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Introduction

This second interim report is aimed at documenting critical changes that the Warwick University evaluation team has observed, concerning progress in both the operational and strategic development of the Modernising Scientific Careers pilot in Genetics since our initial 25 page review back in April 2010. 

As per the first interim report this document does not dwell on the largely positive feedback we have received regarding project progression; instead providing key areas of formative feedback that the evaluation team feel highlight potential areas for improvement and action. Section one does however include some areas of observed best practice that the main MSC team might reflect upon/might use to consolidate within the main programme. Further information about these areas will be available in our final report due in February 2011.
All feedback provided in this report is evidenced through triangulation of qualitative interview data.
Activities completed to-date

The evidence compiled to-date stems from the following evaluation activities: 

· One-to-One interviews with the majority of PTP and STP trainees either by phone or in person
· Q-Sort and Survey data from PTP and STP trainees 

· Interviews with National School Stakeholders 

· Interviews with trainers and academic providers

Structure of document

The document is structured into 5 sections:

1. Section One tells us what is currently working well in the both the PTP and STP programmes.

2. Section Two aims to highlight issues that were originally raised in the April interim report, that are currently deemed by stakeholders to require further attention to resolve.
3. Section Three aims to provide insights into novel issues that have come to light since April
4. Section Four reflects on early observations of the National School
Section Five details key learning priorities for both STP and PTP trainees established from Q-Sort data analysis.

Section One
The section lets us know what is working well on the programme thus far.  These positive themes were also touched upon in interim report one.
The MSC Model of Training
Both sets of trainees are strong advocates of the MSC approach to their development. 
‘This training programme is definitely the way forward, we are learning new techniques that will be the mainstay of laboratory work in the future’
The STP grades feel challenged and stimulated to learn a breadth of disciplines (both in the laboratory and at university) to which their former A grade colleagues have not had the opportunity. Meanwhile the PTPs are starting to see clear distinctions from their GT colleagues through experiencing their broader remit in the analysis of tests. 

The range of tests and procedures both sets of trainees are being exposed to closely reflects the modernisation of the genetics profession. They feel that their roles will play an increasing part in both the integration of genetics disciplines and establish closer links to other scientific specialities. 
‘I feel I am being given a substantial breadth of knowledge that will equip me to adapt to, and contribute to, providing modern genetics services across both disciplines’
‘Learning about other scientific disciplines will help me become a better scientist, as I understand and will be able to advice about different referral patterns and test requests between specialties’
Assessment

The methods of assessment for MSC are being adopted very well. Both the DOPs and CBDs are well received by trainees and trainers alike. Once both trainee and trainer have experienced each method of assessment, they learn to quickly value both the format and interaction of these tools. Irrespective of the assessment grade the trainee receives, the process always generates feedback, which enables the trainee to develop and grow in the skills being assessed. 
‘DOP assessments are informative, helping me understand any gaps in knowledge. The dedicated time you have with assessors works well... you get feedback in real time’.
Trainees enjoy the developmental nature of these assessments. Percentage satisfaction of assessment has increased between April and October 2010 as stakeholders have become more familiar with the tools [graph pg5]. Learning logs are also well received by the trainee communities. 
‘One you have done a couple of DOPs and CBDs with your assessor, you learn what to expect from the process, which helps you get the most out of the assessment’.
‘We have a fair work-based assessment process. I get a lot of satisfaction from performing well in my DOPs and CBDs’
The Service Impact

Whilst both the STPs and the PTPs see the clear merits in their newly designed roles, at this early stage in the programmes development, clear service impact is difficult to determine. However three promising observations have been consistently observed over the first year of the pilot: 

1. The trainees are positively assisting in the cultural unity of molecular and cyto-Genetics departments. 

‘There’s a long way to get both sides to work together, but people in the laboratory are keen to learn about our roles which I think is helping integration’

2. The problem based learning activities for STPs provided by Nottingham are acting as a training tool beyond the trainees, incorporating other staff members into the process. 

3. Trainees believe their enhanced breadth and depth of knowledge will enable improved workforce flexibility in the future at times of workload pressure. 

