Response from the Association for College Management to the proposal by the DfES to establish a CPD requirement.  
Curriculum and professional development proposals. 

In the proposed  draft statutory regulations a full-time teacher is defined as follows: 

“full-time teacher” means a teacher who is paid wholly or in part by reference to the time he works as a teacher and, having regard to the custom and practice of the employer in relation to teachers employed by the teacher’s employer under the same type of contract, is identifiable as a full-time teacher”
We understand this definition to limit the category of full time teacher to those colleagues employed on the lecturers’ contract.   Thus managers who have teaching timetables (the large majority) are excluded since they are employed on management spine contracts.  The effect of limiting the proposals to those employed under the lecturers’ contract  is to exclude managers from the professional development opportunities proposed in the document, and to exempt their work from the benefit of such opportunities.  
It is inconsistent not to offer to managers the same kind of support for their teaching responsibilities as lecturers will have.  More importantly if the purpose of the regulations is to nurture excellent teaching then the  omission of managers undermines that purpose.   The teaching load of  managers varies, but a large proportion of managers have at least a 0.5 teaching timetable.  Many managers teach more than many part timers (who are included in these proposals).  Yet managers are invisible and unmentioned in this document. 
The document raises a broader issue.  While these proposals seek to support teachers, and CEL offers training and development to senior managers, we grow increasingly concerned that middle managers are losing out to these other groups of colleagues. Certainly CEL ostensibly provides training across the college structure, but in fact the price of such training is such that only a small proportion of managers outside senior management  are able to access that training.   
It would be appropriate for managers to have a CPD commitment of the volume proposed in this paper;  the time should be disposed between teaching and management duties flexibly on the basis of need. 

Registration with the Institute for Learning. 

With regard to registration with the Institute for Learning this consultation document states that 
1.  Every teacher must—

(a) register as a Member or as an Associate Member with the Institute for Learning by 31st March 2008 or, in the case of any teacher appointed after 1st September 2007, within 6 months of the date of his appointment; and

(b) maintain that registration continuously thereafter.  

Since this clause rests on the same definition of a teacher referred to above, managers will be excluded from this requirement, in spite of the fact that the large majority of those managers have significant teaching responsibilities.  

The Association regrets that these proposals take no cognisance of the professional needs of college managers.  Indeed they make no mention of managers whatsoever – only leaders and teachers are mentioned.   
We have  suggested to the DfES that these proposals are reviewed and amended, and that ACM would be happy to contribute to the re-drafting.   
Two further points.   How will these requirements be managed?  It seems likely that they will need to be included in employment contracts?  In the large majority of cases this will entail a retrospective change to contracts. Since colleges are the employer how will those changes be ensured?  Employers and trade unions may have concerns about such contractual changes. Maybe the Department anticipates using a funding lever to ensure compliance.  But this is a tricky area that would benefit from transparency and clarity.       
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