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INTRODUCTION

The National Union of Teachers has campaigned consistently for the stability, security and coherence of race equality funding and for sufficient levels of funding to be maintained. In responding to proposed changes to funding arrangements and the operation of race equality education, the NUT's priority has been to protect and increase funding for meeting the specific educational needs of minority ethnic pupils and to protect teachers’ employment.
The NUT has argued consistently also that local authorities (LAs) should hold race equality funding centrally and that devolving money to schools prevents LAs from using the grant flexibly in order to target resources where they are most needed.

During the 2006 summer term, the NUT, in collaboration with the National Association for Language Development in the Curriculum (NALDIC), conducted a survey of 170 LAs in England and Wales to assess the educational impact of the changes in EMAG funding arising from the implementation of Aiming High, the national strategy for raising the achievement of minority ethnic pupils.  In the case of Wales, the purpose of the survey was to ascertain the situation of race equality funding as the Aiming High strategy does not apply in Wales.
Questionnaires were sent to LA Chief Executives or Directors of Education, NUT headteachers, and EMAG teachers.
This report includes an executive summary of the overall results, recommendations to Government, LAs and schools and a detailed breakdown of responses to the three surveys (117 in total).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Local Authorities
Questionnaires were sent to 170 local authorities in England and Wales, in receipt of at least £150,000 EMAG funding for 2005-2006.  Thirty-six responses were received representing 21 per cent of the sample.
Main Findings
· 94 per cent of respondents from LAs reported that there had been an increase in EAL and/or EMA need in the last 18 months.  This was either due to the increase in EAL students or the changing profile of students due to the arrival of new communities.

· Over 70 per cent of the LAs in the sample top up their EMAG allocation.  Many top up by over £100,000.

· A number of LAs have introduced structural changes to EMA support in their areas.  A significant number have replaced EMA services with advisers/consultants.

· Many LAs are realigning their EMA support in line with the National Strategies.

· 78 per cent of LAs in the sample do not facilitate a scheme in which schools buy support from centrally organised EMAG support services.
· 36 per cent of LAs in the sample did not apply a local formula for the devolution of EMAG funding to schools.  Of those LAs which did apply a formula – the formulae varied greatly from highly complex to fairly basic.

· 30 per cent of LAs were not confident that the devolved EMAG funding was being used for the purpose for which it was intended by schools.

· A small minority (10 per cent) of the LAs in the sample had devised plans for sustained EMA support beyond 2008 when the current funding cycle comes to an end.  The vast majority (88 per cent) had devised no such plans.

· A majority (75 per cent) of LAs provide specialist training for EMAG-funded staff in schools.

Headteachers
Questionnaires were sent to 500 NUT headteachers within the LAs included in the sample.  Thirty-one responses were received, representing a 6 per cent return.
Main Findings
· A majority of headteachers (55 per cent) reported an increase in EMA needs in their schools.

· The vast majority of respondents (85 per cent) reported that no TLRs had been awarded for EAL/EMA work in their schools.

· Headteachers (69 per cent) reported that there were no specialist EMA/EAL posts in their schools.

· 48 per cent of the respondents used withdrawal of students as the main mechanism for the delivery of EMA/EAL support.

· EMA and EAL staff spend more time identifying needs than being involved in direct teaching of pupils.

· 21 per cent of headteachers in the sample had not been consulted by their LAs on the formula for the devolution of EMAG funding to schools.

· 55 per cent of headteachers did not buy into the LAs support service for EMA/EAL.

· Contracts offered to EMAG-funded staff in schools vary greatly.  Headteachers cite the lack of stability of funding as a reason for not always offering permanent contracts to EMAG staff.

· 44 per cent of the respondents reported that EMAG staff were receiving their entitlement to PPA time.
EMAG Teachers
Questionnaires were sent to 58 EMAG teachers within the LAs included in the survey.  Fifty responses were received from EMAG teachers, representing 86 per cent of the sample.
Main Findings
· The majority (82 per cent) of teachers in the sample were on permanent contracts.

· While the majority of teachers (68 per cent) in the sample reported no change in their employment status following changes to recent EMAG funding arrangements over a quarter (26 per cent) reported detrimental changes in their employment status involving a reduction in hours and loss of management allowances.

· A large proportion of EMAG staff do not receive Teaching and Learning Responsibility Points (TLRs) for English as an Additional Language (EAL) (58 per cent) or EMA (48 per cent) work.

· 86 per cent of EMAG staff in the sample received their guaranteed PPA time – although some were unhappy about their PPA time being used for meetings.

· There was a general unease amongst EMAG teachers that increasingly schools were replacing specialist EMAG teachers by Teaching Assistants (TAs) and that this would be to the detriment of minority ethnic pupils’ achievement.

RECOMMENDATIONS

To Government

Funding Levels
· The Government should undertake a comprehensive funding review to establish what resources are needed to deliver effectively support for all minority ethnic pupils at risk of underachieving including children of refugees and asylum seekers.  Evidence from this survey shows that both LAs and headteachers report an increase in English as an Additional Language needs over the last 18 months.  This is also due to the migration of families and workers from the new EU accession countries. 
· As part of a funding review, the mechanism of funding for the achievement of minority ethnic pupils through the Standards Fund should be re-examined, as the current system is preventing LAs from planning strategically.  The inability of LAs to make long-term plans has caused logistical problems for schools in meeting the needs of minority ethnic children, refugees and pupils with English as an additional language.  The situation has also had a detrimental effect on EMAG staff, causing low morale and resulting in specialist teachers leaving the profession with the consequential loss of expertise.

· The Government should make arrangements for a separate national fund for the education of asylum seeking and refugee children.  Since increases in pupil mobility and unexpected increases in asylum seeking families have occurred in some areas, it is recommended that the fund be a ring-fenced grant, held centrally by the DfES for LAs to apply when unforeseen need occurs.
· Without prejudice to the recommendations above, the ring-fencing of EMAG as part of the Standards Fund should continue and the use of funds should continue to be monitored to ensure that the funds are being used according to need.

· In any future review of the funding of education, it is recommended that there continues to be a separate DfES ring-fenced grant to meet the specific educational needs of minority ethnic pupils.

· LAs should be encouraged to hold back centrally the maximum allowed under the current arrangements – 15 per cent of the EMAG allocation or £150,000, whichever is the greater.

· LAs should be urged to emphasise to schools that whilst support staff have a key role they should not be used inappropriately as a way of saving money in supporting minority ethnic pupils.

· As the impact of the overall Aiming High Strategy is not yet proven, the Government should continue to monitor the effectiveness of the strategy.

· Local formulae for the devolution of EMAG funding vary greatly.  The Government should ensure that all LAs have an efficient and fair formula for the allocation of EMAG funding to schools.

Stability and Coherence

The Government should:

· ensure that the mechanism for race equality funding is stable, secure and coherent.  Despite Government assurances to the contrary, the continuous changes to the EMAG funding regime have been often disruptive for LAs, schools, EMAG teachers and pupils.  Fluctuating funding does nothing to contribute to the delivery of support to minority ethnic children;
· demonstrate its commitment to raising the achievement of minority ethnic pupils, by providing long-term funding stability which would allow LAs and schools to appoint all EMAG teachers on permanent contracts; and

·  encourage schools to use LA EMAG services.
Quality of Service

The Government should:

· establish monitoring mechanisms to ensure that race equality funding is targeted to address the specific educational needs of minority ethnic pupils; 
· develop, in consultation with the profession, minimum standards of service delivery to minority ethnic pupils; and

· emphasise to LAs the importance of frontline EMA and EAL staff in addition to EMA/EAL consultants and advisers.

