Rewarding Teachers and Raising Standards – Implementing the National Agreement on Rewards and 
Incentives: Light Touch Validation of Performance Management (March 2005) 
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Note 4 Rewarding Teachers and Raising Standards – Implementing the National Agreement on Rewards and
 
Incentives: Teaching and Learning Responsibility (TLR) payments (March 2006) 


Note 5 Rewarding Teachers and Raising Standards – Implementing the National Agreement on Rewards and
 
Incentives (March 2007) 


Performance Management “How to” sheets (2007)
 

How to address the link between performance management, school improvement and other school processes
 
(2007)
 

How to address the revised performance management arrangements for unattached teachers (2007)
 

How to address the effective preparation and support of reviewers (2007)
 

Rewards and Incentives Group – Teachers and Headteachers Performance Management Guidance (2006) 
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The Teachers’ Guarantee
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VPDOOHU�FODVV�VL]HV��PRUH�VXSSRUW�IRU�SXSLOV�RQ�DQ�LQGLYLGXDO�EDVLV��EHWWHU�GLVFLSOLQH�DQG�PRUH� 
IUHHGRP��IRU�WHDFKHUV�WR�WHDFK���$OO�RI�WKLV�KDV�OHG�WR�ULVLQJ�VWDQGDUGV��,W�LV�\RXU�DFKLHYHPHQWV��� 
\RXU�KDUG�ZRUN�DQG�\RXU�FRPPLWPHQW�WKDW�VKRXOG�EH�FHOHEUDWHG�DQG�,�ZDQW�WR�GR�DOO�,�FDQ�WR� 
VXSSRUW�\RX�LQ�WKH�YLWDO�ZRUN�WKDW�\RX�GR��7KDW�LV�ZK\��WR�FRPSOHPHQW�RXU�3XSLO�DQG�3DUHQW� 
*XDUDQWHHV��ZKLFK�VHW�RXW�LQ�ODZ�JXDUDQWHHV�WR�SXSLOV�DQG�SDUHQWV�RI�WKH�H[FHOOHQW�HGXFDWLRQ�� 
DQG�SHUVRQDO�VXSSRUW�WKH\�FDQ�H[SHFW��,�DP�VHWWLQJ�RXW�RXU�7HDFKHUVª�*XDUDQWHH�¥�RXU�SURPLVH� 
WKDW�ZH�ZLOO�FRQWLQXH�WR�WUXVW�LQ�WKH�SURIHVVLRQDOLVP�RI�WHDFKHUV��VXSSRUW�WKHP�WR�IRFXV�RQ�ZKDW� 
WKH\�GR�EHVW�¥�WHDFK��DQG�FUHDWH�WKH�FRQGLWLRQV�WKDW�ZLOO�HQDEOH�WKH�TXDOLW\�RI�WHDFKLQJ�DQG� 
OHDUQLQJ�WR�LPSURYH�HYHQ�IXUWKHU�� 

,W�LV�EHFDXVH�RI�RXU�EHOLHI�DQG�WUXVW�LQ�\RXU�SURIHVVLRQDOLVP�WKDW�ZH�KDYH�UHGXFHG�SUHVFULSWLRQ�DQG� 
LQFUHDVHG�IOH[LELOLW\�LQ�WKH�VHFRQGDU\�FXUULFXOXP��DQG�ZLOO�GR�WKH�VDPH�ZLWK�WKH�QHZ�SULPDU\� 
FXUULFXOXP��WR�DOORZ�WHDFKHUV�WR�XVH�WKHLU�SURIHVVLRQDO�MXGJHPHQW�DQG�H[SHUWLVH�WR�GHVLJQ�D� 
FXUULFXOXP�WDLORUHG�WR�WKH�QHHGV�RI�DOO�FKLOGUHQ�LQ�WKHLU�FDUH��,W�LV�ZK\�ZH�DUH�LQYHVWLQJ� 
UHVSRQVLELOLW\�IRU�VFKRRO�LPSURYHPHQW�LQ�RXU�VFKRRO�OHDGHUV��VFKRROV�OHDGLQJ�WKHLU�RZQ� 
LPSURYHPHQW�DQG�OHDGLQJ�WKH�V\VWHP� 
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� 7KH�7HDFKHUVª�*XDUDQWHH 

2XU�ZRUNIRUFH�UHIRUPV��RQO\�SRVVLEOH�EHFDXVH�RI�WKH�WUXVW��FRPPLWPHQW�DQG�GHGLFDWLRQ�VKRZQ�E\� 
RXU�VRFLDO�SDUWQHUV��KDYH�VXFFHHGHG�LQ�UHPRGHOOLQJ�WKH�VFKRRO�ZRUNIRUFH�LQ�RUGHU�WKDW�WHDFKHUV� 
FDQ�KDYH�WKH�JUHDWHVW�LPSDFW�RQ�WKH�OHDUQLQJ��ZHOO�EHLQJ�DQG�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�WKHLU�SXSLOV��:H� 
NQRZ�WKH�UHIRUPV�VR�IDU�KDYH�KDG�D�SRVLWLYH�LPSDFW��,Q�LWV�UHSRUW�©:RUNIRUFH�UHIRUP�LQ�VFKRROV��KDV�LW� 
PDGH�D�GLIIHUHQFH"ª�SXEOLVKHG�LQ�-DQXDU\�������2IVWHG�FRPPHQWHG�WKDW�ZRUNIRUFH�UHIRUP�PDGH�D� 
FRQVLGHUDEOH�GLIIHUHQFH�WR�SXSLOVª�OHDUQLQJ�DQG�JDYH�WHDFKHUV�FOHDU�SURIHVVLRQDO�VWDWXV��,W�LV� 
EHFDXVH�RI�WKHVH�ILUP�IRXQGDWLRQV�WKDW�ZH�DUH�QRZ�DEOH�WR�VHW�RXW�RXU�7HDFKHUVª�*XDUDQWHH� 
EXLOGLQJ�RQ�WKHVH�UHIRUPV�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�DOO�WHDFKHUV�KDYH�WKH�FDSDFLW\�DQG�VNLOOV�WR�GR�WKHLU�MRE� 
VXSSRUWHG�E\�VWURQJ�DQG�HIIHFWLYH�OHDGHUVKLS�DQG�D�KLJKO\�YDOXHG�ZLGHU�VFKRRO�DQG�FKLOGUHQªV� 
ZRUNIRUFH� 

,Q�������WKH�VFKRRO�ZRUNIRUFH�ZDV�GHPRUDOLVHG��GH�PRWLYDWHG�DQG�XQGHUSDLG��$�ODFN�RI�LQYHVWPHQW� 
PHDQW�EXLOGLQJV�ZHUH�LQ�GHFD\��FKLOGUHQ�ZHUH�XVLQJ�SKRWRFRSLHG�WH[W�ERRNV�DQG�WHFKQRORJ\�ZDV� 
VFDUFH��:H�QHYHU�ZDQW�WR�UHWXUQ�WR�VXFK�FRQGLWLRQV��7KDW�LV�ZK\�,�KDYH�FRPPLWWHG�WR�LQFUHDVH� 
IXQGLQJ�LQ�UHDO�WHUPV�LQ�WKH�FRPLQJ�\HDUV�WR�SURWHFW�WKH�IURQW�OLQH�VR�\RX�FDQ�FRQWLQXH�WR�SURYLGH� 
WKH�EHVW�RXWFRPHV�IRU�HDFK�DQG�HYHU\�FKLOG� 

,�DP�LPPHQVHO\�JUDWHIXO�WR�DOO�RI�\RX�IRU�ZKDW�\RX�KDYH�DFKLHYHG�DQG�FRQWLQXH�WR�DFKLHYH�RQ�D� 
GDLO\�EDVLV�IRU�RXU�FKLOGUHQ��,W�LV�D�UHDO�WHVWDPHQW�WR�\RXU�SURIHVVLRQDOLVP�DQG�FRPPLWPHQW��7KDW�LV� 
ZK\�,�WKLQN�LW�LV�LPSRUWDQW�WKDW�\RXU�KDUG�ZRUN�LV�VXSSRUWHG�E\�D�FOHDU�DIILUPDWLRQ�RI�WKH�WUXVW�WKDW� 
ZH�KDYH�LQ�\RX�DQG�WKLV�FOHDU�VWDWHPHQW�RI�WKH�7HDFKHUVª�*XDUDQWHH��(YHU\�RQH�RI�\RX�LV�SDUW�RI�WKH� 
EHVW�JHQHUDWLRQ�RI�WHDFKHUV�HYHU��WKDW�LV�VRPHWKLQJ�RI�ZKLFK�\RX�VKRXOG�EH�YHU\�SURXG�DQG�ZKLFK� 
,�DP�GHOLJKWHG�WR�EH�DEOH�WR�FHOHEUDWH�ZLWK�\RX�DOO� 

(G�%DOOV�03� 
6HFUHWDU\�RI�6WDWH�IRU� 
'HSDUWPHQW�IRU�&KLOGUHQ��6FKRROV�DQG�)DPLOLHV 
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Our Guarantee
 

