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Eight Key Messages from the Survey 
 

• G & T coordinators spend on average 4½  hours a week on their role 
 
• Most time was spent developing and implementing school policy and acting 

as ‘champion’ for G & T students 
 

• Time spent on G & T activities reduces when coordinators have more than 
two other formal responsibilities 

 
• Beyond a threshold of one hour a week, the more non contact time formally 

allocated the more time coordinators spend on G & T activity 
 

• More time was spent on G & T activity if coordinators had had some formal 
training 

 
• Coordinators who feel well supported spend more time on their G & T activity 

than those who do not feel supported 
 

• Coordinators may be most effective in middle leadership roles, if they have a 
‘champion’ in the SMT 

 
• Learning from the practice of other coordinators is a preferred source of 

professional development for coordinators  
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1. Background 
 
The purpose of the survey was to gain a national picture of the workloads and 
support needs of gifted and talented coordinators in secondary schools so as to help 
policy makers and school leaders understand the nature and demands of the 
coordinators role in practice. 
 
The survey was carried out across three consecutive weeks from April 18 2005. 
Response rate was 27%, fairly typical for national surveys, but higher than the 
minimum performance requirement of 10%.  It was completed anonymously. The full 
report is attached as an appendix.  
 
The questionnaire was designed to reflect, and therefore to test the salience of, the 
key responsibilities identified in the role specification on the DfES and QCA website. 
It contained 33 items covering three broad areas: professional context, workload, and 
perceptions of effectiveness of support and support needs. 
 
In general, respondents were able to identify and respond to all items, suggesting 
that the DfES role descriptors related to practice in the schools, although one 
dimension not currently explicit (dealing with social/affective aspects), might usefully 
be incorporated into the descriptors. 
 
2. Findings: professional context 
 
49% were very experienced (more than 18 years teaching) and relatively few had 
less than four years teaching experience. 
 
34% had one or two other responsibilities, in addition to G and T, but 1 in 5 had five 
or more other responsibilities. 
 
59% had no formally allocated ‘non-contact’ time and a further 30% had one or two 
hours per week. 
 
57% had had some formal training for the role, though 38% had had no such training.  
 
There was considerable variation in the time coordinators thought it reasonable for 
them to be expected to devote to their role (the ‘conscientiousness factor’), with 46% 
saying 1-2 hours, 32% saying 3-4 hours, 11% saying 5-6 hours, and 8%, saying over 
6 hours per week. 
 
3. Findings: workload 
 
Coordinators spent, on average, 4 and a half hours per week on their role.  
 
Most work time was devoted to in-school activity (80% had spent time on the 
development/implementation/evaluation of the school policy; 80% had spent time on 
acting as champion for G and T students in their school). 
 
Comparatively modest amounts of time were devoted to activity beyond the school. 
 
Small amounts of time were devoted to keeping up to date, working with learning 
mentors and working with heads of faculty/department in the school. 
 
There was no statistical correlation between time spent on the role and: length of 
experience; length of time in coordinator role; number of hours spent teaching 
students. 
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There were statistically significant negative correlations between the time spent on 
the role and: the number of other formally allocated responsibilities; membership of 
the senior management team. 
 
There were statistically significant positive correlations between the time spent on the 
role and; experience of formal training; amount of formally allocated non-contact 
time; the conscientiousness factor. 
 
4. Findings: support needs 
 

Coordinators felt most effectively supported in developing the school policy 
and in acting as champion for students in their school. 
 
Coordinators felt least effectively supported in relation to working with learning 
mentors for disadvantaged students, and on budgetary/administrative activity. 
 
There were statistically significant positive correlations between perceptions of being 
effectively supported and time spent on the role. These correlations were strong and 
were systematic across most role dimensions. 
 
Coordinators would find learning from the practice of other coordinators, and more 
time free in the school day, most helpful as sources of support.  
 