Training and Development

The Government should:

· conduct an audit of the training needs of EMAG and mainstream staff in meeting the needs of minority ethnic pupils;

· devise a national strategy for meeting their training and development needs; and
· monitor the allocation of TLRs to EMA/EAL teachers in schools.

To Local Authorities

Funding Levels

LAs should take the following steps:

· Local Authorities should consult schools in the establishment of formulae for allocating EMAG funds to encourage communication, partnership and cooperation between LAs and schools.  Such a process would allow Local Authorities to have a clearer insight into the needs of schools as a whole and would better place them to evaluate the effectiveness of their formula.

· Local Authorities should retain centrally the maximum funding allowed under the current arrangements.  The retention by LAs of a sufficient proportion of the budget to fund a specialist team has been shown to provide stability and consistency.

Stability and Coherence

Local Authorities should:

· devise early plans for tackling any anticipated variation in funding beyond 2008 when the current funding cycle ends;
· press schools to offer permanent contracts to specialist teachers; and

· create opportunities for schools and staff to share best practice in supporting the specific educational needs of minority ethnic pupils.

Monitoring and Accountability

Local Authorities need to:

· be consistent in the use of the funding locally;

· provide guidance to schools on the use of the fund for the purpose for which it is intended;

· put an end to the inappropriate use of teaching assistants; and

· implement effective and accurate monitoring mechanisms and monitor closely expenditure at school level.

Deployment and Support for Staff

Local Authorities should:

· encourage schools to work in partnership to share teachers where there are small numbers of minority ethnic pupils;

· offer a structured support and professional development programme to mainstream staff in schools;

· ensure that fully structured and adequate training is given to EMAG teachers; and

· take steps to raise the morale of EMAG teachers by providing them security of tenure and demonstrating that their work is valued.

To Schools

Schools should:

· not use TAs who are non-specialist in EAL/EMA support inappropriately in place of specialist EMA/EAL staff;

· ensure that EAL/EMA staff are awarded TLRs in line with their role within the school; 

· ensure that they take a whole school approach to meeting the needs of minority ethnic pupils;

· not overuse withdrawal of pupils as a mechanism for supporting them – good practice in raising the attainment of minority ethnic pupils, including EAL, emphasises the importance of in-class support; and 

· ensure that there is a balance struck between EAL/EMA staff using their time to asses the needs of minority ethnic pupils and directly teaching them.
LOCAL AUTHORITY SURVEY
Questionnaires were sent to 170 local authorities (LAs) in England and Wales.  Thirty-six responses were received representing 21 per cent of the sample.
The percentages in this report represent the percentage of the total number of returned questionnaires, unless otherwise stated.
LA PROFILE
LAs were asked to provide the numbers of primary, secondary and other schools to which the LA devolves funding; details as to whether the LA offers a buy-back scheme to schools for the provision of additional support to minority ethnic pupils; and the proportion, as a percentage, of schools which had opted to buy-back the LAs EMAG services.
	How many schools are in your LA?



	Local Authority
	Primary
	Secondary
	Other

	Barnet
	88
	19
	11

	Birmingham
	311
	76
	55

	Bracknell Forest
	31
	6
	1

	Bradford
	159
	29
	11

	Cambridgeshire
	203
	31
	18

	Cardiff
	110
	20
	7

	Cheshire
	280
	45
	17

	Dorset
	139
	20
	24

	Durham
	300 p + s
	
	

	Essex
	474
	80
	20

	Gloucestershire
	250
	42
	3

	Hackney
	54
	9
	11

	Hammersmith and Fulham
	35
	8
	9

	Hartlepool
	29
	6
	3

	Islington
	45
	9
	3

	Lambeth
	59
	13
	10

	Leeds
	225
	42
	10

	Lincolnshire
	289
	63
	26

	Luton
	57
	12
	9

	Norfolk
	266
	52
	12

	Nottingham
	297
	47
	14

	Powys
	107
	13
	3

	RCT
	126
	19
	11

	Redbridge
	51
	17
	4

	Rotherham
	109
	17
	7

	Sandwell
	78
	16
	19

	Slough
	18
	11
	19

	Suffolk
	255
	78
	14

	Sutton
	41
	14
	6

	Torfaen
	39
	8
	4

	Vale of Glamorgan
	41
	8
	0

	Windsor & Maidenhead
	50
	13
	1

	West Berkshire
	51
	10
	19

	Wokingham
	52
	9
	2

	Wirral
	100
	22
	14

	Walsall
	93
	20
	15


ETHNIC MINORITY ACHIEVEMENT (EMA) NEED

Respondents were asked what the main ethnic minority groups in their LA were. 
	What are the main ethnic minority groups in your LA?



	White Irish
	2

	White British Other
	1

	Other White Background
	23

	Asian or Asian British Bangladesh
	13

	Asian or Asian British Pakistani
	15

	Asian or Asian British Indian
	15

	Any other Asian Background
	4

	Black of Black British Caribbean
	14

	Black or Black British African 
	8

	Any other Black Background
	4

	Chinese
	12

	Any other Chinese Background
	

	Mixed White and Black Caribbean
	12

	Mixed White and Black Asian
	2

	Mixed White and Black African
	3

	Any other Mixed background
	1

	Any other Ethnic Group
	3


Note:
The numbers refer to the number of LAs in which particular ethnic groups are found.

LAs were asked whether their needs in relation to English as an additional language (EAL) and or/EMA had changed over the last 18 months.
Ninety-four per cent (34 LAs) answered in the affirmative and only five per cent (2 LAs) stated that their needs had not changed.
Twenty-five (73 per cent) of those who stated there had been changes said that this was due to an increase in the numbers of EAL students.  Fifteen (44 per cent) mentioned that the changing profile of students had resulted in changing needs.  Four respondents (11 per cent) reported an increasing number of students at the early stages of English and one reported an increasing number of pupils at Stage 3.  Other comments focused on an increasing awareness of EAL issues and the requirement of additional support.
Some of the comments given are set out below:

‘General number of pupils with EAL has increased from 7636 to 8766 since 2003.’

‘Changing profile, e.g. increasing number of Somali and Polish speaking pupils.’

‘Increased numbers of EMP and new arrivals.’
‘A significant increase of pupils with EAL needs. All newly arrived pupils are new to English.’

‘Dramatic increase in number of newly arrived pupils at early stages of English language acquisition.’ 

EMAG FUNDING VARIATION AND IMPACT

Respondents were asked whether the LA topped up its EMAG allocation. Over 70 per cent of respondents (26 LAs) answered in the affirmative. LAs were asked to report how much money they used to top up the EMAG allocation. The responses were very varied. The lowest amount reported was £10,000 and the highest amount £2,792,640. Over thirteen LAs reported that they topped up over £100,000. 
Respondents were asked to report whether their DfES allocation had increased or decreased over the last two years.  The table below shows the response of each local authority.
	Has your DfES allocation over the last two years increased or decreased?