The Academic Programme
Specific to the STPs the quality of academic education is considered to be very high. Nottingham appears responsive to the trainee feedback and establishing innovate solutions to learning (PBLs) and convenient means of assessment (remote exams). The calibre of faculty lecturers is also reported to be of high quality.

‘The delivery of the academic aspect has also been good. I feel that I have learned a lot so far and what I have learned is relevant and valuable’.
Recruitment 

As evidenced by the high calibre of the initial intake of trainees (both STP and PTP), trainers believe the MSC marketing and role design is attracting quality individuals into the profession. The OSC style interview process evaluates well and helps to identify talented applicants. The genetics team having gone through two iterations of recruitment have identified good practice from which the entire MSC programme could learn from and adopt.

‘The standard of trainees across both schemes is excellent. I put this down to both programme marketing the more appealing nature of MSC as opposed to narrow focused traditional training posts’

The National School and strong project leadership

The establishment of a new professional school is seen to provide a well needed academic focus and overview of training nationally, which has been previously unavailable. The project team have helped to ‘drive things forward’ and ‘sustain momentum’. 
‘It is good to see the school mainstreaming genetics. The theory and the vision is there. Over the next year, the meat needs to go on the bones and to prove the impact. I do think this will happen’.
The importance of effective project management is crucial, backed up by finance and HR advice to assist with the commissioning process, financial allocations, employment rules and agenda for change. 

The national school has a clear brief. Specialised short term task and finish groups have also proved effective, harnessing intensive commitment from the wider professional community e.g. assessment process. More detail on school progress is provided in section four.
Comparison of satisfaction scores between April and October 2010 by scheme

The overall satisfaction of trainees across both sets of schemes remains high, receiving a rating of 68% averaged across both programmes. 
‘My day-to-day experience is great, I enjoy coming into work and am learning new things all the time’

Encouragingly the data from October relieves significant improvement in the standard of PTP assessments, as well as positive increases in their belief they are being prepared well for future roles in service delivery. 

The STPs show a dramatic increase in their confidence with the academic programme they are undertaking at Nottingham. An issue to address for the STPs is their belief they are adequately being prepared for future service roles due to concerns over accreditation, feeling too supernumerary and feeling insecure in their practical capability. The slight dip in supervision relates to a minority of STPs having weaker supervision during pathology rotations.
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In both April and October the outlying low satisfaction scores typically stem from PTPs and STPs who are the only trainees in their laboratory. Peer support appears to enhance experience. Going forward this issue will be reduced for PTPs with their base being academic as opposed to laboratory focused.
Section Two

This section aims to highlight issues that were original raised in the April interim report, that are currently deemed by stakeholders to require further attention. Each bullet point below has been sourced and evidenced from stakeholder and trainee feedback both in April and again in September/October. 

Issues for consideration by the National MSC team and National Health Care Science School of Genetics Board include:

· The need for a stronger emphasis on standardisation and defining both curricula and laboratory based training expectations. This action would yield greater clarity for trainees and trainers concerning the competency level which is required. The evaluation team have witnessed the steering group attempting to address this issue, but this effort is not visible to all trainees at this current time. 
· Consideration should be given to the potential benefits of exposing trainees to more laboratory responsibilities. Is strict supernumerary development the best use of talented resource? This issue is still active in the minds of STPs, but the PTPs have started to achieve a better balance of learning and real service contribution.
For consideration by the Genetics Stakeholder Reference Group and School Board:

· The steering group should still consider whether the molecular discipline requires additional support in order to provide consistently high quality training experiences.
· The steering group will review the need to be more explicit with STPs regards their likely future clinical/patient role.
· The steering group should address antipathy towards the generic content by positive promotion of benefits. 
· Further review of the trainee improvement suggestions from April summarised in the tables below [reference: Interim Report One page 20] is required, especially linking to effective scheme communication and addressing practitioner job insecurity.