Least helpful sources of advice and guidance were seen to be national agencies and 
organisations, and LEA advisers. 
 
5. Policy implications 
 

The survey was a first baseline, with few other studies to inform the content of 
the questionnaire. For this reason it is a fairly fragile basis for recommendations as to 
policy implementation, although it should be helpful as a ‘state of play’ report on 
policy implementation. The intention is to repeat it annually, however, even with this 
caveat, there seem to be some lessons for implementing the role more effectively. 
 
For school leadership 
 
a) There are three policy-related outcomes in relation to school organisation. 
 

First, there are some organisational influences on the coordinator’s role. The 
most obvious is the number of other responsibilities they hold, and our 
evidence is that once they have more than two other role responsibilities, time 
spent on the G and T coordination reduces, and does so systematically (ie 
the more they have the less time they spend). Whether they hold one or two 
responsibilities does not seem to make much difference, but beyond two, the 
time spent on G and T significantly reduces. 

 
Second, formally allocated non-contact time appears to be a significant basis 
for supporting the coordinator, - the more time allocated, the more time was 
spent. There was little difference in time spent between those who had none 
and those who had an hour’s non-contact time, suggesting that an hour a 
week does not bring any benefit, but increasing the non-contact time from one 
to two, or from two to three hours, and especially allocating more than 4 
hours, led to increased time spent. 

 
Third, coordinators who had had some formal training spent more time on the 
role than those who had not had any training.  
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Comment: These three organisational arrangements are relatively simple, not 
very expensive to implement are, probably very cost effective, and might form 
the basis for guidance to school leaders. 

 
b) There are two policy-related issues concerning values and commitment in the 

school ethos. 
 

The first is that a major influence on the time spent on the coordinator’s role 
was the ‘conscientiousness’ factor – that is what time a coordinator thought it 
was reasonable for her to be expected to spend. This factor, which has been 
shown to operating in other studies, reflects teacher commitment to the role, 
and was not related to length of teaching experience. It is an internally driven 
sense of professionalism, and is unlikely to be triggered by formal 
organisational arrangements. However, where such motivation is exhibited, it 
is important for it to be sustained by recognition and support from the school’s 
leadership group. 

 
Second, coordinators spent more time on the role the more effectively they 
perceived themselves to be supported. (Effective support was interpreted 
broadly, but included ‘positive encouragement from leadership in the school’ 
as well as more practical support such as advice, training and time). 

 
Comment: Neither of the above two issues consumes resource directly. Any 
resource in terms of leadership time would almost certainly be compensated 
for by the conscientiousness of these coordinators. But what would be 
important for school leaders is to achieve the two in combination, 
synergistically. Where this happens a school will significantly raise its game in 
G and T provision. 

 
For school leaders and LEAs 
 
There are three clear messages about policy and practice in relation to support 
needs for coordinators. 
 
First, the coordinators had clear ideas about their priorities for support and their 
preferred sources of support. Put crudely, the further away from school the sources 
of support, the less they valued them. (A new version of the zone of proximity, 
perhaps). The most significant issue is the implication for CPD for coordinators, with 
coordinators strongly preferring to learn from the practice of other coordinators, and 
seeing national agencies and LEAs as less helpful, at this stage.  
 
Comment: It will be important for those planning for, or delivering, CPD to mobilise 
effective coordinators to contribute to professional development sessions for G and T 
coordinators. A national or regional network of school coordinators funded to identify 
good practice and to disseminate it might be supported, in the spirit of the new 
relationship with schools and the personalisation agenda (i.e., personalisation for 
coordinators) might be considered. 
 
Second, in two areas, budgetary/administrative support, and in working with learning 
mentors for disadvantaged students, coordinators spent little time and felt poorly 
supported. The former of these may have been interpreted as meaning that there 
was inadequate budget and inadequate administrative support. The latter almost 
certainly reflects the relatively small numbers of mentors in the school system as a 
whole.  
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Third, where coordinators were part of the senior management team (SMT) they 
spent significantly less time on the coordination role than other coordinators. This 
may be explained by the demands, often difficult to predict, of SMT membership.  
 