	Local Authority
	Increased
	Decreased
	Stayed Same

	Barnet
	(
	
	

	Birmingham
	(
	
	

	Bracknell Forest
	(
	
	

	Bradford
	
	(
	

	Cambridgeshire
	
	
	(

	Cardiff
	Not known
	
	

	Cheshire
	(
	
	

	Dorset
	(
	
	

	Durham
	
	
	(

	Essex
	(
	
	

	Gloucestershire
	
	(
	

	Hackney
	
	
	(

	Hammersmith and Fulham
	(
	
	

	Hartlepool
	
	
	(

	Islington
	(
	
	

	Lambeth
	(
	
	

	Leeds
	(
	
	

	Lincolnshire
	(
	
	

	Luton
	
	
	(

	Norfolk
	Not known
	
	(

	Nottingham
	(
	
	

	Powys
	No info given
	
	

	RCT
	Not known
	
	

	Redbridge
	(
	
	

	Rotherham
	
	(
	

	Sandwell
	(
	
	

	Slough
	
	
	(

	Suffolk
	
	
	(

	Sutton
	(
	
	

	Torfaen
	Not known yet
	
	

	Vale of Glamorgan
	Not known
	
	

	Windsor & Maidenhead
	
	(
	

	West Berkshire
	(
	
	

	Wokingham
	(
	
	

	Wirral
	(
	
	

	Walsall
	
	(
	

	Total
	18
	5
	8


EMAG ORGANISATION
Respondents were asked if there had been many significant organisational changes to EMA support in the LA over the last 18 months.  Twenty-one LAs (58 per cent) stated there had, whilst fifteen (42 per cent) reported that there had not been.
The main structural changes reported were:
· Restructuring in line with TLRs

· Appointment of consultants and/or Advisors in place of EMA services
“Recruitment at pt (0.5) EAL advisor to help schools to deal with EAL pupils.  Previously ad hoc arrangements.  New policy that delegates EAL budgets to schools implemented April ‘06”
· Centrally employed staff had lost management allowances

· Restructuring to a more strategic team within the LA, e.g. in line with National Strategies.

“Minority Ethnic Achievement Service established.  1 Co-ordinator, 4 Specialist Teachers, 1 Teaching Assistant, 1 Bilingual Project Officer.” 

“Our buy-back scheme has reduced/changed the teaching staff structure from 7.8 fte teachers to 5.00 fte teachers and 3 language support assistants at 25 hours p. wk.”
“EMAS team is now integrated with National Strategy Consultants and shares the same base. More ‘joined up working’’ with National Strategy Consultant in primary and secondary.  The EMA Team Manger is now line managed by the School Improvement Team (PNS Manager).”
With regard to changes in ways of working, the following changes were reported.
· Changes to ways of deployment of staff to schools
· Greater involvement in national programmes and LA intervention strategies

· Increase in training and sharing of good practice

Respondents were asked to provide the numbers of primary, secondary and other schools to which the LA devolves EMAG funding; details as to whether the LA offers a buy-back scheme for the support of minority ethnic pupils; and the proportion, as a percentage, of EMAG funding which was used for buy-back. 

Fifteen LAs reported that they devolved funding to schools and eleven LAs stated that they did not. Of the fifteen that did, the number of schools they devolved funding to varied. Two of the fifteen reported that they devolved funds to all schools within the LA. The lowest number of schools which had funds devolved to them was two; one primary and one secondary in the Hartlepool area. 
Twenty-eight LAs (78 per cent) did not arrange a buy-back system for the support of minority ethnic pupils in school.  One respondent stated that, “As a raising achievement team; we have decided that we will be more stringent in our use of service level agreements which will include schools having to buy back our services in addition to the amount provided as a part of the core service.”
Of the five LAs (14 per cent) that did arrange a buy-back system, more secondary schools than primary opted for buy-back.  A further three LAs (8 per cent) stated the question did not apply to them.
For those LAs where a buy-back scheme was in operation the percentage of EMAG funding used for buy-back varied from 40 per cent to 84 per cent.
The table below shows how much of the EMAG fund was retained by the LA. 
	How much of the EMAG fund was retained by the LA?



	Barnet
	10%

	Birmingham
	10%

	Bracknell Forest
	100%

	Bradford
	100%

	Cambridgeshire
	10%

	Cardiff
	0%

	Cheshire
	NA

	Dorset
	100%

	Durham
	100%

	Essex
	100%

	Gloucestershire
	No Answer

	Hackney
	£150,000

	Hammersmith and Fulham
	9%

	Hartlepool
	9%

	Islington
	No Answer

	Lambeth
	14%

	Leeds
	14%

	Lincolnshire
	86%

	Luton
	10%

	Norfolk
	£151k

	Nottingham
	15%

	Powys
	No Answer

	RCT
	100%

	Redbridge
	15%

	Rotherham
	13%

	Sandwell
	15% plus £40k

	Slough
	No Answer

	Suffolk
	No Answer

	Sutton
	£150,000

	Torfaen
	All funds used to purchase service

	Vale of Glamorgan
	NA

	Windsor & Maidenhead
	38%

	West Berkshire
	No Answer

	Wokingham
	93%

	Wirral
	100%

	Walsall
	15%


Respondents were asked to provide details of the local formula applied to devolve EMAG funds to schools.
Thirteen LAs (36 per cent) stated that no local formula was applied. 
Of those LAs that provided details of the local formula, most operated a points or weighted system to determine how funds would be devolved.  This involved analysing the percentage of pupils by age, number, performance data (e.g., language acquisition), ethnicity, mobility to calculate schools’ allocations of funds. 
Some formulae, however were more basic:

“More than 10% EAL pupils – schools receive EMAG funds.”
“£8 per week for each Stage 1 pupil (1 hour’s support per pupil per week)”
	Has the devolution of funds affected the LAs ability to meet its key objectives for minority ethnic pupils?



	Yes
	11

	No
	8

	No Answer
	15

	Don’t know
	2


Eleven LAs (30 per cent) reported that the LA’s ability had been affected.  Three of these described this as a positive effect:
“The devolution and monitoring of the spending of EMAG has raised awareness of schools regarding the needs of minority ethnic pupils, and is beginning to result in innovative projects at school level.  As a result the attainment gap for Black Caribbean and Black African pupils in particular is closing.”
“Devolution has greatly enhanced capacity, clarifying schools’ responsibilities and those of the LA.”’

“It should lead to much longer-term support being provided (though probably with less frequency in the shorter term).  Policy will need to be reviewed during 06 – 07.”
Seven LAs (63 per cent) described devolution as having a negative effect:
“Where schools choose to make their own arrangements for EAL support it is sometimes difficult for us to assure the quality of provision.”
“We have no official monitoring role in schools that choose to have funds devolved and some centrally employed teachers have been replaced by devolved schools’ own TAs.  It is difficult to measure impact on attainment of the EMAG grant in these schools.”
The remaining one respondent did not detail whether they saw this as a positive or negative thing.

Of those respondents who stated that the LAs ability had not been affected only one gave details.  They stated that, “Although it was a difficult period and the devolvement was originally based on a formula that did not target specific groups there is now a clearer management responsibility for school leaders and greater ‘ownership’ of the work by schools.”
	Is the LA confident that all schools with devolved budgets are using the funding for the purpose for which it is intended?



	Yes
	12

	No
	11

	N/A
	12

	Don’t know yet
	1


Eleven LAs (30 per cent) did not think that schools with devolved budgets were using the funding for the intended purpose.  Expanding on this, one said, “Schools have the money, but need hands on support from the LA to show them what good practice looks like.  They do not have the knowledge and understanding to do it for themselves…”
Only one third of LAs stated that they were confident that schools were using the devolved budget for the intended purpose. 