*XDUDQWHH�1R���:H�ZLOO�VXSSRUW�WHDFKHUV�WR�GR�ZKDW�WKH\�GR�EHVW�¥�SURYLGH� 
JUHDW�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ 

:H�DUH�DOO�FRPPLWWHG�WR�GHOLYHULQJ�WKH�EHVW�HGXFDWLRQ�IRU�HYHU\�FKLOG��ZKLFK�LV�ZK\�ZH�PXVW� 
FRQWLQXH�WR�EXLOG�RXU�ZRUOG�FODVV�HGXFDWLRQ�V\VWHP��,Q�RUGHU�WR�EH�DEOH�WR�JLYH�RXU�FKLOGUHQ� 
H[FHOOHQW�WHDFKLQJ��ZH�QHHG�WR�FUHDWH�WKH�FRQGLWLRQV�WR�PDLQWDLQ�DQ�RXWVWDQGLQJ�ZRUNIRUFH��7KH� 
1DWLRQDO�$JUHHPHQW�RQ�:RUNIRUFH�5HIRUP���VLJQHG�LQ������E\�*RYHUQPHQW��HPSOR\HUV�DQG�VFKRRO� 
ZRUNIRUFH�XQLRQV��KDV�KHOSHG�VXSSRUW�H[FHOOHQW�WHDFKLQJ��DV�ZHOO�DV�EULQJLQJ�D�PRUH�SURIHVVLRQDO� 
DQG�GLYHUVH�ZRUNIRUFH�LQWR�RXU�VFKRROV� 

$�SURIHVVLRQDO�DQG�GLYHUVH�ZRUNIRUFH�LV�WKH�NH\�WR�ZKDW�KDSSHQV�ZLWKLQ�RXU�VFKRROV�¥�D�GLYHUVH� 
ZRUNIRUFH�LQVSLUHV�FKLOGUHQ��HQKDQFHV�WKHLU�H[SHULHQFHV�DQG�SURYLGHV�WKHP�ZLWK�UROH�PRGHOV�� 
ZKLFK�ZLOO�LQIOXHQFH�WKH�UHVW�RI�WKHLU�OLYHV� 

6R�ZH�ZLOO�GHOLYHU�RXU�JXDUDQWHH�E\� 

●	 &RPPLWWLQJ�WR�WKH�6RFLDO�3DUWQHUVKLS��0DQ\�RI�WKH�UHIRUPV�DQG�LPSURYHPHQWV�WKDW�KDYH� 
EHHQ�LQWURGXFHG�VLQFH�WKH�VLJQLQJ�RI�WKH�1DWLRQDO�$JUHHPHQW�KDYH�RQO\�EHHQ�SRVVLEOH�EHFDXVH� 
RI�WKH�VWUHQJWK�RI�WKH�6RFLDO�3DUWQHUVKLS�DQG�WKH�ZRUN�RI�WKH�:RUNIRUFH�$JUHHPHQW�0RQLWRULQJ� 
*URXS�DQG�ZH�UHPDLQ�FRPPLWWHG�WR�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�RXU�6RFLDO�3DUWQHUV�LQ�D�VSLULW�RI�WUXVW�DQG� 
RSHQQHVV�WR�VHFXUH�FRQWLQXRXV�LPSURYHPHQW� 

●	 &RPPLWWLQJ�WR�D�QDWLRQDO�SD\�DQG�FRQGLWLRQV�IUDPHZRUN�IRU�WHDFKHUV�DQG�WR�WKH�6FKRRO� 
6XSSRUW�6WDII�1HJRWLDWLQJ�%RG\��6661%���2XU�FRPPLWPHQW�LV�WR�D�IUDPHZRUN�IRU�SD\�DQG� 
FRQGLWLRQV�WKDW�UHFRJQLVHV�WKH�ZRUNIRUFH�DV�KLJKO\�VNLOOHG�SURIHVVLRQDOV���7KH�IUDPHZRUN�LV� 
XQGHUSLQQHG�E\�WKH�SULQFLSOHV�RI�IDLUQHVV�DQG�WUDQVSDUHQF\�WKDW�EDODQFH�WKH�QHHG�IRU�QDWLRQDO� 
FRQVLVWHQF\�ZLWK�ORFDO�IOH[LELOLW\���7KLV�ZLOO�HQVXUH�WKDW�ZH�FDQ�FRQWLQXH�WR�UHFUXLW�DQG�UHWDLQ� 
KLJK�TXDOLW\�WHDFKHUV�DQG�VXSSRUW�VWDII��ZKR�GHOLYHU�WKH�EHVW�RXWFRPHV�IRU�RXU�FKLOGUHQ���:H� 
ZLOO�GR�WKLV�WKURXJK�D�FRPPLWPHQW�WR�WKH�GHOLYHU\�RI�WHDFKHUVª�WHUPV�DQG�FRQGLWLRQV�WKURXJK� 
WKH�6FKRRO�7HDFKHUV�3D\�DQG�&RQGLWLRQV�'RFXPHQW��673&'��DQG�WKURXJK�RXU�FRPPLWPHQW�WR� 
WKH�ZRUN�RI�WKH�QHZ�6661%���%HFDXVH�RI�WKH�VSHFLDO�UROH�WKDW�$FDGHPLHV�SOD\�LQ�WDFNOLQJ� 
HQWUHQFKHG�GLVDGYDQWDJH�DQG�WXUQLQJ�DURXQG�SDVW�XQGHUSHUIRUPDQFH�WKH\�KDYH�SDUWLFXODU� 
IOH[LELOLWLHV�RYHU�WKH�FXUULFXOXP�DQG�SD\�DQG�FRQGLWLRQV���:H�FORVHO\�PRQLWRU�WKH�LPSDFW�RI� 
DFDGHP\�IUHHGRPV�RQ�WKHLU�ZRUNIRUFH�DQG�VFKRRO�VWDQGDUGV�DQG�ZLOO�FRQWLQXH�WR�GR�VR��� 
(YLGHQFH�VXJJHVWV�WKDW�WKH�PDMRULW\�RI�DFDGHPLHV�DGRSW�RU�LQGHHG�H[FHHG�FRQGLWLRQV�RI�WKH� 
673&'� 

��	 �©5DLVLQJ�VWDQGDUGV�DQG�WDFNOLQJ�ZRUNORDG�D�QDWLRQDO�DJUHHPHQW�¥�7LPH�IRU�VWDQGDUGVª�ZDV�VLJQHG�RQ����-DQXDU\������ 
E\�$6&/��$7/��'&6)��*0%��1$+7��1$68:7��1(267��6+$��3$7��7�DQG�*��81,621��:$* 
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� 7KH�7HDFKHUVª�*XDUDQWHH 

●	 8VLQJ�WHDFKHUVª�VNLOOV�DQG�H[SHUWLVH�WR�IRFXV�RQ�WKH�SULRULWLHV�RI�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ�� 
'HGLFDWHG�SODQQLQJ�3UHSDUDWLRQ�DQG�$VVHVVPHQW��33$��WLPH�KDV�VHUYHG�WR�LPSURYH�WKH�TXDOLW\� 
RI�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ�DQG�UHVHDUFK�EDFNV�WKLV�XS��7KLV��DORQJVLGH�WKH�IDFW�WKDW�WHDFKHUV� 
VKRXOG�QRZ�QRW�URXWLQHO\�XQGHUWDNH�WDVNV�WKDW�GR�QRW�UHTXLUH�WKHLU�SURIHVVLRQDO�VNLOOV�DQG� 
MXGJHPHQW��IRU�H[DPSOH�LQYLJLODWLQJ�H[WHUQDO�H[DPV��URXWLQH�FOHULFDO�RU�DGPLQLVWUDWLYH�WDVNV�DQG� 
PLGGD\�VXSHUYLVLRQ�SURYLGHV�D�FOHDU�IRFXV�RQ�WKH�SULRULWLHV�RI�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ��6LPLODUO\�� 
FRYHU�IRU�WKH�DEVHQFH�RI�FROOHDJXHV�LV�ZLGHO\�DFFHSWHG�DV�QRW�EHLQJ�DQ�HIIHFWLYH�XVH�RI�D� 
WHDFKHUªV�WLPH�EHFDXVH�WHDFKHUV�DUH�PRVW�HIIHFWLYH�ZKHQ�WHDFKLQJ�WKHLU�RZQ�VXEMHFW�V��LQ�D� 
WLPHWDEOHG�OHVVRQ��6R�WHDFKHUV�RQO\�KDYH�WR�SURYLGH�FRYHU�UDUHO\��DQG�LQ�FLUFXPVWDQFHV�WKDW�DUH� 
XQIRUHVHHDEOH� 

