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Impact is fast becoming an education ‘buzzword’.  It has not, however, been defined. 
We shall see that professionals are able to recognise what ‘impact’ is, when it 
happens, and that providers of Continuing Professional Development (CPD) are 
growing in confidence in planning, monitoring and evaluating it. 
 
Teachers, as the ‘end users’ of CPD are also able to recognise when ‘impact’ does not 
happen; they do not feel stimulated to adopt or experiment with new ideas and 
practices.  The Times Education Supplement (TES) article by Leaton Gray is damning 
of CPD provided by independent companies.   
 
A participant’s view reveals a lack of stimulation: 
 

“It was all very posh.  We had little notebooks and pencils and bottles of water 
on the tables.  But I could have delivered a better course myself.  It didn’t tell 
me anything I didn’t know already” 

 
If teachers are so dissatisfied it is no surprise that Head teachers  do not value CPD to 
such an extent that 

“…if I needed funds urgently elsewhere in the school I would consider taking 
it from the training budget” 

 
CPD must have, and be seen to have a positive impact to justify the money it costs. 
 
Studies into Higher Education CPD have concluded that long term, action focused 
programmes do have a positive ‘impact’, and report on what the signs of such positive 
impact are.  A close study of these reports, as we shall see later, does provide 
illustrative examples, and do link strategies contained within programmes to positive 
impact.  The reports do not, however, offer clear definitions of that ‘impact’ itself.  
The lack of a clear definition, but the insistence that types of CPD do lead to it, has 
led to two responses from providers – one that ‘impact’ is a broad concept, and 
secondly that professionals suspect that a more focussed agenda  is being propounded 
by the Government agencies and stakeholders.   
 



The first of these responses lies at the heart of this paper.  The second impression is 
worthy of some mention. The University Council of Education and Training’s 
Continuing Professional Development sub-committee (UCET(CPD))  have expressed 
concern, since , through the PPD application criteria, ‘impact’ is at the core. 
 
“ A key to ensuring that impact does not become a killer concept confined to 
simplistic measuring of what is easy to measure….” (my emphasis) (UCET, 2003) 
 
The fear has been that measuring and presenting  ‘impact’ becomes yet another 
dimension in the accountability agenda.  The (then) TTA’s reply to the question 
‘What is Impact?’ during the consultation phase was, to a degree, re-assuring.  HEI  
CPD  co-ordinators were advised not to ask the question for fear of being given the 
answer they did not want to hear. The implication was that HEIs could develop 
models of their own – to provide frameworks for each other.  The news that HEIs 
would not be directly inspected by OfSTED, but required to submit rigorous annual 
‘Impact reports’ clearly reinforced this view.  HEIs are in a position to defend their 
view on a ‘broad based concept of impact’: 
 
‘…we can draw more people into the process.  In other words we need to engage in 
impact evaluation that involves Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland; and of course 
if we can use the framework with schools, networked learning communities and 
LEAs, that will be even better’. (UCET, 2003) 
 
So, as a concept, ‘impact’ is young, and stakeholders are in an exploratory phase.   
 
Seeking a definition 
 
Recent history may be the cause of concerns regarding the measurement of ‘impact’  
The OfSTED framework has required inspectors to grade  pupil response, attainment 
and progress numerically.  The OfSTED survey (2004) of HEI based CPD ‘Making a 
difference’ suggest that impact is visible and tangible.  The emphasis on the short 
term set alarm bells ringing.  Long term impact, and a broad view of impact may not 
be obvious, and any suggestion of  a causal link between provision and impact is 
impossible to prove.  On the other hand, it is clear that there is a need for a common 
understanding of ‘impact’, especially as it becomes the main means by which funding 
will be secured. 
 
A dictionary definition of ‘impact’ provides little help.  More important is how the 
concept is interpreted in a professional context.  The interpretation and an internet 
search for an explanation throws up many terms, all of which have connotations of 
their own.  Using OfTSED criteria for lesson observations (response, attainment and 
progress) mixed with the messages within the ‘Making a Difference’ report, provides 
little useful guidance in terms of finding a definition.  The Audit Commission leads 
the reader down the line of ‘value for money’.  This commercial context introduces 
the notion of benchmarking, and the consideration of exceeding expectations below 
budget.  OfTSED use the notion of value for money, promoting a quantitative 
approach to impact assessment.  Efficiency, effectiveness and economy (the 3 Es) can 
they suggest be assessed by reference to the 4 Cs (challenge, competition, comparison 
and consultation).  Evidently this view of impact relates to the ‘School Effectiveness 
‘paradigm.  Many educationalists would not readily subscribe to this approach to 



performance management.  Many engage more comfortably with the school 
improvement movement, and most recently with ‘school transformation’.  Table 1, 
below illustrates briefly the philosophical differences between each paradigm. 
 