Of those LAs which were confident that the fund was being used correctly, the majority (nine LAs) used meetings and visits as a monitoring mechanism and five LAs used financial monitoring.  Other LAs reported using self-review, annual reviews, and pupil attainment records. 
Changes Anticipated in 2006
LAs were asked what changes they anticipated for 2006.  Nine respondents (33 per cent) did not anticipate any changes under the Standards Fund Grant arrangements.  Two respondents stated the question was non-applicable and three respondents stated that they could not yet comment, one of them reporting that it was “difficult to say at the moment as we are unsure of the level of buy-back take-up”.  A further four did not respond to this question. 
Eighteen LAs (50 per cent) stated that they did anticipate changes and predicted the following:
· Restructuring of the service (3 LAs – 16 per cent)
· Increase in staffing/resources (16 per cent)
· Reduction in staffing/resources (2 – 11 per cent)
· Increase in funds (11 per cent)
· Decrease in funds (11 per cent)
· Little or no change (1 LA – 5 per cent)
Plans Beyond 2008

LAs were asked whether they had devised any plans for tackling the variation in EMAG funding beyond 2008 (when the current cycle of 3 year funding ends).

Only four respondents (10 per cent) stated that the LA had devised plans for tackling the variation in EMAG funding beyond 2008.
“Plans in place for reorganising EMAS staffing with 1 EMAS Consultant attached to each of 4 areas.’’

“Existing EAL provision is being re-structured, but this is not budget-led as the LA has spent above EMAG grant to date.”
“It is expected that the allocation for Leeds should continue to increase as long as the DfES continues to move funding from its historic basis to one based on need, as measured by the number of pupils from target groups attending Leeds schools.  This should result in large allocations to schools.”
“Planning to consult schools on top-slicing schools’ budget to retain central EMA Team.”
One respondent who stated that no plans had been made commented that, “this would be very difficult to do – especially when there are cuts overall re Primary Strategy Grant funding with no real knowledge for funding for these grants or EMA beyond 2008.  The Council are still operating with a deficit budget of 1 million pounds.”
Thirty-two LAs (88 per cent) stated that they had not yet devised any plans, whilst two LAs (6 per cent) stated that this was not applicable to them.
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

LAs were asked whether they had been able to support schools in providing specialist training for EMAG funded staff. 

Twenty-seven (75 per cent) LAs answered in the affirmative.  However, there were differences in the training provided.  Not every LA described the sort of training provided, however the following were mentioned:
LAs were asked to described the professional development opportunities available to any EMAG funded centrally employed staff in the LA.  Only one LA did not describe the professional development opportunities stating that this was non-applicable to them.
Of the remainder the following activities were mentioned:

· Conferences (12 LAs)

· Further Education courses (6 LAs)

· In-house/In-service training (5 LAs)

· Performance Management – leading to relevant training (4)

· Regional Meetings (2)

· OFSTED Training (1)

· Peer coaching/meeting colleagues in similar areas (1)

· NPQH Leadership Training (1 LA)

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS OR OBSERVATIONS

Respondents were asked to provide any additional comments or observations on the educational impact of the changes in EMAG funding arising from the DfES ‘Aiming High’ strategy and its associated funding allocations.
The most common comments raised concerns about decreased funding and the fact that this made deployment of staff and resources difficult and that isolated/marginalised pupils were not getting the support they needed.
“Concerns about funding for refugees, asylum seekers and Gypsy Travellers.  Support for them is not ring-fenced in the new children’s grant, and we have been informed to expect at least a reduction year on year in funding and having to argue the case each year makes staffing unstable, and good staff leave.”
“The strategy and funding concentrates on needs of ‘urban’ authorities.  There is little consideration for ‘Shire’ counties with increasing numbers of children from migrant worker families.  Many of these children are isolated and have few or no other children speaking the same language. There are also difficulties for advisory staff because of the travel distances involved.”
More respondents than not were concerned about the effects of ‘mainstreaming’ the service; in particular, it was felt that isolated pupils were not being sufficiently supported/acknowledged and that urban areas were gaining the most, whilst smaller areas were left out.
‘‘…..funding does not seem to recognise the different, but equally challenging problems which large shire authorities face.”
“DfES have taken their eye off the ball regarding new immigration into rural areas. We need grant for EAL not just raising attainment.”
“No funding stream currently recognises the different additional needs of pupils from Eastern Europe in terms of their ongoing EAL needs.”
“Our EAL pupils have increased in number….but funding cut. We have very limited resources to support marginalised pupils.” (Windsor and Maidenhead)

Concerns were also expressed regarding a lack of consistency in some schools; changing priorities, loss of staff etc.

Some LAs had more positive comments to make. 

Several were pleased about funding: 

“As a result of increased funding, the 2 advisory staff employed centrally have had the opportunities to source and attend professional development training which has improved their management skills [and] a range of seminars and conferences as appropriate to their strategic work.” 

Restructuring of Service
“….the “Aiming High” strategy has caused the authority to examine the support that was being provided in this area so that it is now restructuring that support to ensure that it is more effective.”
Other respondents commented on a greater understanding of EMA/EAL pupils’ needs, the restructuring of the service (1 LA) and one respondent praised the DfES good practice guides on Asylum Seekers and Travellers.
HEADTEACHER SURVEY
Questionnaires were sent to 500 headteachers within the local authorities included in the sample.  Thirty-eight responses were received, representing a seven per cent return.
The percentages in this report represent the percentage of the total number of returned questionnaires, unless otherwise stated.
ETHNIC MINORITY ACHIEVEMENT (EMA) NEEDS
Respondents were asked what the main ethnic minority groups in their schools were. The results are shown below.

	What are the main ethnic minority groups in your school?

	White Irish
	

	White British Other
	

	Other White Background
	8

	Asian or Asian British Bangladesh
	7

	Asian or Asian British Pakistani
	17

	Asian or Asian British Indian
	11

	Any other Asian Background
	5

	Black of Black British Caribbean
	3

	Black or Black British African 
	7

	Any other Black Background
	2

	Chinese
	6

	Any other Chinese Background
	

	Mixed White and Black Caribbean
	4

	Mixed White and Black Asian
	1

	Mixed White and Black African
	4

	Any other Mixed background
	5

	Any other Ethnic Group
	5


Note:
The numbers refer to the number of schools where particular ethnic groups are found.

Headteachers were asked whether their schools’ needs in relation to English as an additional language (EAL) and/or EMA had changed over the last 18 months. Twenty-one respondents (55 per cent) stated that they had, sixteen respondents (42 per cent) reported no change and one respondent (3 per cent) did not answer.
Of those headteachers that reported changes, most related to an increase in pupils with EAL or EMA needs.
“…More students from Europe, .e.g., Poland, Czech Republic and Slovakia. All these students have been beginners in English.”
A number of headteachers also reported a reduction in funding.  One respondent stated that this meant, “...using support staff instead of teachers as money reduces.”
“…Significant increase in EMA children. Now well over 10 per cent.”
EMAG ORGANISATION
Headteachers were asked if there had been any significant organisational changes to EMA support in their school in the last 18 months.

Twenty-five respondents (66 per cent) stated there had been no organisational changes.  Thirteen respondents (34 per cent) stated that there had been changes. 
Headteachers were asked to describe structural changes and changes to ways of working.  Comments are given below:

Structure: 

Headteachers reported the following positive structural changes: 
· increase in staffing, including support assistants, bilingual teaching assistants and EMAG teachers;

· one school had appointed an EMAS co-ordinator;
· literary support identified as a priority;
· more numeracy support;
· more resources. 

Negative structural changes reported included: 

· less direct support from LA central team

· reduction in staff (now all are HLTAs or TAs);
· reduced funding;
· insufficient support for EAL pupils.
Changes to ways of working reported by headteachers included:

· reduced staff hours;

· targeted support for particular groups;

· training for staff and TAs;

· close tracking of pupil progress;

· partnership teaching;

· use of outside agencies to train/analyse data for staff;

· withdrawal for ‘new arrivals’ group;

· more in-class support.