	Top 10 Improvements desired by PTPs

	Scheme communications across all levels

	More theory into the PTP programme

	Explanation of assessment tools

	Too little time to gain experience in lab

	Too much time on hands to self learn

	Nottingham induction

	Sandardisation of rotations between labs

	Cultural integration of molecular and cyto

	Lack of laboratory space

	Better trainers


Section Three
The following section highlights some of the key issues that trainees are currently facing. The comments featured represent issues impacting on the vast majority of the trainees. 
The evaluation team are impressed by the scale of reflection each trainee is giving to their current programme, and whilst trainees appear appreciative and satisfied with their training experiences thus far, the following issues if not addressed could impact on longer term moral and attrition rates. 
Pathology Rotations (STP issue)

STPs despite being clearly sold on the generic concept of these rotations, struggle to ascertain how the content and time allocated to these disciplines is justified. Trainees consistently report that the rotations are too discipline specific, lacking a framing or a context to transfer their learning back to their chosen Genetics career. Exposure to key interface issues between the pathology specialty and Genetics appear minimal. 
Whilst they see the rotations as a ‘privilege’ and of ‘great personal interest’ they are frustrated, and would like to swop 4-6 weeks of each pathology rotation with some basic service contribution back in Genetics. 
‘Placements need twice the definition regards learning outcome, 
and half the time spent away from genetics’.
The lack of synchronicity between academic and practical pathology components is causing stress e.g. taking a pathology exam in 2010 when the trainee only accesses the corresponding practical element in 2011 and visa versa; ‘There is a clear advantage to having certain pathology rotation and exam in the same period’. 
Academically the pathology content appears too much and too complex for trainees on a part-time MSc, with variable quality in the standard of clinical lecturers. Trainee concerns are reinforced by university speakers overtly sympathising with the students regarding the breadth and depth of content they need to acquire in such a short space of time.

Clarity or a refreshed narrative is needed as to the intended learning outcomes of these rotations. There is a feeling their experiences of what they have learnt in this rotation will just sit on a file and need more reassurance on its application to future jobs. Possible ways of better integration include:
· Attending cross discipline interface meetings

· Research projects across the interface of specialities

· Make genetics modules more cross disciplinary focused
Many of these issues were previously covered by the trainee’s collective report detailing their pathology rotation experiences circulated back in July. 
Future career and Regulation (PTP & STP)

Both sets of trainees are getting concerned they can’t see a clear pathway from the training scheme to a future job role, suggesting that labs are not integrating between cyto and molecular fast enough for dual discipline roles to come on-line as they graduate. All trainees are on-board with the feeling their programme is indeed the future, but feel the labs are lagging in appreciation of this change.

Getting training acknowledged is a key concern. There needs to be clear information provided to trainees on the likelihood of accreditation. Concern is evident regards regulation with many trainees feeling they will be too supernumerary to gain regulation at the end of their scheme. 
Trainees would like more info and careers advice from their programmes. They are realistic of the current politic scenario but would like frank and honest updates, so they can make informed decisions about their futures. A few trainees from each scheme have suggested they would consider departing their scheme if ambiguity continued into 2011. Many of the PTPs wish to now and receive information on the progression of the STP programme seeing it as a natural career step for them. PTPs would welcome an extension to their programme if regulation looks doubtful after the initial two years.
Are the roles preparing trainees for a future role in service delivery? (PTP & STP)

The time allocated to both the STP academic programme and pathology rotations is considered too much by trainees and some trainers.  A shift in the balance of activity away from these components and towards a service contribution would be more fulfilling and potentially aid trainee integration into the culture of each lab. 

Whilst markedly better in module two, PTPs would like more service contribution, but they do believe that this could only be achieved by an extension to the programme. 
Both sets of trainees feel their lack of practical exposure will lead to the requirements for a further period of training post graduation to get ‘service competent’ as opposed to ‘theoretically competent’.
Standardisation linked to DOP assessments
In the eyes of the trainees and many trainers there is still ambiguity in the training manuals and competency logs. This limits the positive impact of DOPs as debate appears to intrude on assessment as to the standard required.