Comment: This might suggest that the most effective level for G and T coordinators 
is at the middle leadership level, though perhaps with a ‘champion’ in the SMT, since 
it is commonly thought that SMT members can access power and resource among 
competing priorities more easily than their less senior colleagues.   
 
For the DfES 
 
The personalisation agenda 
 
Two items in the questionnaire (10,13) were designed to explore the extent to which 
coordinators were spending time on aspects of the personalisation agenda, through 
brokering learning opportunities for students with other providers, and two items 
(20,23) explored how effectively they felt supported in this activity. (We did not use 
the term ‘personalisation’, since we considered it likely that, at the time of the survey, 
there would be uncertainty over its meaning). There is considerable variation in the 
profile, with some 38% and 52% of respondents spending no time on this. Apart from 
the item on working with learning mentors these are the two largest proportions of 
‘No time at all’ responses. However, 38% spent at least 30 minutes and 1 in 10 spent 
over two hours on this activity, which accounted for 20% of total time spent on the 
coordinator role -a not insignificant baseline for further development. Moreover, some 
30% of coordinators felt well supported in this activity.  
  
Comment: Some further guidance on the significance of brokering learning 
opportunities for students beyond the specific school useful.  This should stress the 
potential of the coordinator to identify and support personal pathways for learning for 
individual students.  
 
Five technical cautions 
 
Response rate, while satisfactory, means that we should not generalise to the whole 
population of coordinators, since it is probable that the non-responders would answer 
differently from responders. It is also probable that the most positive or most 
committed or most confident coordinators responded, so that the evidence, 
particularly about time spent on the role and levels of effective support reported, 
might be reflecting higher values than in the general population. 
 
Statistical correlations tended to be very strong, typically at the 0.01 and 0.001 
confidence levels. But they are just that – associations between two variables. In 
particular they do not show causal effects or direction of effect. To take one example, 
the positive correlation between levels of perceived support and time spent on the 
role might reasonably be interpreted in three ways: that coordinators spent more time 
on the role because they felt supported; that coordinators had attracted support 
because they spent more time on the role; that some other, more general school-
wide factor, such as a high professional commitment ethos, led to both variables 
being associated with one another. 
 
The timing of the survey, in the three weeks early in the summer term, probably 
skewed the data on time spent or the different activities on which it was spent, to an 
unknown degree. Ideally a repeat survey should gather data across the school year. 
 
Time spent is a neutral measure, and should not, without further evidence, be given a 
positive loading. Spending a longer time than other colleagues on a similar activity 
might be taken as much as evidence of inefficiency as commitment or effectiveness. 
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Moreover, much school-based activity is probably intrinsically less time consuming 
than activity requiring travel, such as attending partnership meetings away from 
school, so that direct comparison of time spent across different activities is 
problematic. 
 
In the third section – on perceptions of effectiveness of support, coordinators were 
asked to rank ten items in order of the extent to which they felt effectively supported, 
and were asked not to give equal ranking to two or more items. A substantial minority 
of respondents did not follow the instructions, in part because of the format of the 
questionnaire. This led to some minor, but resolvable, problems in analysis.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Professor R. J. Campbell 
NAGTY 
University of Warwick 
 
 
 
 
 
 
August 2005 
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APPENDIX 
 
 

Annual Survey of the Workloads and Support Needs of Gifted and Talented 
Coordinators in Secondary Schools in England 

 
Executive Summary 
 

The report presents the first annual survey of the workloads and support 
needs of Gifted and Talented Coordinators in secondary schools in England. The 
purpose of the survey is to gain a national picture of the workloads and support 
needs of gifted and talented coordinators, and to help policy makers and school 
leaders to understand the nature and demands of the coordinators role in practice. 
 