TLRs and EAL/EMA Work in Schools

Headteachers were asked whether any TLRs were awarded in their school for EAL or EMA work.  Results are shown below.
	TLRs
	Yes
	No
	No Answer



	EAL
	3
	32
	3

	EMA
	4
	29
	5


EAL/EMA Specialist Posts

Headteachers were asked if there were any specialist posts in their school for EAL/EMA.  Results are shown below. 
	Special Posts
	Yes
	No
	No Answer



	EAL
	7
	26
	5

	EMA
	7
	26
	5


Other EMAG Funded Posts

Headteachers were asked if there were any other posts in their school funded by EMAG.  Thirty-five headteachers answered this question, of which twenty-eight (74 per cent) stated that there were no other posts funded by EMAG.  Seven respondents (18 per cent) stated that there were other posts in the school funded by EMAG.
Of those who answered in the affirmative, four headteachers stated that the posts were for teaching assistants and one headteacher stated that the school employed fifteen teachers who were funded by EMAG.

Delivering EMA/EAL Support in Schools

Headteachers were asked to report the methods used to deliver EAL/EMA work in their school.  Thirty-three headteachers (eighty-six per cent) responded to this question and the following methods were cited:
· Withdrawal of students, either in small groups or individual students (16 respondents - 48 per cent). 

· EMAG Teachers (8 respondents – 24 per cent)
· Support for class teachers (3 respondents -  9 per cent)

· Teaching Assistants (6 respondents – 18 per cent)

· Training (e.g. INSET) (4 respondents – 12 per cent)

Other methods used included using team teaching, LA advisor, LSA, Home-School Liaison, provision of resources (in one school all children were given a dictionary), initial assessments of individuals and working with outside agencies.
Responsibility for EAL/EMA Support in Schools

Headteachers were asked who was responsible for EMAG and EMA in their school.  The results are shown below:

	Who is responsible for EMAG in your school?



	Headteacher
	6

	Deputy head
	1

	Class teachers
	4

	EMAS Co-ordinator
	1

	SENCO
	4

	Senior Staff
	1

	Teaching Assistants
	2

	Learning Support Assistants

(planned with class teachers & SENCO)
	3

	Head of Learning Support
	2

	SLT
	1

	All staff
	3

	Ethnic Minority Support Service (in area)
	1

	Inclusion Manager
	1

	EAL Postholder
	2

	TLR Co-ordinator
	1

	No Answer
	5


Thirty-three respondents answered this question, of whom six (18 per cent) reported that the headteacher was responsible for EMAG work.
	Who is responsible for EMA work in your school?



	Headteacher
	7

	Deputy head
	1

	Class teachers
	2

	EAL Co-ordinator
	1

	EMAS Co-ordinator
	1

	SENCO Supervisor
	3

	Head of Learning Support (EAL + SEN)
	2

	Teaching Assistants
	1

	Learning Support Assistants

(planned with class teachers & SENCO)
	3

	Head of Learning Support
	1

	SLT
	5

	All staff
	1

	Racial Equality and Diversity Service
	1

	METAS teacher
	1

	HLTA
	1

	Co-ordinator of Equality of Opportunity
	1

	NA
	12


Thirty-one respondents answered this question, of whom six (19 per cent) reported that responsibility for EMA work fell to the headteacher.
Activities Undertaken by EAL/EMA Postholders in Schools

Respondents were asked to describe the activities undertaken by the EAL postholder/s.  Twenty-six headteachers responded to the question.  The following responses were provided. 
	Activities Undertaken by the EAL Postholder/s


	Identifying needs (assessment, analysis etc)
	10

	Teaching
	3

	Planning for Target Groups
	1

	Supporting staff
	8

	Resources management
	5

	Managing INSET and training for staff
	3

	Working with parents
	8

	Translating
	1

	Managing budget
	1

	Managing teaching programme
	2

	Supporting pupils (withdrawal)
	17

	Liaison with other professionals
	4

	Induction of EAL pupils
	1

	SPD Responsibility for EAL
	1

	Job Profile of a Teaching Assistant
	1


	Activities Undertaken by the EMA Postholder/s


	Identifying needs (assessment, analysis etc)
	11

	Teaching
	4

	Planning for Target Groups
	2

	Supporting staff
	5

	Resources management
	7

	Managing INSET and training for staff
	3

	Working with parents
	9

	Translating
	3

	Managing teaching programme
	4

	Supporting pupils (withdrawal)
	9

	Liaison with other professionals
	3

	Induction of EAL pupils
	1

	Working with other key groups
	1

	Implementation/action of Race Equality Policy
	1

	Supporting all pupils
	1

	Supporting school priorities
	1

	Buying in help from EMAG
	1

	Audit and Provision Mapping
	1

	Assemblies
	1

	Learning Mentor Scheme
	1

	Organising religious activities
	1


FUNDING VARIATION AND ITS IMPACT
Respondents were asked how much EMA Grant their school received. The results are shown below. 
	None
	

	£1,000-£10,000
	10

	£10,000-£20,000
	6

	£20,000-£30,000
	3

	£30,000-£40,000
	1

	£40,000-£50,000
	3

	£50,000 plus
	2

	LA Allocation
	2

	Non-delegated budget
	1


Headteachers were asked whether they topped up their EMA Grant using the school’s own budget. Sixteen respondents answered in the affirmative. Eighteen stated that they did not. One of these pointed out that this was only because ‘we can’t afford to anymore.’ Four Headteachers did not answer this question.
Respondents were asked to report how much money they used to top up the EMA Grant. Responses were varied. The lowest amount reported was £1,331 and the highest amount £30,000. A total of six Headteachers reported that they topped up by over £13,000. 

Headteachers were asked if, as a result of the new national EMAG formula, their school EMA Grant had increased or decreased.  Twenty-six headteachers (68 per cent) responded, with eight (31 per cent) reporting that it had increased, six (23 per cent) reporting it had remained the same and twelve respondents (46 per cent) reporting that it had decreased.
Where there was a decrease, there were a number of ways schools were managing the reduction.  Five schools (42 per cent) were using their own school budget.  Other ways stated included:
“…by delegated budget.”
“…More LSA support without specialist knowledge.”
One school stated that because students were improving in English they required less support:
“…children becoming fluent in English – less time required.”
Schools that reported an increase were asked how the money was being used.  Two headteachers reported that the money was spent on staff or school costs:
“To supplement salary costs.”
“Towards costs of second bilingual assistant.”
“to reduce the subsidy from the school budget.”
“…subsidy of salaries from school’s budget – this has been increasingly the case since delegation.”
One headteacher stated it was, “yet to be decided – possibly extra support.”
Another headteacher stated that the money allowed them, “to separate EAL/EMAG role.  To give resources to EAL Co-ordinator and LEA Advisory Teacher to use with pupils.”
Devolution of EMAG at Local Level
Headteachers were asked whether they were consulted by their local authority on the EMAG funding formula for devolving funding to schools.  Twenty respondents (53 per cent) stated they were consulted and eight (21 per cent) stated that they were not.  Five headteachers (13 per cent) did not respond to the question and another five gave stated that the question was not applicable to them.
Buy-Back Schemes
Respondents were asked if their school bought into the LA service.