Where the trainers are using their own discretion to help navigate this ambiguity the trainee does not perceive there to be an issue, but where the trainers are articulating their concern the trainee clearly seems less assured of the standard they need to achieve, placing less value on DOPs and CBDs as a result.
Current PTP Specific issues

1. PTPs lack identity distinct from GTs. Supervisors need to advocate for and have clearer understanding on the differences between both GT/PTP roles and their respective assessment. Some PTPs feel their DOPs are being assessed to a GT standard e.g. assume more practical experience than they have. Positively PTPs are starting to see some distinctions to the GT programme as they get more involved with analysis in module two.
2. Recording learning achievements. The on-line competency functions are not as responsive as trainee would like, with trainees preferring immediate phone contact as opposed to protracted e-mail resolution. PTPs need more guidance from the central team as to how much information is required in the learning portfolios.
3. PTP Study days are not yet in place e.g. Sanger Centre. Nottingham sessions promised at the outset of the course have also not materialised. Access to academic materials at Nottingham would also be appreciated. PTPs would also like more opportunity to network with each other and with STPs, especially PTPs who are on their own at a trust 

4. Molecular and Cyto disparities. The molecular course guidance is not always as clear as the Cyto guidance. The more supernumerary nature of cyto placements (heavily observational) causes PTPs frustration, in sharp contrast to molecular placements that are much more hands on and practically oriented.
Current STP Specific issues
1. Regulation requires standardisation? Some STPs wish to have greater standardisation of laboratory experience reflecting the ‘registered’ nature of the programme. STPs still report great variation of training experience between laboratories that they feel in inconsistent with the requirement for professional accreditation.
2. Exposure to practical experience and clinical practice appears variable. Trainees still feel they are not getting as much service provision as they should. This makes the assessments more challenging, as they feel their laboratory experiences are too limited to satisfy the practical elements of these tests.
3. PBLs. The PBLs still need better synchronisation to laboratory work being undertaken ‘when PBLs match laboratory rotations they are great, when they are out of sync they are not as effective’.
4. Careers advice required. Some of the STPs who are concerned with regulation and employment opportunities post scheme and are keen for immediate careers advice.
5. Inequity of Duty Management experience. Trainees are not all getting equitable access to the duty scientist role in the laboratory.

6. Work-life balance. A few STPs have suggested their experience on the scheme is negatively impacting on their work-life balance, due to complexity of managing the impact and workload of ‘lab work, academia and PBLs becoming overburdening and learning becoming rushed’. 
Current Trainer Issues 

The training provided to trainers in the future needs to have a less generic focus (e.g. learning styles content), and a more specific focus on elements specific to MSC such as DOPs and CBDs.

Some trainers appear to not be distributing DOPs out in appropriate time periods e.g. the time lag from learning to assessment can sometimes be over 2 months

Some ‘Good Practice’ is starting to emerge
STPs and PTPs in some labs are now sitting down with their supervisors at the beginning of each module to map expectations of the curriculum and how it can be achieved. There appears to be increasing flexibility on the laboratory timetable in recognition of the individuals training needs, enabling them to plan their own work over the week as opposed to an overly structured daily programme. There is also evidence that laboratories are trying to create longer periods in each discipline to prevent the trainees being passed between molecular and cyto needlessly.
Section Four
The following feedback has been obtained from steering group members of the National Genetics School.
General Feedback

Steering group members are positive about the both the establishment of the school and indeed its achievements to-date. This praise reflected both strategic (Board) and operational (executive team) remits of the school. 

· ‘The school acts as a focal point for bringing all stakeholders together’. 
·  ‘We have achieved in 12 months that the school is able to run operationally, it is established’. 

Positively participants also like the clear governance structure the school has created:

· ‘The school has a clear governance structure – a School Board, with all of our stakeholders involved – professional bodies for genetics, national MSC team, academic partner, work based training Heads of Department – so we can ratify the work of the school through that board. Anything of national importance is taken through by the MSC team nationally’.
· ‘The centralised structure of the school helps engage stakeholders and bring genetics departments together, helping to standardise training’.
Areas for Improvement
On a more developmental note there appears to be promotional and communications issues that the board may seek to address:

· ‘They need to get their name around a bit more – so that they are more widely recognised’.
· ‘We need a champion for the school, representing the national school and introducing themselves as such, would help get the school’s name up on the radar’. 
· ‘The board needs to scale up its communication activities, feeding through messages coming nationally down to frontline services in a consistent and timely manner’. 