●	 &RQWLQXLQJ�WR�SURPRWH�WKH�UROH�RI�$GYDQFHG�6NLOOV�7HDFKHUV��$67V��DQG�([FHOOHQW� 
7HDFKHUV��(7V��LQ�VXSSRUWLQJ�HIIHFWLYH�WHDFKHU�SUDFWLFH�DQG�LQ�KHOSLQJ�RWKHU�WHDFKHUV� 
LPSURYH�WKHLU�HIIHFWLYHQHVV�LQ�WKH�FODVVURRP��,W�LV�ULJKW�WKDW�H[SHULHQFHG�DQG�H[FHOOHQW� 
WHDFKHUV�VKRXOG�UHPDLQ�LQ�WKH�FODVVURRP�DQG�EH�SURSHUO\�UHZDUGHG�ZKLOVW�VXSSRUWLQJ�ZLGHU� 
LPSURYHPHQWV�WR�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ��5HVHDUFK�RQ�EHKDOI�RI�WKH�7UDLQLQJ�DQG�'HYHORSPHQW� 
$JHQF\�IRU�6FKRROV�VKRZV�WKDW�WHDFKHU�WR�WHDFKHU�DSSURDFKHV�WR�SURIHVVLRQDO�GHYHORSPHQW�� 
VXFK�DV�WKRVH�SUDFWLVHG�E\�$67V�DQG�(7V��DUH�H[WUHPHO\�HIIHFWLYH�DQG�LW�VD\V�WKDW�$67V�DQG�(7V� 
DUH�SDUWLFXODUO\�ZHOO�SODFHG�WR�SOD\�D�OHDG�UROH�LQ�FRQWLQXLQJ�SURIHVVLRQDO�GHYHORSPHQW��$67V� 
KDYH�DOVR�EHHQ�FRPPHQGHG�E\�2IVWHG�IRU�WKHLU�VLJQLILFDQW�LPSDFW�LQ�LPSURYLQJ�WHDFKLQJ�DQG� 
OHDUQLQJ�LQ�WKHLU�RZQ�DQG�RWKHU�VFKRROV� 

●	 'HYHORSLQJ�DQG�GHSOR\LQJ�WKH�HGXFDWLRQ�WHDP�WR�VXSSRUW�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ��:H�ZDQW� 
DOO�PHPEHUV�RI�WKH�VFKRRO�ZRUNIRUFH�WR�EH�ZHOO�PDQDJHG��ZHOO�WUDLQHG�DQG�GHSOR\HG�HIIHFWLYHO\� 
VR�WKDW�WKH\�KDYH�D�FOHDU�IRFXV�RQ�WKH�VFKRROªV�SULRULWLHV�DQG�REMHFWLYHV�DQG�VXSSRUW�WHDFKHUV�LQ� 
ERWK�PHHWLQJ�WKH�QHHGV�RI�HYHU\�FKLOG�DQG�UHPRYLQJ�EDUULHUV�WR�OHDUQLQJ��*RRG�VFKRROV�DUH� 
WKRVH�ZKLFK�GHSOR\�WKH�IXOO�UDQJH�RI�WKHLU�VWDII�HIIHFWLYHO\�DQG�HQVXUH�WKH\�KDYH�WKH�ULJKW� 
WUDLQLQJ��TXDOLILFDWLRQV�DQG�VXSSRUW�IRU�WKH�UROHV�WKH\�DUH�XQGHUWDNLQJ��,Q�UHFRJQLWLRQ�RI�WKH� 
FKDQJLQJ�VFKRRO�HQYLURQPHQW�DQG�XQLTXH�QDWXUH�RI�PDQ\�VXSSRUW�VWDII�UROHV��ZH�KDYH� 
HVWDEOLVKHG�WKH�QHZ�6FKRRO�6XSSRUW�6WDII�1HJRWLDWLQJ�%RG\��6661%��WR�GHYHORS�D�EHVSRNH�SD\� 
DQG�FRQGLWLRQV�IUDPHZRUN�WKDW�SURSHUO\�WDNHV�DFFRXQW�RI�WKH�QHZ�DQG�HPHUJLQJ�UROHV�WKDW� 
VFKRRO�VXSSRUW�VWDII�DUH� 
XQGHUWDNLQJ��7KLV�QHZ� 
IUDPHZRUN�ZLOO�EULQJ�DERXW� 
FRQVLVWHQF\�DFURVV�DOO� 
PDLQWDLQHG�VFKRROV�LQ� 
(QJODQG��ZKLOVW�DQ�LQEXLOW� 
HOHPHQW�RI�IOH[LELOLW\�ZLOO� 
HQVXUH�DOO�PDLQWDLQHG� 
VFKRROV�FDQ�FKRRVH� 
LQGLYLGXDO�UROHV�IRU�WKHLU� 
VXSSRUW�VWDII�DQG�GHSOR\� 
WKHP�LQ�D�ZD\�WKDW�EHVW� 
PHHWV�WKHLU�QHHGV� 
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7KH�7HDFKHUVª�*XDUDQWHH � 

●	 6HWWLQJ�RXW�RXU�DPELWLRQ�WKDW�HYHU\RQH�LQ�WKH�FKLOGUHQªV�ZRUNIRUFH�ZKR�VXSSRUWV�SXSLOVª� 
OHDUQLQJ�VKRXOG�KDYH�RU�EH�ZRUNLQJ�WRZDUGV�¥�D�OHYHO���TXDOLILFDWLRQ��(YLGHQFH�VXJJHVWV� 
WKDW�VXSSRUW�VWDII�KDYH�D�VXEVWDQWLDO�LPSDFW�RQ�SXSLOVª�DFKLHYHPHQW�DQG�ZHOO�EHLQJ�LQ�WKH� 
FODVVURRP��,W�LV�IRU�WKLV�UHDVRQ�ZH�RXWOLQHG�RXU�DPELWLRQ�LQ�WKH�:KLWH�3DSHU�<RXU�&KLOG��<RXU� 
6FKRRO��2XU�)XWXUH�WR�UDLVH�WKH�SURIHVVLRQDO�VWDQGDUGV�RI�VXSSRUW�VWDII�DQG�HQVXUH�WKDW�WKH\�DUH� 
JLYHQ�WKH�RSSRUWXQLW\�WR�GHYHORS�WKHLU�VNLOOV�DQG�SURJUHVV�LQ�WKHLU�FDUHHUV��:RUNLQJ�ZLWK�WKH� 
7'$�DQG�VRFLDO�SDUWQHUV�ZH�VKDOO�GHYHORS�DQ�DFWLRQ�SODQ�WKDW�ZLOO�LGHQWLI\�WKH�W\SHV�RI�&3'�WKDW� 
VXSSRUW�VWDII�UHTXLUH��7KLV�ZLOO�SURYLGH�VFKRROV�ZLWK�D�WRRO�WKDW�ZLOO�HQDEOH�WKHP�WR�VHFXUH� 
SURYLVLRQ�WKDW�ZLOO�UDLVH�SURIHVVLRQDO�VWDQGDUGV�DQG�DVVXUH�WHDFKHUV�WKDW�WKH\�FDQ�UHO\�RQ�KLJK� 
TXDOLW\�VXSSRUW�WR�HQDEOH�WKHP�WR�IRFXV�RQ�OHDGLQJ�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ� 

*XDUDQWHH�1R����:H�ZLOO�VXSSRUW�H[FHOOHQW�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ�E\�LQYHVWLQJ� 
LQ�FRQWLQXLQJ�SURIHVVLRQDO�GHYHORSPHQW�IRU�WHDFKHUV�DQG�VXSSRUW�VWDII 

(YHU\�VFKRRO�VKRXOG�KDYH�D�FOHDU�SROLF\�WR�VXSSRUW�WKH�FRQWLQXRXV�SURIHVVLRQDO�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�LWV� 
HQWLUH�ZRUNIRUFH��5HVHDUFK�VKRZV�WKDW�WKH�ULJKW�FRQWLQXLQJ�SURIHVVLRQDO�GHYHORSPHQW��&3'��FDQ� 
KDYH�D�SRVLWLYH�LPSDFW�RQ�WHDFKHUVª�SUDFWLFH��OHDGLQJ�WR�LPSURYHPHQWV�LQ�SXSLO�DWWDLQPHQW�DQG� 
RWKHU�RXWFRPHV��&3'�FDQ�DOVR�KDYH�D�SRVLWLYH�LPSDFW�RQ�SXSLO�DWWLWXGH��HQKDQFHPHQW�RI�VWXGHQW� 
PRWLYDWLRQ�DQG�PRUH�SRVLWLYH�UHVSRQVHV�WR�VSHFLILF�VXEMHFWV� 

:H�KDYH�HQVXUHG�WKURXJK�OHJLVODWLRQ�WKDW�HYHU\�WHDFKHU�EHQHILWV�IURP�VWDWXWRU\�LQGXFWLRQ� 
DUUDQJHPHQWV�DQG�LV�HQJDJHG�LQ�KLJK�TXDOLW\�SHUIRUPDQFH�PDQDJHPHQW�OLQNHG�WR�FRQWLQXLQJ� 
SURIHVVLRQDO�GHYHORSPHQW�IURP�ZKHQ�WKH\�ILUVW�VWDUW�WHDFKLQJ��+RZHYHU��ZH�NQRZ�WKDW�VFKRROV� 
YDU\�LQ�WKHLU�SUDFWLFH�LQ�WHUPV�RI�OLQNLQJ�SHUIRUPDQFH�PDQDJHPHQW�SURFHVVHV�DQG�WKH�SURIHVVLRQDO� 
VWDQGDUGV�ZLWK�&3'�RSSRUWXQLWLHV� 