Method 
 

• The National Academy for Gifted and Talented Youth distributed the survey to 
the population of all middle schools deemed secondary, secondary schools, 
academies, City technology colleges and Sixth Form Centres in England (n = 
3395). 

• Of the schools surveyed, 904 (26.6%) responded. 
• The data was analysed in three categories; 

Professional background and school context 
The Workload 
Support needs  
 

Professional context 
 

• 49% of coordinators surveyed had eighteen or more years teaching 
experience. 

• 33% of coordinators had been in the position for a year.  
• Only 54% held 1 or 2 other formally allocated responsibilities although 19% 

held over 5 additional responsibilities. 
• 57% had received some formal training for the role and 38% had none. 
• 53% had no ‘non-contact time’ to carry out the role 
• Regarding the amount of time coordinators thought was reasonable to devote 

to the role, responses indicated that 78.3% of coordinators felt it was 
reasonable to devote between one and four hours a week. 

• 46% thought it reasonable to devote between 1 and 2 hours per week while 
32% thought it reasonable to devote between 3 or 4 hours. 

 
The workload of Gifted and Talented Coordinators 
 

• Coordinators typically spent on average 4 hours and 32 minutes on activity 
related to their role as gifted and talented coordinator.  

• The development, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of school policy 
was high on the coordinator agenda, with most time being spent on this 
activity (15.5%). 

• The activity being devoted the least amount of time (4.25%) in the last seven 
days involved working with learning mentors to identify and address the 
needs of disadvantaged pupils.  

• The amount of time coordinators spent on gifted and talented work was 
significantly associated with the amount of other formally allocated 
responsibilities, membership of the senior management or leadership team, 
formal training in the role, the amount of formally allocated non-contact time 
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for the post, and the amount of time the coordinator believes is reasonable to 
devote to the role. 

• The amount of time spent on gifted and talented activities was not 
significantly related to the number of years teaching experience, how long the 
coordinator had held the post, or the number of hours typically spent teaching 
students directly. 

 
The Support Needs of Gifted and Talented Coordinators 
 

• Coordinators felt most effectively supported in developing, implementing, 
monitoring, and evaluating school based policy; and in acting as a ‘champion’ 
for gifted and talented students by creating and sustaining positive attitudes 
towards them in school. 

• Coordinators ranked learning from the practice of other gifted and talented 
coordinators and more time free of class contact in the school day as the 
most helpful support they could receive at this stage of their development. 

• Coordinators spent significantly more time on activities when they felt most 
supported. 
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Annual Survey of the Workloads and Support Needs of Gifted and Talented 
Coordinators in Secondary Schools in England 

 
Introduction 
 

This report represents the Research Teams first Annual Survey of the 
workloads and support needs of Gifted and Talented coordinators in secondary 
schools in England. The purpose of the survey is to gain a national picture of the 
workloads and support needs of gifted and talented coordinators. At the present time 
we do not have an accurate national picture of the work of coordinator’s or their 
needs. The annual survey is proposed to be a necessary process in helping policy 
makers and school leaders to understand the nature and demands of the 
coordinators role in practice. 
 
Method 

 
Our gifted and talented Coordinator questionnaire was developed to reflect 

the guidance on the roles and responsibilities of gifted and talented coordinator 
presented by the DfES and the QCA, both of which provide role specifications in 
relation to the Excellence in Cities Initiative. The questionnaire is presented in 
Appendix A. This enabled us to test the fit between the official models and its 
operation in practice. In addition to this response format a number of coordinators (N 
= 110, 12.17%) provided additional comments and notes attached to the survey. 
These comments were collated separately as it was felt that these often provided an 
additional insight into the responsibility of coordinators.  
 

The National Academy for Gifted and Talented Youth distributed the survey to 
the population of all middle schools deemed secondary, secondary schools, 
academies, City technology Colleges and Sixth Form Centres in England (N = 3395).  
 