 School 

Effectiveness 
School 
Improvement 

School 
Transformation 

Elements related to 
impact 

Performance, 
attainment, cohort 
monitoring data, 
league tables, 
statistics, content 

Capacity 
Motivation 
Morale 
Climate 
Processes 

Empowerment 
Distributed 
leadership 
Autonomy 
Agency 
Professional 
learning 
Networks and 
collaboration 

 
The internet search also threw up ideas related to the world of business and science 
‘Impact’ in these contexts is measurable in terms  of the  extent to which customers 
and consumers are ‘reached’.  It also relates to whether  action taken has had the 
desired effect on the issue or problem being addressed.  Un-expected outcomes are 
labelled effects, and therefore do not constitute impact.  From these considerations we 
can at least conclude that ‘impact’ is linked to intention. 
 
‘Impact’ clearly provokes discussion and debate.  The whole concept, as long as it 
remains undefined, will be understood in the context of ‘camp’ to which education 
professionals align themselves. 
 
An obvious solution is to suggest that none of the ‘camps’ are correct, and that none 
are wrong.  Each could be seen to complement the other. 
 
Clarifying the concept 
 
There is a clear need for clarification.  Impact is now part of the discourse of 
education professionals.  It is a new concept, and its recent history can be tracked.  
Soulsby and Swain’s (2003) “Report on The Award –Bearing INSET Scheme” 
includes a section The “Impact of Training”.   The subsequent Ofsted report “Making 
a Difference: The Impact of Award bearing  In-service training on school 
improvement” (2004) also highlights  the possible effects of award bearing CPD, 
without really defining the concept.  Philippa Cordingley et al’s (2004) EPPI report 
on the impact of collaborative CPD on classroom teaching and learning notes 
examples of perceived good practice through a systematic literature review.  Armed 
with the belief that impact is possible, and that impact is good, the TTA has 
demanded that to be funded, providers must plan, monitor and demonstrate impact.  
UCET, on behalf of and in support of each other have developed principles, models, 
frameworks and tools to aid the process. 
 
It is worth tracking the emergence of the concept of ‘Impact’, in order to fully 
understand it. 
 
Soulsby and Swain (2003):- 



 
The basis of the study was the TTA and Ofsted principle that high quality INSET 
“should have a demonstrable and positive influence on classroom practice and/or 
whole school performance.”  The findings were extremely positive and supportive of 
HEI based CPD:  75% of courses were deemed to be, in these terms, satisfactory or 
better, with 24% being graded ‘1’, 57% ‘2’ and 14% ‘3’.  Even when direct evidence 
was not available, HMI noted the potential for school improvement was likely to stem 
from the skills and attributes developed by the courses. 
 
In some cases, Soulsby and Swain reported that direct evidence consisted of 
measurable improvements in terms of pupils’ performance.  Programmes focusing on 
school improvement, they reported, provided evidence and examples of the impact on 
subject teaching or whole-school policies.  There is no presentation of raw data, nor 
an assertion that the nature of the provision has a causal relationship with the positive 
outcomes. 
 
What is spelt out is that courses negotiated with specific schools or LEAs result in 
tailored provision, developed to address particular needs.  Individual participants are 
able to identify personal targets, which relate to the programme’s learning outcomes.  
Almost by definition, therefore, fulfilment of specified outcomes and targets result in 
a positive impact. 
 
Less ‘trackable’ features are also presented as positive.  A ‘multiplier effect’ occurs 
when a number of teachers from the school attend training together.   
 
Conclusions to be drawn are that certain types of CPD lead to a positive impact. 
Therefore to incorporate these features assumes such an impact. 
 
Soulsby and Swain extend their study to suggest that impact is demonstrable through 
particular Quality Assurance activities.  These activities include: Student satisfaction 
surveys, commissioned research, progress-teaching, questionnaires after completion 
of courses, the logging of examples of student work which have had a perceived 
impact.  Further evidence can be gleaned from the scrutiny of portfolios and 
assignments compiled by the participants. 
 