6R�ZH�ZLOO�GHOLYHU�RXU�JXDUDQWHH�E\� 

●	 (QVXULQJ�DOO�1HZO\�4XDOLILHG�7HDFKHUV�JHW�D�JUHDW�VWDUW�LQ�WHDFKLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�RQJRLQJ� 
SURIHVVLRQDO�GHYHORSPHQW�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�DQG�WKH�VXSSRUW�DQG�FKDOOHQJH�WKDW�WKH\�QHHG�WR� 
VXFFHHG��7KDW�ILUVW�\HDU�LQ�WHDFKLQJ�LV�VR�LPSRUWDQW�DQG�WKHUH�LV�VWLOO�PXFK�WR�OHDUQ��VR�ZH�KDYH� 
HQVXUHG�WKDW�GXULQJ�WKHLU�LQGXFWLRQ�SHULRG��147V�DUH�HQWLWOHG�WR�UHFHLYH�VXSSRUW�DQG�FKDOOHQJH� 
IURP�DQ�LQGXFWLRQ�WXWRU��KDYH�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�IRU�GHYHORSPHQW�DQG�D����SHU�FHQW�UHGXFHG� 
WLPHWDEOH��LQ�DGGLWLRQ�WR�3ODQQLQJ��3UHSDUDWLRQ�DQG�$VVHVVPHQW��33$��WLPH� 

●	 3URYLGLQJ�D�FRQWUDFWXDO�HQWLWOHPHQW�WR�FRQWLQXDO�SURIHVVLRQDO�GHYHORSPHQW�IRU�DOO� 
WHDFKHUV�DORQJVLGH�D�/LFHQFH�WR�3UDFWLVH��:H�H[SHFW�HYHU\�WHDFKHU�WR�UHIOHFW�RQ�WKHLU�RZQ� 
SHUIRUPDQFH�DQG�EH�FRPPLWWHG�WR�LPSURYLQJ�WKHLU�SUDFWLFH��NHHSLQJ�WKHLU�VNLOOV�DQG�NQRZOHGJH� 
XS�WR�GDWH��$V�KLJKO\�YDOXHG�SURIHVVLRQDOV��WHDFKHUV�ZLOO�KDYH�D�FRQWUDFWXDO�&3'�HQWLWOHPHQW�� 
ZKLFK�JXDUDQWHHV�WKHP�WLPH�WR�DFFHVV�KLJK�TXDOLW\�SURIHVVLRQDO�GHYHORSPHQW�OLQNHG�ZLWK� 
SHUIRUPDQFH�PDQDJHPHQW� 

●	 0DNLQJ�WHDFKLQJ�D�0DVWHUV�OHYHO�SURIHVVLRQ�ZLWK�WKH�DLP��RYHU�WLPH��WKDW�HYHU\�WHDFKHU� 
VKRXOG�JDLQ�D�SUDFWLFH�EDVHG�0DVWHUV�LQ�7HDFKLQJ�DQG�/HDUQLQJ��7KH�ILUVW�WHDFKHUV�KDYH� 
QRZ�HQUROOHG�IRU�WKH�0DVWHUV�LQ�7HDFKLQJ�DQG�/HDUQLQJ��JDLQLQJ�WKH�RSSRUWXQLW\�WR�GHHSHQ� 
WKHLU�NQRZOHGJH�DQG�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�RI�SHGDJRJ\�DQG�HIIHFWLYH�SUDFWLFH�DV�ZH�FRQWLQXH�WR�UDLVH� 
WKH�VWDWXV�DQG�HVWHHP�RI�WKH�WHDFKLQJ�SURIHVVLRQ� 
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� 7KH�7HDFKHUVª�*XDUDQWHH 

*XDUDQWHH�1R����:H�ZLOO�EDFN�KHDG�WHDFKHUV�DQG�WHDFKHUV�LQ�XVLQJ�WKH�SRZHUV� 
WKH\�KDYH�WR�HQIRUFH�GLVFLSOLQH�DQG�HQFRXUDJH�JRRG�EHKDYLRXU� 

3RRU�EHKDYLRXU�FDQQRW�EH�WROHUDWHG��LW�LV�D�GHQLDO�RI�WKH�ULJKW�RI�SXSLOV�WR�OHDUQ�DQG�WHDFKHUV�WR� 
WHDFK��%HKDYLRXU�VWDQGDUGV�LQ�VFKRROV�DUH�KLJK�IRU�WKH�JUHDW�PDMRULW\�RI�\RXQJ�SHRSOH�DQG�WKH� 
PLVFRQGXFW�RI�D�IHZ�UHSUHVHQWV�D�VPDOO�SHUFHQWDJH�RI�WKH�VHYHQ�PLOOLRQ�SXSLOV�LQ�WKH�VFKRRO� 
V\VWHP��%XW�QR�FKLOG�VKRXOG�KDYH�WKHLU�OHDUQLQJ�GLVWXUEHG�E\�SRRU�GLVFLSOLQH�LQ�WKH�FODVVURRP� 

7KLV�LV�WKH�ILUVW�JRYHUQPHQW�WR�LPSOHPHQW�D�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�QDWLRQDO�SURJUDPPH�WR�VWUHQJWKHQ� 
VFKRROVª�FDSDFLW\�WR�PDQDJH�EHKDYLRXU��:H�DUH�EDFNLQJ�KHDG�WHDFKHUV�DQG�WHDFKHUV�DQG�KDYH� 
JLYHQ�WKHP�WKH�DXWKRULW\�WR�LQWHUYHQH�WR�WDFNOH�EDG�EHKDYLRXU�DQG�VWRS�SUREOHPV�VSLUDOOLQJ�RXW�RI� 
FRQWURO��6LU�$ODQ�6WHHU�VDLG�LQ�KLV�UHSRUW�SXEOLVKHG�RQ����0DUFK������WKDW�VFKRROV�QRZ�KDYH�YHU\� 
PXFK�FOHDUHU��EURDGHU�DQG�EHWWHU�IRFXVHG�SRZHUV�WR�GLVFLSOLQH�SXSLOV�WKDQ�HYHU�EHIRUH��$V�D� 
FRQVHTXHQFH�WKH�QXPEHU�RI�VFKRROV�ZLWK�LQDGHTXDWH�EHKDYLRXU�LV�DW�WKH�ORZHVW�OHYHO�HYHU� 

:H�ZLOO�DOZD\V�EDFN�KHDG�WHDFKHUV�DQG�WHDFKHUV��:H�QHHG�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�WHDFKHUV�DUH�DZDUH�RI�WKH� 
SRZHUV�WKH\�KDYH�WR�WDFNOH�SRRU�EHKDYLRXU�DQG�WKDW�WKH\�KDYH�WKH�FRQILGHQFH�WR�XVH�WKHVH� 
SRZHUV�ZKHUH�QHFHVVDU\��:H�DOVR�H[SHFW�SDUHQWV�WR�EDFN�VFKRROV�DQG�DFFHSW�WKH\�KDYH�D� 
UHVSRQVLELOLW\�WR�VXSSRUW�VFKRROV�LQ�HQIRUFLQJ�GLVFLSOLQH�DQG�JRRG�EHKDYLRXU� 

6R�ZH�ZLOO�GHOLYHU�RXU�JXDUDQWHH�E\� 

●	  *LYLQJ�WKH�VFKRRO�ZRUNIRUFH�SRZHUV�WR�VHDUFK�SXSLOV��XVH�DSSURSULDWH�SK\VLFDO�IRUFH�DQG� 
DSSO\�D�ZLGH�UDQJH�RI�SHQDOWLHV�WR�SURWHFW�SXSLO�VDIHW\�DQG�PDLQWDLQ�GLVFLSOLQH��6FKRROV� 
KDYH�FOHDU�VWDWXWRU\�SRZHUV�WR�GLVFLSOLQH�SXSLOV�IRU�EDG�EHKDYLRXU�WKDW�RFFXUV�LQ�VFKRRO�RU�RQ� 
WKH�ZD\�WR�DQG�IURP�VFKRRO��7KLV�LQFOXGHV�H[FOXVLRQ��GHWHQWLRQ�DQG�ZLWKGUDZDO�RI�SULYLOHJHV��:H� 
KDYH�JLYHQ�VFKRROV�WKH�SRZHU�WR�VHDUFK�SXSLOV�IRU�ZHDSRQV�DQG�RWKHU�LWHPV���ZLWKRXW�SXSLOV� 
FRQVHQW���DQG�WR�FRQILVFDWH�SURSHUW\��LQFOXGLQJ�PRELOH�SKRQHV�RU�PXVLF�SOD\HUV��:KLOH�IRUFH� 
VKRXOG�RQO\�EH�XVHG�DV�D�ODVW�UHVRUW��DOO�VFKRRO�VWDII�PHPEHUV�KDYH�WKH�OHJDO�SRZHU�WR�XVH� 
UHDVRQDEOH�IRUFH�ERWK�WR�SUHYHQW�D�FULPH�RU�LQMXU\�DQG�WR�PDLQWDLQ�JRRG�RUGHU�DQG�GLVFLSOLQH� 
DPRQJVW�SXSLOV� 
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7KH�7HDFKHUVª�*XDUDQWHH � 