Overall the response rate for the survey was considered good. Of the schools 
surveyed, 904 (26.63%) responded by completing the questionnaire. This complies 
with a minimum expectation that we should achieve a 10% response rate. 
 
Table 1  
The distribution of surveyed schools by school type. 
 
School Type Frequency Percent 
Academies 12  0.4  
City Technology College 14  0.4  
Middle deemed Secondary – Community 210  6.2  
Middle deemed Secondary – Foundation 10  0.3  
Middle deemed Secondary – Voluntary Aided 33  1.0  
Middle deemed Secondary – Voluntary Controlled 29  0.9  
Secondary – Community 1969  58.0  
Secondary – Foundation 503  14.8  
Secondary – Voluntary Aided 512  15.1  
Secondary – Voluntary Controlled 94  2.8  
Sixth Form Centres 9  0.3  
Total 3395  100.0  
 

The questionnaire was distributed over three consecutive weeks in the 
Summer term of 2005 (weeks beginning April 18th, April 25th, May 2nd). Coordinators 
were asked to respond to questions concerning their activities relating to gifted and 
talented education within the last seven days. The distribution of the survey over 
three weeks facilitated the more accurate picture of workloads and responsibilities. 
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Table 2 
The survey response rate over the three consecutive weeks. 
 

Week beginning Response Percent 
Week 1: April 18th 270 23.96 
Week 2: April 25th 377 33.30 
Week 3: May 2nd 257 22.70 
Total 904 26.63 

 
Results 
 

We analysed the data in three categories, namely professional context, 
workload, and support needs.  
 
 
 
Professional context 
 

The first section of the questionnaire asked coordinators to provide 
information about their schools context and the coordinators professional 
background. In Table 3 the distribution of coordinators by the amount of years 
teaching experience is shown. 
 
Table 3 
Distribution of coordinators by number of years teaching experience (to the nearest 
full year). 
 

Experience Response Percent 
Did not indicate 6  0.7  
1-3 years 65  7.2  
4-8 years 175  19.4  
9-13 years 120  13.3  
14-17 years 97  10.7  
18 years + 441  48.8  
Total 904  100.0  

 
The data demonstrates that the majority (48.8%) of those coordinators 

surveyed had eighteen or more years teaching experience. Although to a much 
smaller degree, there are also a number of less experienced teachers (holding 
between 1 and 3 years experience) fulfilling this role.  
 

The largest proportion of gifted and talented coordinators (33.4%) indicated 
that they had only been in the position for a year. Qualitative comments from 
coordinators suggested that for a number of the respondents, they had only been 
appointed to the position in the last months, or in some cases, weeks. Despite this 
finding there is also some strong evidence to show that many schools (27.1%) have 
more established coordinators who have been within the position for more than 3 
years. However, this finding only illustrates how long the current coordinator has held 
the position and does not provide us with an accurate picture of previous coordinator 
work within the school. It should be noted that the data refer to the individual 
coordinator not the length of time the post has been established within the school. 
 

Regarding other formally allocated responsibilities held in addition to gifted 
and talented coordination, respondents indicated that that they predominantly were 
only responsible for one or two additional area of provision (1 area of responsibility = 
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31.7%, 2 areas of responsibility = 22.0%). Despite this finding there is evidence to 
suggest that in 19.1% of cases, coordinators have over 5 additional areas of formally 
allocated responsibility. Within this question, respondents were asked to exclude 
responsibility for teaching students. These results are presented in Table 5. 
  
Table 4 
Formally allocated responsibilities in addition to gifted and talented coordination. 
 