These details are helpful, and positive in that it is the incorporation of such strategies 
that indicate a positive impact, rather than the findings resulting from such evaluation 
work..  It is almost as though impact tools are being recommended rather than the 
firm establishment of what evidence actually tells us about impact. 
 
This ‘flimsiness’ rests with an admission that evidence may be indicative  of impact, 
and that no causal link between course participation and, for example, career 
development can be made.  Cumulative and long-term impact may be reflected by 
promotion, profile and the status of participants, but it would be wrong to make the 
assumption that these are direct consequences of participation in the programme.  
Indeed short term benefits may include a sense of re-invigoration and rejuvenation.   
 
The ‘hard evidence’ of improved pupil performance, Soulsby and Swain explain; is 
even more difficult to prove.  An impact evident in school performance data may not 



be apparent, in a stable environment, for a ‘considerable time.’  The value of Soulsby 
and Swain’s study is that it provides indicators of impact, which relate to: 

• Planning : tailored, personal targets, negotiated outcomes. 
• Provision : school improvement focussed, portfolio based, multiple members 

of staff. 
• Q.A. : student satisfaction, post-course follow-up, commissioned research 

progress teaching, logging of student work. 
 
EPPI Report 
 
Cordingley et al’s work breaks down the notion of ‘improvements in student 
performance’.  This includes the scrutiny of test results, greater ability in decoding 
and enhanced reading fluency.  It also includes the need for qualitative study and 
judgements to make in respect to motivation, improved organised skills and more 
positive responses.  The report provides examples of how research methods (lesson 
observation, teacher questionnaires, pupil analysis, big schools) can lead to increased 
self-confidence, and greater satisfaction with work..  The unanswered questions, 
which are not actually posed, relate to how teachers can incorporate this within their 
teaching.  The assumption is that such activities become requirements of the CPD 
courses being followed.  If so, it is teachers themselves that generate evidence of 
impact, rather than the providers of the CPD. 
 
Cordingley et al also focus attention on the impact on teachers rather than on their 
pupils.  They note reports that outcomes of CPD include increased teacher confidence, 
self-belief in that teachers have the power to  make a difference, an enthusiasm for 
working collaboratively and willingness to take risks and to experiment. 
 
If ‘Impact’ is to relate to the effects of CPD on pupils, one has to make the 
assumption that the above will have a positive effect on pupil learning.  If the goal is 
to meet the needs of teachers in the context of lifelong learning and therefore the 
school as a learning organisation, then Cordingely et al’s report provides approaches 
to identify direct evidence of positive impact.   
 
Cordingley et al’s report does not reflect how CPD has an impact on teachers’ 
attitudes alone.  It also draws conclusions that collaborative CPD also leads to 
improved teacher competence – developing a wider repertoire of teaching strategies, 
greater insights into pupils’ thinking, and improved planning skills.  These positive 
effects are linked to specified activities – not individually but collectively.  In this 
way particular strategies for CPD which will have an impact are identified: 
observation and feedback, peer support and coaching, use of outside experts, teachers’ 
ideology is their on focus, the identification of technologies to facilitate professional 
dialogue, achieving opportunities to experiment with, evaluate and enable new 
practices in the classroom.  
 
Cordingley et al’s synthesis of relevant studies does begin to provide a framework.. 
The report emphasises the need to focus on the impact of CPD provision on the 
teacher, rather solely on the pupil.  This laudable emphasis does rely on a ‘leap of 
faith’, that improved teacher morale through a sense of ownership, will lead to 
improved pupil performance.  Although the argument makes sense, it does not 
provide a rigorous proof.  The report does not disprove, for example,  a view that 



pupil performance has improved despite distracted teachers engaging in time and 
energy consuming CPD. 
 
Making a Difference (Ofsted) 
 
The Ofsted survey which followed up on Soulsby and Swain’s report reiterated that 
award bearing INSET had a positive impact on standards of pupil work, thinking 
skills, pupil assessment and target setting; curriculum planning, the implementation of 
national strategies and systems for review and self-evaluation.  For teachers 
engagement has resulted in increased subject knowledge, organisation,, interpersonal 
and analytical skills, greater understanding  of current initiatives and enhanced 
leadership and management skills. 
 