●	 %XLOGLQJ�RQ�+RPH�6FKRRO�$JUHHPHQWV��JLYLQJ�VFKRROV�QHZ�DQG�VWURQJHU�SRZHUV�WR� 
HQIRUFH�SDUHQWVª�UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV�WR�VXSSRUW�WKH�VFKRRO�LQ�PDLQWDLQLQJ�JRRG�EHKDYLRXU��,Q� 
DSSO\LQJ�IRU�D�VFKRRO�SODFH��HYHU\�SDUHQW�ZLOO�DJUHH�WR�DGKHUH�WR�WKH�VFKRROªV�EHKDYLRXU�UXOHV�� 
2QFH�WKHLU�FKLOG�LV�LQ�VFKRRO��SDUHQWV�ZLOO�EH�H[SHFWHG�WR�VLJQ�WKH�DJUHHPHQW�HDFK�\HDU�DQG�ZLOO� 
IDFH�UHDO�FRQVHTXHQFHV�LI�WKH\�IDLO�WR�OLYH�XS�WR�WKH�UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV�VHW�RXW�ZLWKLQ�LW��LQFOXGLQJ� 
WKH�SRVVLELOLW\�RI�D�FRXUW�LPSRVHG�SDUHQWLQJ�RUGHU� 

●	 6XSSRUWLQJ�H[FHOOHQW�SUDFWLFH�LQ�EHKDYLRXU�PDQDJHPHQW�E\�HVWDEOLVKLQJ�D�QHWZRUN�RI�XS� 
WR�����/HDG�%HKDYLRXU�6FKRROV�DQG�JLYLQJ�WHDFKHUV�WKH�H[SHUW�WUDLQLQJ�WKH\�QHHG��0RUH� 
VFKRROV�WKDQ�HYHU�KDYH�JRRG�RU�RXWVWDQGLQJ�EHKDYLRXU��VR�ZH�ZLOO�XVH�WKLV�H[FHOOHQW�SUDFWLFH�WR� 
KHOS�VXSSRUW�VFKRROV�VWUXJJOLQJ�ZLWK�EDG�EHKDYLRXU��/HDG�EHKDYLRXU�VFKRROV�ZLOO�EH�WZLQQHG� 
ZLWK�VFKRROV�ZKHUH�EHKDYLRXU�QHHGV�WR�LPSURYH�WR�VKDUH�WKHLU�LQQRYDWLYH�DSSURDFKHV�WR� 
WDFNOLQJ�EHKDYLRXU��2XU�1DWLRQDO�3URJUDPPH�IRU�6FKRRO�/HDGHUV�LQ�%HKDYLRXU�DQG�$WWHQGDQFH� 
�136/%$��WUDLQLQJ�SURJUDPPH�ZLOO�DOVR�HQVXUH�WKDW�VWDII�ZLWK�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�IRU�EHKDYLRXU�DQG� 
DWWHQGDQFH�LVVXHV�FDQ�FRQWLQXH�WR�GHYHORS�WKHLU�SURIHVVLRQDO�VNLOOV� 

●	 :RUNLQJ�ZLWK�WHDFKHUV��SDUHQWV�DQG�SXSLOV�WR�HQVXUH�HYHU\RQH�LV�FOHDU�WKDW�EDG�EHKDYLRXU� 
ZLOO�QRW�EH�WROHUDWHG��DQG�ZLWK�SDUHQWV�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�WKH\�DFFHSW�WKHLU�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�WR� 
VXSSRUW�WKH�VFKRRO��7R�FRPSOHPHQW�RXU�LQIRUPDWLRQ�IRU�WHDFKHUV�DQG�SDUHQWV�ZH�ZLOO�PDNH� 
VXUH�SXSLOV�DOVR�XQGHUVWDQG�WKH�LPSRUWDQFH�RI�JRRG�EHKDYLRXU�DQG�WKH�SRZHUV�RI�WKH�VFKRRO�WR� 
HQIRUFH�GLVFLSOLQH� 

●	 (QVXULQJ�WKDW�DQ\�PHPEHU�RI�VWDII�ZKR�ZRUNV�ZLWK�FKLOGUHQ�ZKR�KDV�DQ�DOOHJDWLRQ�RI� 
DEXVH�PDGH�DJDLQVW�WKHP��KDV�WKDW�DOOHJDWLRQ�GHDOW�ZLWK�IDLUO\��TXLFNO\�DQG�FRQVLVWHQWO\�� 
$Q\�DOOHJDWLRQ�VKRXOG�EH�H[DPLQHG�E\�VRPHRQH�LQGHSHQGHQW�RI�WKH�VFKRRO��7KH�VFKRRO�VKRXOG� 
NHHS�WKH�SHUVRQ�ZKR�LV�WKH�VXEMHFW�RI�WKH�DOOHJDWLRQ�LQIRUPHG�RI�WKH�SURJUHVV�RI�WKH�FDVH��DQG� 
FRQVLGHU�ZKDW�RWKHU�VXSSRUW�LV�DSSURSULDWH�IRU�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO�ZKLFK�PD\�LQFOXGH�VXSSRUW�YLD� 
WKH�ORFDO�DXWKRULW\�KHDOWK�RU�HPSOR\HH�ZHOIDUH�DUUDQJHPHQWV� 

*XDUDQWHH�1R����(YHU\�VFKRRO�ZLOO�EH�ZHOO�OHG�ZLWK�VWURQJ��HIIHFWLYH�OHDGHUVKLS� 
VR�WKDW�KLJK�TXDOLW\�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ�FDQ�IORXULVK 

6FKRRO�OHDGHUVKLS�LV�VHFRQG�RQO\�WR�FODVVURRP�WHDFKLQJ�DV�DQ�LQIOXHQFH�RQ�SXSLO�OHDUQLQJ��6FKRRO� 
OHDGHUV�LPSURYH�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ�GLUHFWO\�DQG�PRVW�SRZHUIXOO\�WKURXJK�WKHLU�LQIOXHQFH�RQ� 
VWDII�PRWLYDWLRQ��FRPPLWPHQW�DQG�ZRUNLQJ�FRQGLWLRQV� 

6FKRRO�OHDGHUV�SOD\�D�FHQWUDO�UROH�LQ�UDLVLQJ�VWDQGDUGV�RI�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ��:H�KDYH� 
UHFRJQLVHG�WKH�LPSRUWDQFH�RI�WKHVH�UROHV�LQ�WKH�VFKRRO�HQYLURQPHQW�E\�EULQJLQJ�LQ�VWDWXWRU\� 
HQWLWOHPHQWV�WR�GHGLFDWHG�WLPH�WR�FDUU\�RXW�WKHVH�UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV� 

2XU�VFKRRO�OHDGHUV�KDYH�D�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�WR�VHW�KLJK�H[SHFWDWLRQV�DQG�FUHDWH�WKH�FRQGLWLRQV�IRU� 
HIIHFWLYH�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ�WR�IORXULVK��/HDGHUV�DFNQRZOHGJH�WKH�KLJK�VWDWXV��YDOXH�DQG� 
LPSRUWDQFH�RI�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ�DQG�LQ�FUHDWLQJ�D�OHDUQLQJ�FXOWXUH�ZKLFK�HQDEOHV�SXSLOV�WR� 
EHFRPH�HIIHFWLYH��HQWKXVLDVWLF�DQG�LQGHSHQGHQW��OLIH�ORQJ�OHDUQHUV��$V�ZHOO�DV�VHHNLQJ�WR�LPSURYH� 
WKHLU�RZQ�SHUIRUPDQFH�WKURXJK�SURIHVVLRQDO�GHYHORSPHQW��VFKRRO�OHDGHUV�VKRXOG�HQDEOH�RWKHUV�WR� 
GHYHORS�DQG�LPSURYH�E\�FUHDWLQJ�D�SURIHVVLRQDO�OHDUQLQJ�FXOWXUH�ZLWKLQ�WKH�VFKRRO� 
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� 7KH�7HDFKHUVª�*XDUDQWHH 

6R�ZH�ZLOO�GHOLYHU�RXU�JXDUDQWHH�E\� 

●	 'HYHORSLQJ�RXU�QHWZRUN�RI�1DWLRQDO�/HDGHUV�RI�(GXFDWLRQ��1/(V���:H�ZLOO�HQVXUH�WKDW� 
VFKRRO�OHDGHUV�DUH�VXSSRUWHG�E\�D�QHWZRUN�RI�1/(V�GHSOR\HG�WR�XVH�WKHLU�NQRZOHGJH�DQG� 
H[SHULHQFH�RI�OHDGHUVKLS�DQG�WHDFKLQJ�WR�SURYLGH�DGGLWLRQDO�OHDGHUVKLS�FDSDFLW\�WR�VFKRROV�LQ� 
FKDOOHQJLQJ�FLUFXPVWDQFHV� 