A more strategic outlook is required going forward:
· ‘We need to plan better in terms of workforce. We need a long-term assessment of training numbers to include consideration of higher specialty training as well as PTPs and STPs’.
· ‘On-going work is good, but still a long way to go. Specifically, more detail around outputs and deliverables and how they network – if it’s to be a national school, they need to show what that means and develop their thinking about that’

· ‘I think they’re doing very, very well. Just more work needed on promoting understanding of their purpose and proving their objectives’.
A Focus on the Role of the National School
The key roles steering group members wish the board to fulfil going forward include:
· ‘Working with all SHA’s in supporting implementation of MSc- involving workforce planning and educational commissioning’
· ‘From a policy perspective to realise the importance of training and education for genetics. It’s a watershed moment. The school is very well positioned in a policy sense’

· ‘Oversee standards in both work-based placements and Masters provision’ 
· ‘Ensure a standardisation across different locations’ 
· ‘Offer a Q.A. process. Quality Assurance of work-based training – based on a national contract, done in partnership with deanery colleagues’.  

· ‘Provide links between the service and University providers’ 
  
The Model of the School

The current model has been described as a “gold standard”. Members whilst comfortable with the current model and its associated costs from a genetics perspective did raise the issues of affordability if every MSC discipline followed accordingly. 

It would appear amenable to both SHAs and deaneries if schools were developed on a multi-disciplinary basis, with several scientific specialties being hosted by each regional training body. Whilst the current genetics school is doing a good job and offering strong leadership, this less expensive multi-discipline model needs to be considered from an economic perspective - especially given some of the uncertainty regards NHS resources and stability of regional bodies. 

A few members warned against a move to make the school self financing believing that incorporation into an existing Deanery infrastructure, may enable shared posts across schools to save costs. Furthermore deaneries are considered well placed in dealing with the future commissioning requirements of MSC as they unfold. Commissioning needs to be flexible and adaptable and it maybe Deaneries are best equipped to respond. 
Following the publication of the white paper appendix linked to workforce development, members felt the future model of the school should be debated at the next Board meeting, as currently too much uncertainty prevails to make informed statements as to how structural the board should or will evolve.
Section Five
Analysis of the Q-Sort data which is a research process for helping to rank curricula statements in order of trainee need reveals the following most and least desired learning outcomes for the PTP and STP trainees, based on components drawn from both the genetics and MSC course curricula. Encouragingly many of the highest rated course outcomes for PTPs and STPs recorded in February, trainees report are starting to be achieved when reviewed again in September/October. Linking current issues the trainees are facing (sections 1&2), with these respective rankings enables us to understand their respective importance of these issues in the eyes of the trainees. 
	10 Most Desired PTP Course Outcomes

	Rank


	· To obtain a broad training giving me knowledge and skills to work flexibly across a range of disciplines/specialties
	1

	· To understand my own role, the responsibilities I have and level of experience I need to complete specific tasks
	2

	· To receive career advice and mentoring as I progress through my two years of training
	3

	· To receive quality supervision and observation of my practice, having sufficient opportunities to ask questions and clarify issues throughout my training
	4

	· To receive a robust academic programme that gives me the right competences and knowledge to be effective in my role
	5

	· To have fun and confirm to myself that a genetics career is the correct path for me 
	6

	· To demonstrate my ability to prepare and process chromosome enumeration probes, locus specific probes and whole chromosome paints
	7

	· To demonstrate my ability to extract DNA and RNA from a range of patient sample types
	8

	· To demonstrate my ability to understand and perform cell culturing, harvesting and staining techniques
	9

	· To demonstrate my ability to understand the principles and application of Southern blotting and methylation analysis
	10


Largely the PTPs feel these outcomes are being met with the exception of ‘receiving career advice’.
	10 Least Desired PTP Course Outcomes

	Rank


	· To achieve a healthy work-life balance
	49

	· To be equipped with skills to scrutinise departmental procedures and pathways
	50