The majority of headteachers (21 in total) had not bought into the LA service.  Only seven schools (18 per cent) stated they had, whilst ten headteachers (26 per cent) gave no answer to the question.
Seventeen headteachers (45 per cent) reported that their LA did not arrange a buy-back scheme for the support of minority ethnic pupils in schools receiving EMAG.  Fifteen headteachers (39 per cent) reported that they did.  Another six headteachers (16 per cent) reported that they did not know.
STAFF CONTRACTS
Respondents were asked to provide details of the types of contracts that the schools were able to offer.  The table below shows the number of schools which were able to offer either permanent or fixed term contracts for qualified EMAG teachers, bilingual classroom assistants and ‘other’ staff.
	
	Fixed Term
	Permanent
	Total


	EMAG Teacher
	3
	10
	13

	Bilingual Classroom Assistant
	5
	10
	15

	Other
	4
	2
	6

	No Answer
	26
	23
	


Twenty-four headteachers responded to the question.  The table shows that ten schools (42 per cent of those responding) employed some of their qualified teachers on permanent contracts but three schools (12. 5 per cent of those responding) employed some qualified teachers on fixed term contracts.
Only one headteacher (4 per cent of those responding) reported they had used the grant to employ teachers on both permanent and fixed term contracts.
Fifteen headteachers (62 per cent of those responding) reported that their school did not employ any permanent or fixed term teachers with EMAG funds.
Eight headteachers (33 per cent of those responding), rather than employing permanent teachers, used the fund to employ teachers on fixed term contracts only, bilingual classroom assistants or other contracts.  Of these, six stated that long-term budget stability would have led them to offer different employment contracts.  Two said that long-term budget stability would not have made a difference to the contracts that they offered.
WORKFORCE REFORM
Headteachers were asked whether EAL/EMA teachers were receiving their guaranteed entitlement to PPA.
Thirty-eight headteachers responded, of which seventeen answered in the affirmative and one in the negative.  A further twenty respondents (53 per cent) stated that the question did not apply to them.
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Headteachers were asked to describe briefly the opportunities for specific professional development available to EAL/EMA staff in their school.
One school stated there had been no opportunities that year.  Seven headteachers stated the question was non-applicable, or did not give an answer.
Other professional development activities available included: local authority INSET, school INSET, outside agency courses, county courses, EMAG, EMASS.

AIMING HIGH
Headteachers were asked whether they thought support for the education of minority ethnic pupils in their school had improved following the introduction of ‘Aiming High’.
Twenty-five schools responded to the question.  Thirteen of these (52 per cent of respondents) responded in the affirmative.  Six respondents (24 per cent) gave a negative response.  Three headteachers (12 per cent) stated that support had stayed the same.  Two headteachers (8 per cent) said there had been both improvements and deteriorations.
Respondents were asked what features of the new arrangements had led to deterioration in support for the education of minority ethnic pupils.
Five headteachers stated that the new arrangements had meant reduced funding for their school.  For two headteachers this had come at the same time as an increase in pupil numbers.
Comments included:

“…lack of funds therefore can’t afford identified EAL teachers and had to identify other curriculum staff paid by EMAG to avoid future redundancy.”
One headteacher stated there was deterioration in support staff and teacher time.
“…despite more children new to English arriving, we have not been able to afford to increase staffing appropriately.”
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS OR OBSERVATIONS
Respondents were asked to provide any additional comments or observations on the educational impact of the changes in EMAG funding arising from the DfES’ Aiming High strategy and its associated funding allocations.
Responses raised the problems of pupil mobility, fluctuating funding and the difficulty in recruiting permanent teachers to deliver support to minority ethnic pupils in conditions where the minority ethnic population may change.
“…the loss of Aim Higher will severely impact on the progress of some students.”
“…I am not aware of ANY extra funding to support EMAG. We do not receive sufficient funding for staff salaries….We need MORE funding to make a real difference.”
“…the reduction in funding….and the concentration of the grant on the three main underachieving groups has led to increasing difficulties in supporting children new to English from all parts of the world.”
“In 2003, we invited Ofsted in for a one-day inspection.  Much of our practice is in the 2003 Ofsted good practice guide.  We wouldn’t have the capacity to do this now.  Mainstream staff and the TAs/HLTA are more experienced but they don’t have the depth of knowledge of the 3 teachers and 2 excellent consultants no longer in post.”
A number of headteachers were thankful that their schools qualified for EMAG funding, but others were concerned that their funding had been reduced.
One infant school headteacher raised concerns that the initiatives in their school would not be continued, stating,
“FS and KS1 funding improved here in an infant school. Some of our initiatives cannot be continued as our children move into KS2 (in separate Junior) as their funding has decreased. Language (second) acquisition needs 7 years!”
Where the funding had decreased:
“School has continued to be pro-active in supporting children with EAL so that they can fully access the curriculum.”
EMAG TEACHER SURVEY
Questionnaires were sent to fifty-eight EMAG teachers within the local authorities included in the survey.  Fifty responses were received, representing 86 per cent of the sample.
The percentages in this report represent the percentage of the total number of returned questionnaires, unless otherwise stated.
EMPLOYMENT STATUS
Respondents were asked to provide details of their current post.  The responses were divided into categories: 27 (54 per cent) were teachers, 19 (38 per cent) were leaders or co-ordinators and 3 (6 per cent) worked as both a teacher and co-ordinator.
The number of teachers, leaders/coordinators and teachers and co-ordinators respectively on permanent or fixed term contracts is illustrated in the following table:
	
	Fixed Term
	Permanent



	Teacher
	5
	22

	Leader/Co-ordinator
	3
	16

	Teacher and Co-ordinator
	0
	3

	Total
	8
	41


Of those staff on fixed term contracts, one respondent reported the length of their contract was 2 years, one respondent stated their contract was for 15 months, five respondents reported they had a 1 year contract and one respondent stated their contract was fixed for six months. 
Three respondents reported that whether their contract was renewed depended on funding available. As one stated, ‘Two years then under revision depending on funding – AGAIN’
One respondent reported that they had no contract and therefore could not state what their post was.
Respondents were asked whether their employment status had changed following changes to recent EMAG funding arrangements. 
	
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Teacher
	5
	21
	2

	Leader/Co-ordinator
	8
	10
	1

	Teacher and Co-ordinator
	0
	3
	0

	Total
	13
	34
	3


Thirteen respondents (26 per cent) said their employment status had changed following the changes to recent EMAG funding arrangements, while for 34 respondents (68 per cent) there had been no change.
Of those respondents whose employment status had changed, seven (53 per cent) expressed concerns about a reduction in status. Comments included:
“Hours have been reduced 2005-6 by 0.2”
“Employment status had changed with introduction of TLRs.  Have lost advisory post and management allowance but still do same job of supporting schools, pupils and trouble shooting for less money.”
Only two respondents reported that their employment status had improved:
“Points were improved to 2 from 1 and then converted to align with the new pay structure.”
“We have restructured and [I] am Head of Department.”
The other respondents reported a change in how their posts were funded:
“I was working for the central Language Support Team – I am now hired directly by the school and am on the leadership team.”
“Was funded centrally then funding devolved to schools.”
SOURCE OF FUNDING
Respondents were asked who funded their post.  Thirty-three respondents (66 per cent) reported that their posts were funded from LA budgets and eleven (22 per cent) from school budgets.  Five respondents (10 per cent) said their post was funded by a combination of the two and one respondent did not give an answer.
TLRS AND EMA/EAL STAFF
Respondents were asked whether they received any Teaching and Learning Responsibility payments (TLRs).