●	 ([WHQGLQJ�WKH�LQIOXHQFH�RI�RXU�EHVW�VFKRRO�OHDGHUV�VR�WKDW�ZH�VSUHDG�H[FHOOHQFH�¥�ZLWK� 
QRW�IRU�SURILW�DFFUHGLWHG�SURYLGHUV�WDNLQJ�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�IRU�OHDGLQJ�PRUH�WKDQ�RQH�VFKRRO� 
LQ�RUGHU�WR�DFKLHYH�PRUH�IRU�FKLOGUHQ�DQG�\RXQJ�SHRSOH��6FKRROV�ZLOO�EH�HQFRXUDJHG�WR�EH� 
LQYROYHG�LQ�FROODERUDWLRQV�DQG�PRUH�IRUPDOLVHG�DUUDQJHPHQWV�OHG�E\�RXU�QHZ�QRW�IRU�SURILW� 
DFFUHGLWHG�SURYLGHUV��6KDUHG�JRYHUQDQFH�WKURXJK�IHGHUDWLRQ��VKDUHG�7UXVWV��DQG�VKDUHG� 
OHDGHUVKLS�ZLWK�KHDGV�WDNLQJ�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�IRU�OHDGLQJ�PRUH�WKDQ�RQH�VFKRRO�ZLOO�VXSSRUW� 
LPSURYHG�SXSLO�RXWFRPHV��7KHVH�FROODERUDWLRQV�ZLOO�DOVR�SURYLGH�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�IRU�WHDFKHUV�WR� 
DFFHVV�VXSSRUW��OHDUQ�IURP�WKH�H[SHUWLVH�RI�RWKHUV�DQG�GHYHORS�LQ�WKHLU�UROHV��6FKRROV�ZKLFK� 
FRXOG�EHQHILW�IURP�DGGLWLRQDO�VXSSRUW��FDSDFLW\�DQG�H[SHUWLVH�WR�LPSURYH�PLJKW�FKRRVH�WR�EH� 
OHG�E\�DQ�$FFUHGLWHG�6FKRRO�3URYLGHU�RU�*URXS��$63�$6*���6FKRROV�ZKLFK�DUH�XQGHUSHUIRUPLQJ� 
DQG�DUH�MRLQLQJ�D�WUXVW�RU�IHGHUDWLRQ�DV�D�UHVXOW�RI�/$�LQWHUYHQWLRQ�ZKLFK�LV�OHG�E\�DQ�$63�RU�$6*� 
ZLOO�EHQHILW�IURP�WKHLU�H[FHOOHQFH�DQG�H[SHUWLVH��0DLQWDLQHG�VFKRROV��VHFRQGDU\�RU�SULPDU\��OHG� 
E\�DFFUHGLWHG�SURYLGHUV�ZLOO�FRQWLQXH�WR�EH�ERXQG�E\�VWDWXWRU\�WHDFKHUVª�SD\�DQG�FRQGLWLRQV� 
DQG�IXOILO�WKH�1DWLRQDO�$JUHHPHQW� 

●	 *XDUDQWHH�1R����:H�ZLOO�HQKDQFH�WKH�SURIHVVLRQDO�VWDWXV�DQG�VWDQGLQJ�RI� 
WHDFKLQJ�DQG�ZH�ZLOO�VXSSRUW�WHDFKHUV�LQ�PDLQWDLQLQJ�WKH�KLJKHVW� 
SURIHVVLRQDO�VWDQGDUGV�ZKLOVW�UHWDLQLQJ�WKH�FRQILGHQFH�RI�SDUHQWV�DQG�WKH� 
SXEOLF� 

7HDFKHUV�DQG�KHDG�WHDFKHUV�DUH�SURIHVVLRQDOV�DQG�WKH�YDVW�PDMRULW\�SHUIRUP�WR�WKH�KLJKHVW� 
VWDQGDUGV��:LWK�D�JRRG�SHUIRUPDQFH�PDQDJHPHQW�V\VWHP��OLQNHG�WR�WKH�ULJKW��FRQWLQXLQJ� 
SURIHVVLRQDO�GHYHORSPHQW��DV�VHW�RXW�LQ�RXU�FRPPLWPHQW�ZLWKLQ�*XDUDQWHH����ZH�FDQ�FRQWLQXH�WR� 
EXLOG�RQ�WKHVH�KLJK�VWDQGDUGV��7KH�IDFW�WKDW��ZLWKLQ�WKH�FRQWH[W�RI�D�PRUH�ULJRURXV�LQVSHFWLRQ� 

IUDPHZRUN��WKH�SURSRUWLRQ�RI�PDLQWDLQHG�VFKRROV�WKDW� 
DUH�LQVSHFWHG�DUH�JRRG�RU�RXWVWDQGLQJ�LV�D�WHVWDPHQW� 
WR�WKLV��7KH�JURZLQJ�SURIHVVLRQDOLVP�RI�WKH�ZRUNIRUFH� 
LV�UHIOHFWHG�LQ�WKH�LPSURYLQJ�TXDOLW\�RI�WHDFKLQJ�DQG� 
OHDUQLQJ�LQ�RXU�VFKRROV� 

(YHU\�WHDFKHU�DOVR�ZDQWV�WR�NQRZ�WKDW�WKH\�DUH� 
ZRUNLQJ�DV�SDUW�RI�D�WHDP�ZKHUH�HYHU\RQH�LV� 
FRPPLWWHG�WR�ZKDW�WKH\�DUH�GRLQJ�DQG�ZKHUH�WKHLU� 
FROOHDJXHV�ZRUN�ZLWK�WKHP�WR�D�KLJK�VWDQGDUG��:H� 
FDQQRW�WKRXJK��WROHUDWH�WHDFKHUV�DQG�KHDG�WHDFKHUV� 
ZKR�XQGHUSHUIRUP�DQG�DV�D�FRQVHTXHQFH��OHW�GRZQ� 
RXU�FKLOGUHQ�DQG�\RXQJ�SHRSOH��:KHUH�SXSLOV�DUH�OHW� 
GRZQ��ZH�ZLOO�EH�WRXJK�¥�EXW�ZH�ZLOO�DOVR�EH�IDLU��:H� 
ZLOO�HQVXUH�WKDW�VXSSRUW�LV�SXW�LQ�SODFH�WKURXJK� 
SHUIRUPDQFH�PDQDJHPHQW�DQG�FDSDELOLW\�SURFHGXUHV� 
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7KH�7HDFKHUVª�*XDUDQWHH � 

WR�SURYLGH�KHOS�ZKHUH�LW�LV�QHHGHG��:KHUH�WKLV�VXSSRUW�GRHV�QRW�OHDG�WR�LPSURYHPHQW��LW�LV�RQO\� 
ULJKW�WKDW�WKRVH�ZKR�IDOO�VKRUW�RI�WKH�H[SHFWHG�SURIHVVLRQDO�VWDQGDUGV�PXVW�OHDYH�WKH�SURIHVVLRQ� 

6R�ZH�ZLOO�GHOLYHU�RXU�JXDUDQWHH�E\� 

●	 0DLQWDLQLQJ�D�SHUIRUPDQFH�PDQDJHPHQW�IUDPHZRUN�DQG�SURIHVVLRQDO�VWDQGDUGV��7KLV�ZLOO� 
SURYLGH�WHDFKHUV�ZLWK�D�FOHDU�DQG�FRQVLVWHQW�IUDPHZRUN�IRU�SODQQLQJ�ZKDW�WKH\�QHHG�WR�GR�DQG� 
ZKDW�VXSSRUW�DQG�WUDLQLQJ�WKH\�QHHG�WR�WHDFK�HIIHFWLYHO\�DQG�SURJUHVV��%\�HQVXULQJ�WHDFKHUV� 
DQG�KHDG�WHDFKHUV�KDYH�D�FOHDU�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�RI�ZKDW�LV�H[SHFWHG�RI�WKHP��LI�WKH\�DUH�QRW� 
PHHWLQJ�H[SHFWDWLRQV�WKHQ�SHUIRUPDQFH�LVVXHV�FDQ�EH�DGGUHVVHG�WKRXJK�DGGLWLRQDO�WUDLQLQJ� 
DQG�VXSSRUW��PRYLQJ�RQ�WR�IDLU�DQG�WUDQVSDUHQW�IRUPDO�FDSDELOLW\�SURFHGXUHV�LI�SHUIRUPDQFH� 
IDLOV�WR�LPSURYH� 