With such a comprehensive list, one is moved to ask why all teachers should not be 
compelled to follow award-bearing INSET type courses.  After all, they can be seen to 
have a positive impact. 
 
The report also proceeds to identify external factors which are necessary if such 
positive outcomes are to be achieved. This includes, in particular, positive support for 
participants by head teachers and senior managers in schools. 
 
The support of managers and colleagues is, the report concludes, dependant upon the 
reliance on teachers’ foci of study  being related to school priorities, and the 
engagement of participating teachers with other members of staff. 
 
This direct engagement by course participants with others in the school is a repeated 
theme. Commitment and thus success relies on the active engagement of staff beyond 
the course members. This extends to colleagues beyond any individuals’ own school.  
A key message from they report is that positive impact is related to networking. 
 
The Ofsted report also laments a lost opportunity to display impact.   Evaluation 
reports are too often confined to the evaluation course content and delivery, rather 
than the assessment their effect on participants.  Despite the doubts expressed 
regarding the feasability of linking improvements in pupil’s attendance to course 
participation. There is an implicit view that the act of evaluating impact will and does 
lead to more positive effects than would otherwise be the case. 
 
This second Ofsted report has extended the discussion further.  Good CPD must make 
participants engage with others.  By being required to report on ‘Impact’, participants 
will ensure that positive impact will take place.  The process becomes a self-fulfilling 
prophecy. 
 
TTA’s Response 
 
The Teacher Training Agency’s (now the Training and Development Agency) 
response in concrete terms, is to insist that HEIs seeking funding for the newly named 
Postgraduate Professional Development progarmme, provide clear plans for the 
planning, monitoring and evaluation of impact.  Criterion 7, the last of the essential 
criteria reads as follows: 
 



“….provide specified management information, and include an evaluation of 
the programmes on practice in schools.” 

 
This is further broken down, demanding that quantitatative data are presented 
providing information on recruitment and completion.  In addition, reports must 
include qualitative data, which examines the impact of provision on teacher practice 
,school/pupil performance and the classroom experience of teachers and pupils.   
 
This requirement covers the full scope of impact as it is developing as a concept.  
Scattered throughout the other criteria are the need to work in partnership, to have as 
an aim the improvement of pupil performance, the embedding of new knowledge and 
practices for teachers and the use of comparative data for benchmarking purposes.  
The three objectives emerging from Soulsby and Swain, Cordingley et al and Ofsted 
are clearly identifiable.  What is new is the need to be explicit in applications for 
funding what is understood by impact, how it can be assured, and that it must be 
reported on. 
 
UCET Response 
 
The University Council for Education Training’s CPD sub-committee has adopted a 
supportive and proactive stance. This positive response to develop a model of its own 
has indeed carried the discussions forward. Representing 93 Universities and Colleges 
of Higher Education it has followed a process of establishing key principles, 
exemplifying and modelling approaches through the discussion of bids for funding, 
and the exploration of methods which are intended to yield data and information to 
demonstrate impact.  It has been on the basis that such a process will also enhance 
Impact, in the way Ofsted identified, that UCET (CPD) has attempted to strategise the 
emerging concept of IMPACT. 
 

1) Key Principles 
UCET has developed eight key principles, through discussion and consultation.  
Programmes should be developed through a Needs Analysis.  The understanding of 
‘need’ should be sought from two levels: institutional and individual.  The second 
stage builds from the first.  Needs analysis outcomes should be placed in context.  
This means that other contextual information is integrated with analysis outcomes to 
understand local priorities, local history, inter-school relationships etc. etc.  This, in 
combination provide a base line. 
 
In planning and provision to meet local need, within a particular context, providers 
should specify the Intended Professional Impact.  This is to set out what is intended, 
through collaboration and discussion.  Fulfilment of these intended outcomes 
therefore represents positive impact. 
 
By specifying what is intended, it makes sense to consider, in advance, the types of 
evidence that will be necessary to show fulfilment of the intended outcomes.  The 
specification of types of evidence allows for the incorporation of activities Soulsby 
and Swain identified as likely to lead to positive impact. 
 



The fifth principle follows on from the fourth.  The highlighting of relevant activities 
within a programme structure will ensure that plans set out to achieve what was 
intended. 
 