	· To understand my departmental structure as well as the range of roles and responsibilities within my local genetics service
	51

	· To demonstrate my ability to act within the roles and responsibilities of a HCSP
	52

	· To learn to prioritise my time more effectively
	53

	· To enhance my understanding of patient safety
	54

	· To learn to handle difficult situations in a calmer, more considered manner
	55

	· To gain the respect of my peer group
	56

	· To understand what professionalism means and how it can be practices on a day-to-day basis
	57

	· To Learn about the structure of the NHS and the management of local Healthcare systems
	58


Professionalism, time management and patient safety issues are not priority issues as PTPs feel they already understand these elements of practice. PTPs do not feel that scrutiny of pathways and knowledge of management structures is linked to their day-to-day role.
	10 Most Desired STP Course Outcomes


	Rank



	· To understand the impact the clinical findings produced by my department, have on the patients and families we serve
	1

	· To obtain a broad training giving me knowledge and skills to work flexibly across a range of disciplines/ specialities
	2

	· I would hope to contribute to giving geneticists a higher local profile, giving other healthcare professions I meet a greater appreciation of our role
	3

	· To feel more ambitious concerning the degree of impact I can individually make to improving local genetics services
	4

	· To achieve a healthy work-life balance 
	5

	· To learn about the diversity of structured career pathways available to me following completion of this programme
	6

	· To receive a robust academic programme that gives me the right competencies and knowledge to be effective in my role
	7

	· To learn when and where it is appropriate for me to offer both professional and clinical advise
	8

	· To understand the role and application of genetic testing in the diagnosis and management of patients with acquired and inherited cancer
	9

	· To feel prepared to discharge my future role as a HCS
	10


Items ranked 1, 3, 6 and 8 above directly relate to current issues articulated by STPs in sections 3 (bullet points 2 and 4). Helping trainees to realise these objectives would enhance their experience.

	10 Least Desired STP Course Outcomes


	Rank


	· To learn how to conduct my role with high quality using evidenced based practice
	48

	· To understand what professionalism means and how it can be practices on a day to day basis
	49

	· To be able to conduct scientific experiments to obtain relevant data and where appropriate perform statistical analysis
	50

	· To perform audits of scientific practice, completing the audit cycle where possible
	51

	· To gain skills and knowledge of research methodology
	52

	· To achieve a broad understanding of biochemical regulation
	53

	· To achieve an understanding of normal and abnormal tissue
	54

	· To achieve an understanding  of cell architecture
	55

	· To link in with PTP trainees on a regular basis to share learning and placement experiences
	56

	· To learn about the structure of the NHS and the management of local healthcare systems
	57

	· To be exposed to a range of teaching styles and approaches to be able to determine what I think constitutes quality
	58


Items 53-55 relate to learning outcomes from pathology disciplines, which may reinforce the STPs current dissatisfaction with their rotations. Audit, research, professionalism and evidence base are not priority issues as STPs feel they already understand these elements of practice. 
Conclusion
Generally scheme satisfaction remains high, with the majority of the trainees really enjoying their experience. 
‘Standardisation’ and ‘career concerns’ remain the big ticket issues for the PTPs, with the STPs more pre-occupied by the pathology elements and feelings they are too supernumerary to achieve accreditation. 
Both schemes would welcome more regular updates on the future of these schemes from the central team. Even updates stating there is no additional news on their futures would be well received.
In terms of the national school there is consensus that it is timely for the Board to shift their focus from operations to strategic issues of workforce planning and integrating the new models of training into laboratories future development and skill mix profiles.
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Top 10 Improvements desired by STPs�
�
Need better communication between trainers, trainees and Nottingham university�
�
Need more time for self study �
�
Need to make more service contribution in Genetics counselling and clinical activity�
�
Standardisation of competency application between labs�
�
Lack of tailoring for trainees with significant past experience�
�
Improved Molecular rotations in lab �
�
Improved Cyto-Genetics rotations in lab�
�
Have fewer problem based learning tasks�
�
Nottingham induction into NHS�
�
Cultural integration of molecular and cyto�
�
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