●	 (QVXULQJ�WKDW�WKRVH�ZKR�GR�QRW�XSKROG�WKHLU�SURIHVVLRQDO�GXWLHV�DQG�UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV�DUH� 
EDUUHG�IURP�WHDFKLQJ��1R�WHDFKHU�RU�KHDG�WHDFKHU�ZDQWV�WKH�SRRU�SHUIRUPDQFH�RI�D�WLQ\� 
PLQRULW\�WR�XQGHUPLQH�WKH�LQWHJULW\�RI�WKH�SURIHVVLRQ��VR�LW�LV�HVVHQWLDO�WKDW�ZH�ZRUN�WRJHWKHU�WR� 
WDFNOH�LVVXHV�RI�XQGHUSHUIRUPDQFH�DQG�LQFRPSHWHQFH��:H�ZLOO�LVVXH�UREXVW�JXLGDQFH�WR�VFKRROV� 
DQG�ORFDO�DXWKRULWLHV�ZKR�DV�HPSOR\HUV�DUH�VRPHWLPHV�XQFHUWDLQ�DERXW�WKHLU�UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV�RU� 
DUH�UHOXFWDQW�WR�UHIHU�FDVHV�RI�LQFRPSHWHQFH�WR�WKH�*HQHUDO�7HDFKLQJ�&RXQFLO��:H�ZLOO�PDNH� 
VXUH�WKDW�DOO�SDUWLHV��LQFOXGLQJ�WKH�*7&��SOD\�WKHLU�SDUWV�LQ�IXOO�DQG�ZH�DUH�FRPPLWWHG�WR�ZRUNLQJ� 
ZLWK�WKH�*7&�DQG�ZLWK�NH\�VWDNHKROGHUV�WR�KHOS�HQVXUH�WKDW�ZH�PDLQWDLQ�WUXVW�LQ�WKH�SURIHVVLRQ� 

*XDUDQWHH�1R����:H�ZLOO�PDLQWDLQ�LQYHVWPHQW�LQ�RXU�VFKRROV��VXUH�VWDUW� 
FKLOGUHQªV�FHQWUHV�DQG�������OHDUQLQJ�WR�VXSSRUW�WKH�IURQWOLQH�WKHUHE\�HQDEOLQJ� 
WKH�ZRUNIRUFH�WR�GHOLYHU�HQWLWOHPHQWV�IRU�SXSLOV� 

(GXFDWLRQ�KDV�DOZD\V�EHHQ�D�WRS�SULRULW\�IRU�WKLV�*RYHUQPHQW��DQG�WKDW�KDV�EHHQ�EDFNHG�E\�UHFRUG� 
OHYHOV�RI�LQYHVWPHQW��6FKRRO�IXQGLQJ�KDV�QHDUO\�GRXEOHG�LQ�UHDO�WHUPV�EHWZHHQ��������DQG������ 
����7KLV�KDV�HQDEOHG�RYHU��������PRUH�WHDFKHUV�DQG���������VXSSRUW�VWDII�WR�EH�UHFUXLWHG��$V�D� 
UHVXOW��RXWFRPHV�IRU�FKLOGUHQ�DQG�\RXQJ�SHRSOH�KDYH�LPSURYHG�GUDPDWLFDOO\��:H�KDYH�PDQ\�PRUH� 
RXWVWDQGLQJ�VFKRROV�DQG�PDQ\�IHZHU�XQGHUSHUIRUPLQJ�VFKRROV��DQG�RXU�HGXFDWLRQ�V\VWHP�KDV� 
JRQH�IURP�EHORZ�DYHUDJH�LQ�WKH�ZRUOG�WR�ZHOO�DERYH�DYHUDJH��$QG�ZH�DUH�FRPPLWWHG�WR� 
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FRQWLQXLQJ�WR�LQFUHDVH�LQYHVWPHQW�LQ�IXWXUH�\HDUV�VR�WKDW�WKH�IURQWOLQH�FDQ�EH�SURWHFWHG�DQG� 
VFKRROV�FDQ�FRQWLQXH�WR�LPSURYH� 

6R�ZH�ZLOO�GHOLYHU�RXU�JXDUDQWHH�E\� 

●	 ,QFUHDVLQJ�VSHQGLQJ�RQ�VFKRROV�E\�����SHU�FHQW�D�\HDU�LQ�UHDO�WHUPV�LQ����������VR�WKDW� 
VFKRROV�KDYH�WKH�UHVRXUFHV�WR�GHOLYHU�WKH�EHVW�IRU�WKHLU�SXSLOV��5HDO�WHUPV�LQFUHDVHV�LQ� 
VFKRROV�IXQGLQJ�RI�����SHU�FHQW��RU�����SHU�FHQW�FDVK�DW�FXUUHQW�OHYHOV�RI�LQIODWLRQ��PHDQ�ZH�FDQ� 
UHVRXUFH�LQFUHDVLQJ�SXSLO�QXPEHUV�¥�D�SURMHFWHG�IXUWKHU��������SXSLOV���DQG�VWLOO�LQFUHDVH�SHU� 
SXSLO�IXQGLQJ�E\�����SHU�FHQW�LQ�FDVK��SURWHFWLQJ�RXU�IURQWOLQH�SULRULWLHV��7KLV�FRPHV�RQ�WRS�RI� 
UHDO�WHUPV�LQFUHDVHV�RI�����SHU�FHQW��RU�FDVK�LQFUHDVHV�SHU�SXSLO�RI�����SHU�FHQW��LQ����������$V�LQ� 
WKH�SDVW��ZH�ZLOO�SURWHFW�VFKRROV�DQG�JLYH�WKHP�WKH�FHUWDLQW\�DQG�VWDELOLW\�WKDW�WKH\�QHHG�WR� 
SODQ��E\�VHWWLQJ�D�PLQLPXP�IXQGLQJ�JXDUDQWHH��0)*���D�JXDUDQWHHG�LQFUHDVH�LQ�VFKRROVª�SHU� 
SXSLO�EXGJHWV�LQ�FDVK�WHUPV� 

●	 6XSSRUWLQJ�DOO�VFKRROV�WR�PDNH�HIILFLHQFLHV��LQ�RUGHU�WR�SURWHFW�WKH�IURQWOLQH�DQG�UHLQYHVW� 
LQ�LPSURYLQJ�RXWFRPHV�IRU�SXSLOV��7KHUH�LV�QR�GRXEW�WKDW�WKLV�LV�D�WRXJKHU�ILQDQFLDO� 
VHWWOHPHQW�WKDQ�LQ�WKH�SDVW�DQG�WRXJK�FKRLFHV�KDYH�WR�EH�PDGH�E\�VFKRROV��E\�ORFDO�DXWKRULWLHV� 
DQG�E\�*RYHUQPHQW��6FKRRO�OHDGHUV�DQG�VWDII�DUH�UHVSRQGLQJ�YLJRURXVO\�WR�WKH�FKDOOHQJH�RI� 
LGHQWLI\LQJ�HIILFLHQF\�VDYLQJV�LQ�RUGHU�WR�VZLWFK�UHVRXUFHV�WR�WKH�IURQWOLQH��:H�ZLOO�VXSSRUW� 
VFKRROV�ZLWK�IUHH�ILQDQFLDO�FRQVXOWDQF\�DGYLFH��FRQIHUHQFHV�DQG�ZRUNVKRSV�DQG�ZH�DUH� 
VXSSRUWLQJ�FOXVWHUV�RI�SULPDU\�VFKRROV�ZLWK������PRUH�VFKRRO�EXVLQHVV�PDQDJHUV��$W�WKH�VDPH� 
WLPH��'&6)�ZLOO�ILQG������PLOOLRQ�LQ�VDYLQJV�IURP�FHQWUDO�EXGJHWV�EHFDXVH�SURWHFWLQJ�WKH� 
IURQWOLQH�LV�RXU�SULRULW\� 

●	 ,QWURGXFLQJ�D�/RFDO�3XSLO�3UHPLXP�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�IXQGLQJ�IRU�SXSLOV�IURP�GHSULYHG� 
EDFNJURXQGV�LV�EHWWHU�WDUJHWHG�RQ�WKRVH�ZKR�QHHG�LW�PRVW��7R�HQVXUH�WKDW�DOO�VFKRROV�ZLWK� 
SXSLOV�IURP�GLVDGYDQWDJHG�EDFNJURXQGV�JHW�WKH�DGGLWLRQDO�UHVRXUFHV�WKH\�QHHG��ZH�ZLOO�UHTXLUH� 
ORFDO�DXWKRULWLHV�WR�ZRUN�ZLWK�WKHLU�VFKRROV��ZKR�XQGHUVWDQG�WKH�QHHGV�RI�WKHLU�SXSLOV�DQG� 
VFKRROV�EHVW��WR�XVH�D�/RFDO�3XSLO�3UHPLXP�WR�GLVWULEXWH�GHSULYDWLRQ�IXQGLQJ��%DVHG�RQ�WKHLU� 
RZQ�ORFDO�GHFLVLRQV�RI�KRZ�EHVW�WR�PHDVXUH�GHSULYDWLRQ��WKH�/RFDO�3XSLO�3UHPLXP�ZLOO�LQFUHDVH� 
WKH�WUDQVSDUHQF\�DQG�UHVSRQVLYHQHVV�RI�IXQGLQJ�IRU�GHSULYDWLRQ���WR�HQVXUH�LW�UHDFKHV�WKH�SXSLOV� 
ZKR�QHHG�LW� 