Monitoring arrangements will ensure that providers and participants observe what 
happens as a programme unfolds. 
 
Seven questions constitute the seventh principle.  The questions are designed to assist 
in a review of the impact, thereby eliciting what actually happened, even if not quite 
as expected.  The report therefore accounts for the extent to which intended outcomes 
have been achieved, and also for unexpected consequences. 
 
The eighth principle consists of a ‘claim for impact’.  This ‘claim’ based upon a 
review of the evidence for impact, acknowledges that causal links cannot be 
identified. 
 

2. Modelling. 
The circulation of one prominent member’s (of the UCET (CPD) institutional 
application for CDP funding; based upon the principles (see above) offered a practical 
example of how strategies and techniques can be developed to meet demands of 
criterion 7. 
 
The exemplification serves initially to reassure.  Quality Assurance procedures, 
already in place at most HEIs account for the collection and presentation of data and 
information already.  Indeed the successes of HEI based provision may be the result 
of the rigorous internal procedures.  A form of regulations exists already! 
 

3. Methods 
UCET (CPD)’s final stage of support has been in the form of a comprehensive list and 
explanation of ‘Impact’ tools, which may (or may not) be used.  (See Appendix 1). 
The ‘schemata’ recognises the ‘layers’ of Impact, which reflect the best practice 
evident in the series of official reports (see earlier).  These are: 
 

- Partnerships and Networks 
- Schools 
- Participants 
- Pupils 

 
The table suggests the types of data, and how these might be collected which requires 
the full participation in the process by all stakeholders. 
 
There is also a suggestion of how an Impact report could be structured, and an 
explanation that the examination of Impact is an ongoing process, from planning  to 
completion and beyond. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Appendix 1 does not represent the end of the story.  Impact is complex, and multi-
layered.  As a concept it is not yet fully understood. This paper is intended to provide 
three things:  Where are we now, how we got here and how we might proceed in the 



future.  The paper is long.  For those wishing for an ‘at a glance view’ of ‘what is 
impact?’, it must be accepted that this paper provides a snapshot.  The acrostic below 
provides therefore an ephemeral prospective – one to be adapted and amended 
continuously. 
 
I Improvement, Institutional, Individual, Inspiration 
M Motivation, Morale, Measurement 
P Performance, Professional, Personal 
A Attainment, Aspiration 
C Competence, Capacity, Change 
T Transformation, Targets 
 
The contents of the acrostic are not exhaustive.  They represent aspects of impact, and 
each and every  term is contestable.  They cross over  traditional paradigms associated 
with evaluation and development. They need refining and defining, yet I believe that 
it reflects the level of constraints at which we find ourselves at present. 
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Appendix 1 
Impact is a complex concept.  The Postgraduate Professional Development(PPD) process demands a positive impact t several levels.  PPD 
involves partnership and therefore there should be a positive effect of provision on the partnership itself.  Teachers’ work should have a positive 
impact on the schools in which thy wok, on themselves as teachers, and on the pupils they teach.  Impact may extend to affecting colleagues in 
schools, which includes teachers, Teacher Assistants and leaders. 
 
Much of what is contained within the proposed ‘Impact Report’ is often already covered in an annual quality report demanded by HEIs.  The 
schemata below is drawn form experience within  a range of HEIs, and HEI responses to section 7 of the PPD applications.  This proposal is 
neither complete nor definitive – it is simply illustrative. 
 
It is therefore feasible that an Impact report could be structured as below: 
 

1 Course/Programme Title 
2 Brief description including Intended Learning Outcomes 
3 Recruitment and cohort monitoring data with comments 
4 Partnership perspective  
5 School perspective 
6 Participant perspective 
7 Tutor perspective 
8 Perceived impact on pupil learning 
9 Action Plan update from previous year 
10 Emerging issues 
11 Action plan for forthcoming years 

 
The process will begin and end with an impact report.  Each section will contain quantitative and qualitative data, and direct reference to data 
sources will be made.  The following table illustrates the sources of information and the processes necessary to uncover and generate such data. 
 