The results are as below:

	TLR
	Yes
	No

	EAL
	10
	29

	EMA
	11
	24


TRAINING AND PPA

Respondents were asked whether they received their guaranteed entitlement to PPA.  Forty-three respondents (86 per cent) stated that they did and four (8 per cent) reported they didn’t.  A further three respondents (6 per cent) stated the question did not apply to them.
Of those respondents who reported that they did receive their guaranteed entitlement to PPA, not all were happy.  One respondent emphasised that the time was often used for additional meetings.
Of those who stated they did not receive their entitled PPA one stated, “PPA is taken into account in my wages, but no time is set aside for this during working hours.  Considering I am only under contract for one day per week I don’t expect to spend any of this time away from the children”.  Another stated that there are ‘too many pupils to support’.
	Has your LA or school offered you appropriate training opportunities relevant to the post?

	Yes
	42

	No
	6

	N/A
	2


Forty-two respondents (84 per cent) felt that their LA or school offered them appropriate training opportunities, which were relevant to the post.  Six respondents (12 per cent) stated that they were not offered appropriate training and two respondents (4 per cent) stated it did not apply to them.
SUPPORT FOR MINORITY ETHNIC PUPILS

Respondents were asked whether they felt support for the education of minority ethnic pupils had improved following the introduction of Aiming High. The results are shown below.
	Yes
	18

	No
	20

	Unsure
	10

	N/A
	2


Although only 18 respondents reported an improvement following the introduction of Aiming High, a total of 20 respondents (40 per cent) stated that there was a greater understanding and recognition of the needs and issues surrounding EAL pupils.
Comments made by respondents included: 
“The area of supporting EAL pupils has received a higher profile - people who had never heard of the issue relating to subject are now aware of the need to support minority ethnic pupils.”
Three respondents (6 per cent) reported better links with the community and a further two respondents (4 per cent) reported better staff training, more financial assistance, better links with parents and the LA. 
“Setting up of bilingual book club for the parents.”
“LEA beginning to co-ordinate assessment linked to school assessment.”
The following features of the new arrangements were suggested as having led to improvements:
· Better monitoring/keeping of data (5 respondents)
· Staff levels, in particularly EAL co-ordinators (4 respondents)
· Better flexibility in choosing which pupils to support (2 respondents) 
· Training (2 respondents)
· Admission/induction procedures improved (2 respondents)
· Assessment following QCA levels (2 respondents)
The following features were suggested as having led to deterioration:
· Reduction in teaching staff and job security (10 respondents) 
· Reduction in funding (9 respondents) 
· Lack of time to support EAL pupils, due to increased workload and more EAL pupils entering school (8 respondents)
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS OR OBSERVATIONS
Respondents were asked to provide any additional comments or observations on the changes.
Some teachers reported negative outcomes of the changes with regards to funding:
“The Government has told mainstream teachers that they must all become ‘specialists’ in supporting EAL pupils….It is impossible for this to be done successfully.  This also negates the wealth of experience/knowledge/training gained by staff who have been working in the EAL field for years – as if ‘anyone’ can pick it up and ‘deal’ with this area in-depth…”
“Still not enough funding to supply the staffing needed.”
“The reduction in hours caused by reduced EMAG funding means that we have fewer hours to support pupils.”
“Leicestershire has lost 33% of its EMAG funding and with a ‘skeleton’ service there is only so much that can be done…..with no funding there is increased pressure on school, EMAG and mainstream teachers.”
“EMAG funding reduced in the assumption that through mainstream teacher training and the guidance of ‘Aiming High’ strategy the needs and aspirations of minority ethnic pupils will be met.
“funding should be ring fenced or it will be siphoned off to other short term concerns.”
Some comments were more positive:

“The school had to financially supplement the allocation made through the EMAG funding over the past several years; however this academic year 2006/2007 the funding has improved although it still does not meet the entire budget requirements.”
“I think m/c has not suffered a loss in funding and a variety of initiatives such as….‘Aiming High’ are a good idea. I think they may have a good impact and help to support and skill mainstream EMA funded staff.
Respondents expressed concerns about job security:
“Being EMAG funded….does not offer…much security. Also the role is changing a lot based on teaching/action within the school.”
Regarding staff structures:
“Too easy for schools to employ TAs to work in this area and not specialists.”
“We used to have three MEAs teachers.  Now there is only one.  This has impacted on individual children throughout the school.  The EAL children feel less supported.”
“too many managerial, consultative posts: too many instructions from these to ‘focus’ on a few pupils, although ‘criteria’ for support are in place – and all the pupils eligible for support are suffering.”
Training:

“Need to have national/local training….opportunities to share and learn from other authorities.”
Secondary:

“Weighting towards secondary education – although early intervention is paid lip service to.”
General:

“I believe that the Aiming High project is giving those children who would normally continue to underachieve the chance to do well.  They are encouraged via whole school policies and EMAG presence is a huge benefit to these children.”
Regarding the future, one respondent stated:

“I think new research needs to be done on the needs of minority ethnic pupils’ education.  I feel ways of addressing their needs should change with the times.”
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The National Union of Teachers In association with The National Association for Language Development in the Curriculum (NALDIC) is conducting a survey of EMAG teachers, headteachers and local authorities.  The purpose of the survey is to assess the educational impact of the changes in EMAG funding arising from the implementation of Aiming High, the national strategy for raising the achievement of minority ethnic pupils. 

EMAG teachers are asked to complete this questionnaire as fully as possible and to return it to Sarah Thopmson, Education and Equal Opportunities Department, National Union of Teachers, Hamilton House, Mabledon Place, London WC1H 9BD by Friday 26 May 2006. If you require an electronic copy of the questionnaire, please email Sarah Thompson at s.thompson@nut.org.uk.

Please note that all responses will be treated in confidence.

	Name of Local Authority (LA)
	


	
	

	Name of School
	


	
	

	Name of Teacher
	



	1.
	What is your current post?

	
	     


	

	2 
	Please state whether your post is:

Permanent 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Fixed Term

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	3.
	If fixed term, what is the length of the contract?



	

	4.
	Has your employment status changed following the changes to recent EMAG funding arrangements?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	
	If so, how?

	
	     


	

	5
	Is your current post funded by the LA or from the school budget?

LA

 FORMCHECKBOX 

School 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	6
	Do you receive any Teaching and Learning Responsibility payments (TLRs) for

EAL?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

EMA?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	7
	Do you receive your guaranteed entitlement to PPA?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	8
	Has your LA or school offered you appropriate training opportunities relevant to the post recently?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	
	Please give details:

	
	     


	

	9
	Do you feel that the support for the education of minority ethnic pupils has improved following the introduction of ‘Aiming High’?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	9.1
	If yes:

	
	What improvements have there been?

     


	

	
	What features of the new arrangements have led to improvements?

     


	

	9.2
	If no:

	
	What has deteriorated?

     


	

	
	What features of new arrangements have led to the deterioration?

     


	

	10.
	Are there any other comments or observations you would like to make on the educational impact of the changes in EMAG funding arising from the DfES’ ‘Aiming High’ strategy and its associated funding allocations?

     



Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.
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The National Union of Teachers, in association with the National Association of Language Development in the Curriculum (NALDIC), is conducting a survey of EMAG teachers, headteachers and local authorities. The purpose of the survey is to assess the educational impact of the changes in EMAG funding arising from the implementation of Aiming High, the national strategy for raising the achievement of minority ethnic pupils.