●	 7DNLQJ�IRUZDUG�RXU�%XLOGLQJ�6FKRROV�IRU�WKH�)XWXUH�SOHGJH�WR�UHEXLOG�RU�UHIXUELVK�DOO� 
VHFRQGDU\�VFKRROV��7HDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ�LV�EHLQJ�WUDQVIRUPHG�E\�RXU�FRPPLWPHQW�WR� 
LPSURYLQJ�WKH�TXDOLW\�RI�VFKRRO�EXLOGLQJV�DQG�SURYLGLQJ�VWDWH�RI�WKH�DUW�HTXLSPHQW�DQG� 
WHFKQRORJ\��&DSLWDO�LQYHVWPHQW�KDV�LQFUHDVHG�VWHDGLO\�WR�UHFRUG�OHYHOV�������ELOOLRQ�LQ������ 
������ULVLQJ�WR��������ELOOLRQ�LQ����������6LQFH������������VFKRROV�KDYH�EHHQ�UHEXLOW�RU� 
VXEVWDQWLDOO\�UHIXUELVKHG������VFKRROV�KDYH�EHQHILWHG�IURP�LQYHVWPHQW�XQGHU�WKH�%6)� 
SURJUDPPH�DQG�RYHU�����ORFDO�DXWKRULWLHV�DUH�LQ�%6)��ZLWK�D������VFKRROV�LQ�WKH�SLSHOLQH�� 
FUHDWLQJ�D���VW�FHQWXU\�HQYLURQPHQW�WKDW�VXSSRUWV�LQVSLUDWLRQDO�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ�� 
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●	 %XLOGLQJ�RQ�+RPH�6FKRRO�$JUHHPHQWV��JLYLQJ�VFKRROV�QHZ�DQG�VWURQJHU�SRZHUV�WR� 
HQIRUFH�SDUHQWVª�UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV�WR�VXSSRUW�WKH�VFKRRO�LQ�PDLQWDLQLQJ�JRRG�EHKDYLRXU��,Q� 
DSSO\LQJ�IRU�D�VFKRRO�SODFH��HYHU\�SDUHQW�ZLOO�DJUHH�WR�DGKHUH�WR�WKH�VFKRROªV�EHKDYLRXU�UXOHV�� 
2QFH�WKHLU�FKLOG�LV�LQ�VFKRRO��SDUHQWV�ZLOO�EH�H[SHFWHG�WR�VLJQ�WKH�DJUHHPHQW�HDFK�\HDU�DQG�ZLOO� 
IDFH�UHDO�FRQVHTXHQFHV�LI�WKH\�IDLO�WR�OLYH�XS�WR�WKH�UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV�VHW�RXW�ZLWKLQ�LW��LQFOXGLQJ� 
WKH�SRVVLELOLW\�RI�D�FRXUW�LPSRVHG�SDUHQWLQJ�RUGHU� 

●	 6XSSRUWLQJ�H[FHOOHQW�SUDFWLFH�LQ�EHKDYLRXU�PDQDJHPHQW�E\�HVWDEOLVKLQJ�D�QHWZRUN�RI�XS� 
WR�����/HDG�%HKDYLRXU�6FKRROV�DQG�JLYLQJ�WHDFKHUV�WKH�H[SHUW�WUDLQLQJ�WKH\�QHHG��0RUH� 
VFKRROV�WKDQ�HYHU�KDYH�JRRG�RU�RXWVWDQGLQJ�EHKDYLRXU��VR�ZH�ZLOO�XVH�WKLV�H[FHOOHQW�SUDFWLFH�WR� 
KHOS�VXSSRUW�VFKRROV�VWUXJJOLQJ�ZLWK�EDG�EHKDYLRXU��/HDG�EHKDYLRXU�VFKRROV�ZLOO�EH�WZLQQHG� 
ZLWK�VFKRROV�ZKHUH�EHKDYLRXU�QHHGV�WR�LPSURYH�WR�VKDUH�WKHLU�LQQRYDWLYH�DSSURDFKHV�WR� 
WDFNOLQJ�EHKDYLRXU��2XU�1DWLRQDO�3URJUDPPH�IRU�6FKRRO�/HDGHUV�LQ�%HKDYLRXU�DQG�$WWHQGDQFH� 
�136/%$��WUDLQLQJ�SURJUDPPH�ZLOO�DOVR�HQVXUH�WKDW�VWDII�ZLWK�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�IRU�EHKDYLRXU�DQG� 
DWWHQGDQFH�LVVXHV�FDQ�FRQWLQXH�WR�GHYHORS�WKHLU�SURIHVVLRQDO�VNLOOV� 

●	 :RUNLQJ�ZLWK�WHDFKHUV��SDUHQWV�DQG�SXSLOV�WR�HQVXUH�HYHU\RQH�LV�FOHDU�WKDW�EDG�EHKDYLRXU� 
ZLOO�QRW�EH�WROHUDWHG��DQG�ZLWK�SDUHQWV�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�WKH\�DFFHSW�WKHLU�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�WR� 
VXSSRUW�WKH�VFKRRO��7R�FRPSOHPHQW�RXU�LQIRUPDWLRQ�IRU�WHDFKHUV�DQG�SDUHQWV�ZH�ZLOO�PDNH� 
VXUH�SXSLOV�DOVR�XQGHUVWDQG�WKH�LPSRUWDQFH�RI�JRRG�EHKDYLRXU�DQG�WKH�SRZHUV�RI�WKH�VFKRRO�WR� 
HQIRUFH�GLVFLSOLQH� 

●	 (QVXULQJ�WKDW�DQ\�PHPEHU�RI�VWDII�ZKR�ZRUNV�ZLWK�FKLOGUHQ�ZKR�KDV�DQ�DOOHJDWLRQ�RI� 
DEXVH�PDGH�DJDLQVW�WKHP��KDV�WKDW�DOOHJDWLRQ�GHDOW�ZLWK�IDLUO\��TXLFNO\�DQG�FRQVLVWHQWO\�� 
$Q\�DOOHJDWLRQ�VKRXOG�EH�H[DPLQHG�E\�VRPHRQH�LQGHSHQGHQW�RI�WKH�VFKRRO��7KH�VFKRRO�VKRXOG� 
NHHS�WKH�SHUVRQ�ZKR�LV�WKH�VXEMHFW�RI�WKH�DOOHJDWLRQ�LQIRUPHG�RI�WKH�SURJUHVV�RI�WKH�FDVH��DQG� 
FRQVLGHU�ZKDW�RWKHU�VXSSRUW�LV�DSSURSULDWH�IRU�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO�ZKLFK�PD\�LQFOXGH�VXSSRUW�YLD� 
WKH�ORFDO�DXWKRULW\�KHDOWK�RU�HPSOR\HH�ZHOIDUH�DUUDQJHPHQWV� 

*XDUDQWHH�1R����(YHU\�VFKRRO�ZLOO�EH�ZHOO�OHG�ZLWK�VWURQJ��HIIHFWLYH�OHDGHUVKLS� 
VR�WKDW�KLJK�TXDOLW\�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ�FDQ�IORXULVK 

6FKRRO�OHDGHUVKLS�LV�VHFRQG�RQO\�WR�FODVVURRP�WHDFKLQJ�DV�DQ�LQIOXHQFH�RQ�SXSLO�OHDUQLQJ��6FKRRO� 
OHDGHUV�LPSURYH�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ�GLUHFWO\�DQG�PRVW�SRZHUIXOO\�WKURXJK�WKHLU�LQIOXHQFH�RQ� 
VWDII�PRWLYDWLRQ��FRPPLWPHQW�DQG�ZRUNLQJ�FRQGLWLRQV� 

6FKRRO�OHDGHUV�SOD\�D�FHQWUDO�UROH�LQ�UDLVLQJ�VWDQGDUGV�RI�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ��:H�KDYH� 
UHFRJQLVHG�WKH�LPSRUWDQFH�RI�WKHVH�UROHV�LQ�WKH�VFKRRO�HQYLURQPHQW�E\�EULQJLQJ�LQ�VWDWXWRU\� 
HQWLWOHPHQWV�WR�GHGLFDWHG�WLPH�WR�FDUU\�RXW�WKHVH�UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV� 

2XU�VFKRRO�OHDGHUV�KDYH�D�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�WR�VHW�KLJK�H[SHFWDWLRQV�DQG�FUHDWH�WKH�FRQGLWLRQV�IRU� 
HIIHFWLYH�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ�WR�IORXULVK��/HDGHUV�DFNQRZOHGJH�WKH�KLJK�VWDWXV��YDOXH�DQG� 
LPSRUWDQFH�RI�WHDFKLQJ�DQG�OHDUQLQJ�DQG�LQ�FUHDWLQJ�D�OHDUQLQJ�FXOWXUH�ZKLFK�HQDEOHV�SXSLOV�WR� 
EHFRPH�HIIHFWLYH��HQWKXVLDVWLF�DQG�LQGHSHQGHQW��OLIH�ORQJ�OHDUQHUV��$V�ZHOO�DV�VHHNLQJ�WR�LPSURYH� 
WKHLU�RZQ�SHUIRUPDQFH�WKURXJK�SURIHVVLRQDO�GHYHORSPHQW��VFKRRO�OHDGHUV�VKRXOG�HQDEOH�RWKHUV�WR� 
GHYHORS�DQG�LPSURYH�E\�FUHDWLQJ�D�SURIHVVLRQDO�OHDUQLQJ�FXOWXUH�ZLWKLQ�WKH�VFKRRO� 
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