The next stage is to design the impact evaluation tool;  stakeholder questionnaires, participant questionnaires, tutor logs, assessment summary 
sheets, conference reports, dissemination records etc etc 
 



 
 

Stakeholder/Level Impact descriptors Evidence Process 
Partnership and Programme Recruitment meets PPD target 

numbers for applications 
Registration data Participants register and 

registrations placed on data base 
Pass rate Cohort monitoring data All evidence of progress recorded 

on data base 
Explanation of non completion Letters and exit interviews, details 

of requests for extensions and 
intermissions 

All participants required to 
request extensions intermissions 
in writing.  All participants 
leaving programme should 
undertake an exit interview 

Dissemination of outcomes 
ensuring sharing and 
dissemination 

Evidence of conference 
presentations, engagement in staff 
development, publications, 
(website, journal articles) 

Partnership to  stage conferences, 
and websites to disseminate 
outcomes of study.  Participants to 
be encouraged to publish in 
professional and academic 
journals.  Tutor to maintain  log. 

Standards attained External examiner report 
Assessment of submissions 

All work double marked – in 
writing and moderated by external 
examiner.  Examiner submits 
annual report.  All submissions 
grades confirmed at an 
examination board meeting at 
which minutes are taken 

Learning outcomes met External examiner report 
Assessment of submissions 

All work double marked – in 
writing and moderated by external 
examiner.  Examiner submits 
annual report.  All submissions 



grades confirmed at an 
examination board meeting at 
which minutes are taken 

School Curriculum 
changes/developments 

Stakeholder evaluation  
questionnaires 

Stakeholder  evaluation 
questionnaires issued upon 
completion of courses/units within 
a programme 

Informed  deployment of existing 
and new resources 

Tutor course logs. 
Participant assignments 
Participant evaluation 

Tutors maintain a log  of events 
and issues throughout programme 
Copies of tutors’\ assessments 
retained 
Participants complete evaluations 
upon completion of each 
course/unit within a programme 

Creation of networks and fora Participant assignments 
Tutor log 

Participant assignments. 
Participant and stakeholder 
questionnaires 

Development Plan Targets and 
Priorities addressed 

Stakeholder  evaluation 
questionnaires 

Stakeholder  evaluation 
questionnaires issued upon 
completion of courses/units within 
a programme 

Line manager satisfaction Stakeholder  evaluation 
questionnaires 

Stakeholder  evaluation 
questionnaires issued upon 
completion of courses/units within 
a programme 

Participant Increased motivation Participant evaluation Participant evaluation 
questionnaire issued  upon 
completion of each course/unit 
within a programme 



Improved job satisfaction 
 

Participant evaluation Participant evaluation 
questionnaire issued  upon 
completion of each course/unit 
within a programme 

Meeting Performance 
Management Targets 

Participant evaluation – with 
direct reference to self-audit and 
initial statement at outset of 
course 

All courses open with a self audit, 
and initial statement identifying a 
personal development plan in the 
form of an initial statement. 
Participant evaluation 
questionnaire issued  upon 
completion of each course/unit 
within a programme 

Improved competence in relation 
to national standards 

Participant evaluation – with 
direct reference to self-audit and 
initial statement at outset of 
course 

Participant evaluation to relate to 
self audit against national 
standards 

Promotion/career development Tutor log and participant 
evaluation 

Tutors must note events and 
reports throughout the 
course/programme. 
Participant evaluation at end of 
each course/unit to provide a 
regular update of participants’ 
career development 

Pupils Improved performance Participants’ assignments 
Participant evaluation data 

 
 
 
Participant evaluation must 
include reference to pupil 
performance, participation, 

Improved motivation Participants’ assignments 
Participant evaluation data 

Increased enjoyment Participants’ assignments 
Participant evaluation data, 



containing reference to pupils’ 
extra-curricular involvement 

enjoyment and behaviour.  
Participants should refer to 
evidence to support their claims Greater autonomy Participants’ assignments 

Participant evaluation data, 
including reference to pupil 
completion of homework and 
independent study 

Increased levels of participation Participants’ assignments 
Participant evaluation data, 
containing reference to pupils’ 
extra-curricular involvement 

Improved social skills/behaviour Participants’ assignments 
Participant evaluation data, 
containing reference to pupils’ 
behaviour 

Tutor Active knowledge of school  
 
 
Tutor log 

All elements should be included 
in a tutor log, which should be 
synthesised by the tutor at the 
close of the course 

Re-run of courses and 
programmes 

 

Meet Performance Management 
Targets 

 

Publications related to course  
Deployment of participant 
expertise 

 

 
 