Headteachers are asked to complete this questionnaire as fully as possible and to return it to Sarah Thompson, Education and Equal Opportunities Department, National Union of Teachers, Hamilton House, Mabledon Place, London WC1H 9BD by Friday 26 May 2006. If you require an electronic copy of the questionnaire, please email Sarah Thompson at s.thompson@nut.org.uk.

Please note that all responses will be treated in confidence.

	Name of Local Authority (LA)
	


	
	

	Name of School
	


	
	

	Name of Headteacher
	



ETHNIC MINORITY ACHIEVEMENT (EMA) NEED

	1.
	What are the main minority ethnic groups in your school?

	
	


	2.
	Have the needs in your school in relation to English as an additional language (EAL) and/or EMA changed over the last 18 months?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	
	If yes, how?





EMAG ORGANISATION

	3.
	Have there been any significant organisational changes to EMA support in your school in the last 18 months?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	
	If yes, please describe any changes to:

	
	a.

Structure


b.

Ways of working




	

	4.
	How is EAL/EMA work delivered in your school?

	
	


	

	5.
	Who is responsible for

	
	EAL work in your school?


EMA work in your school?




	

	6.
	Are there any Teaching and Learning Responsibility payments (TLRs) awarded in your school for

EAL?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

EMA?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	7.
	Are there any specialist posts in your school for

EAL?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

EMA?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	8.
	Are there any other posts in your school funded by the EMAG?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick

Please specify



	

	9.
	Please describe briefly the activities undertaken by the EAL postholder/s.

	
	


	

	10.
	Please describe briefly the activities undertaken by the EMA postholder/s.

	
	



FUNDING VARIATION AND ITS IMPACT

	11.
	How much EMA Grant does your school receive? 

	
	


	

	12.
	Does your school top-up its EMA Grant from the school’s own budget?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	
	If yes, by how much?




	

	13.
	As a result of the adoption of the new national EMAG formula, has your school EMA Grant

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Increased?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Decreased?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Remained the same?

Please tick



	

	
	If increased, how is it being used?




	

	
	If decreased, how is the school managing the reduction?




	

	14.
	Are headteachers consulted by your Local Authority on the EMAG funding formula for devolving funding to schools?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	15.
	Does your LA arrange a buy-back scheme for the support of minority ethnic pupils in schools under EMAG?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	16.
	Has your school bought into the LA service?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	
	Please give the reasons for this decision:





STAFF CONTRACTS

	17.
	If your school has employed staff with all or part of the devolved Grant, please answer the following questions:

	

	
	17.1
	What type of teacher contracts has the school been able to offer?

Fixed Term

Teacher

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Bilingual classroom assistant

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Other (Please Specify)

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick

Permanent

Teacher

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Bilingual classroom assistant

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Other (Please Specify)

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	
	17.2
	Would long-term budget stability have led you to offer different employment contracts?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	
	
	


WORKFORCE REFORM

	18.
	Are EAL/EMA teachers in your school receiving their guaranteed entitlement to PPA?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	
	


PROFESSIONAL DEVEVELOPMENT

	19.
	Please describe briefly opportunities for specific professional development available to EAL/EMA staff in your school?

	
	



CONCLUSION

	20.
	Do you feel that support for the education of minority ethic pupils in your school has improved following the introduction of ‘Aiming High’?

	

	
	20.1
	If yes

	
	What improvements have there been?




	
	What features of the new arrangements have led to improvements?




	

	
	20.2
	If no

	
	What has deteriorated?




	
	What features of the new arrangements have led to the deterioration?




	

	21.
	Are there any other comments or observations you would like to make on the educational impact of the changes in EMAG funding arising from the DfES’ ‘Aiming High’ strategy and its associated funding allocations?





Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.
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The National Union of Teachers In association with The National Association for Language Development in the Curriculum (NALDIC) is conducting a survey of EMAG teachers, headteachers and local authorities (LAs).  The purpose of the survey is to assess the educational impact of the changes in EMAG funding arising from the implementation of Aiming High, the national strategy for raising the achievement of minority ethnic pupils.

LA Chief Executive or Directors of Children’s Services are asked to complete this questionnaire as fully as possible and to return it to Sarah Thopmson, Education and Equal Opportunities Department, National Union of Teachers, Hamilton House, Mabledon Place, London WC1H 9BD by Friday 26 May 2006. If you require an electronic copy of the questionnaire, please email Sarah Thompson at s.thompson@nut.org.uk.

Please note that all responses will be treated in confidence.

	Name of Local Authority (LA)
	


	
	

	Name of Chief Executive or Director of Children’s Services
	


	
	


LA PROFILE

	1.
	How many schools are in your LA?

	
	Primary

     
Secondary

     
Other

     



ETHNIC MONIORITY ACHIVEMENT (EMA) NEED

	2.
	What are the main ethnic minority groups in your LA?

	
	     


	

	3.
	Have the needs in your LA in relation to English as an additional language (EAL) and/or EMA changed over the last 18 months?

	
	Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	
	If yes how?

	
	     



EMAG FUNDING VARIATION AND ITS IMPACT

	4.
	What was your DfES allocation For EMAG in 2005/2006?

	
	


	

	5.
	What is your EMAG allocation for 2006/2007?

	
	     


	

	6.
	Does your LA top-up its EMAG allocation?

	
	Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick

If yes, by how much?

     


	7.
	Has your DfES allocation over the last 2 years

	
	Increased?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

If so, by how much?

     
Decreased?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

If so, by how much?

     
Stayed the same?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Please tick


	

	8.
	Has your LA devised any plans for tackling the variation in EMAG funding beyond 2008 (when the current cycle of 3 year funding ends)?

	
	Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	
	If yes, please provide details

     



EMAG ORGANISATION

	9.
	Have there been many significant organisational changes to EMA support in your LA over the last 18 months?


	
	Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	
	If yes, please describes any changes to: 

	
	a.
	Structure

	
	     


	
	

	
	b.
	Ways of working

	
	     


	

	10.
	To how many schools does the LA devolve EMAG funding?

	
	Primary

     
Secondary

     
Other

     


	

	11.
	Does your LA arrange a buy-back scheme for the support of minority ethnic pupils in schools?

	
	Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	
	If yes, please state how many schools have opted for buy-back:

Primary

     
Secondary

     
Other

     


	

	12.
	What percentage of EMAG funding was used for buy-back?

	
	     
Per cent



	

	
	Please provide a brief description of the buy-back scheme:

	
	     


	13.
	How much of the fund was retained by the LA?

	
	     


	

	14.
	Please provide details of the local formula applied to devolve EMAG funds to schools:

	
	     


	

	15.
	Has the devolution of funds affected the LA’s ability to meet its key objectives for minority ethnic pupils?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	
	Please provide details:

     


	

	16.
	Is the LA confident that all schools with devolved budgets are using the funding for the purpose for which it is intended?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	
	Please provide details of your monitoring mechanism.

     


	
	

	17.
	What changes do you anticipate for 2006-2007 under the Standards Fund Grant arrangements?

	
	     


	

	18.
	Has your LA devised any plans for tackling variation in EMAG funding beyond 2008 (when the current cycle of 3 year funding ends)?

	
	     



PROFESSIONAL DEVEOLPMENT

	19.
	Has the LA been able to support schools in providing specialist training for EMAG funded staff?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick



	

	
	Please provide details:

     


	

	20.
	Please describe the professional development opportunities available to any EMAG funded centrally employed staff in your LA

	
	     



ANY OTHER COMMENTS

	21.
	Are there any comments or observations you would like to make on the educational impact of the changes in EMAG funding arising from the DfES ‘Aiming High’ strategy and its associated funding allocations?



	
	     



Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.
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