Number of areas of responsibility Response Percent 
Did not indicate 84 9.3 
1 287 31.7 
2 199 22.0 
3 87 9.6 
4 46 5.1 
5 28 3.1 
over 5 173 19.1 
Total 904 100.0 

 
Qualitative responses further indicated cases where the role of gifted and 

talented coordinator fell under the umbrella of another role (i.e., Aim Higher 
coordinator, Educational Inclusion). There were also examples of secondary schools 
where there was no coordinator in place. In such an instance, qualitative responses 
suggested that gifted and talented provision was coordinated by the Deputy Head. 
 
 “Coordination done by deputy head – no coordinator in place” 
 
 “I am the deputy head, we don’t have one [gifted and talented post]” 
 
 “I am only appointed for this year to fulfil this role as a temporary basis whilst 
 a new Deputy Head is found” 
 

The results of the survey indicated rather mixed provision of formal training 
for the role of gifted and talented coordinator (Training received: Yes = 57.1%, no = 
38.2%). Despite the majority of coordinators receiving some form of training, 
additional comments indicated that the duration of these training programmes was 
often short. Some attention, although limited, was drawn to training offered focusing 
on gifted and talented education, but not necessarily the role of gifted and talented 
coordinator. 
 

The results of survey highlighted very real concerns regarding the amount of 
non-contact time coordinators were formally allocated for their gifted and talented 
work. Respondents largely indicated that they received no non-contact time (52.8%) 
to carry out this role.  
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Table 5 
Formally allocated non-contact hours per week for work as gifted and talented 
coordinator. 
 

Hours Response Percent 
Did not indicate 22 2.4 
None 477 52.8 
1 143 15.8 
2 125 13.8 
3 37 4.1 
4 29 3.2 
over 4 71 7.9 
Total 904 100.0 

 
This concern over availability of time was further compounded by the 

qualitative responses. Coordinators indicated that they received no time allocated for 
work, and that they conducted the role in their own time. Additional responses 
suggested that come coordinators only receive one hour a fortnight, or two free days 
a term.  

“I have no support in my areas. Its all done in my own time…?” 
 

“Approximately 2 days per term” 
 

“I get no non-contact for this role. There are plans to allocate 20 minutes per 
 day for my G&T work in 2005-6” 
 
Many responses also indicated that even when time was formally allocated for this 
role, these hours were often unprotected. 
 “its not protected” 
 
 “four [hours] allocated in September, but then had to take on extra teaching 
 due to lack of staff in my department” 
 
 “but can be taken for cover” 
 

Regarding the amount of time coordinators thought was reasonable to devote 
to the coordinator role, responses indicated that 78.3% of coordinators felt it was 
reasonable to devote between one and four hours. This finding shows that there is 
large discrepancy between the hours coordinators are willing to devote, and the 
amount of time they are allocated to perform this role. In previous literature this item 
has been positively correlated with time actually spent on the role.  
 
Table 6 
The amount of hours a week coordinators think is reasonable to be expected to 
devote to the coordinator role. 
 

Hours Response Percent 
Did not indicate 22 2.4 
None 4 0.4 
1-2 416 46.0 
3-4 292 32.3 
5-6 98 10.8 
over 6 75 8.0 
Total 904 100.0 
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The workload of Gifted and Talented Coordinators 
 

The second section of the questionnaire asked coordinators to estimate the 
amount of time they spent on a range of broad activities specifically related to their 
role as gifted and talented coordinator over the past seven days. It was specified that 
the estimate should include time spent on work both in and out of school, including 
travel to meetings, conferences, and preparation time. Results are presented in 
Table 7. 
 

Results of the survey indicated that, at the time coordinators responded, 
workload relating to the development, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of 
school based policy was high on the coordinator agenda. Findings showed that 
79.4% of coordinators (n = 718) spent time working on this activity within the last 
seven days. Likewise 82.9% of coordinators (n = 749) spent time acting as a 
‘champion’ for gifted and talented students by creating and sustaining positive 
attitudes towards them within the school.  

 
The results of the survey highlighted a large discrepancy between the amount 

of time coordinators were spending co-ordinating gifted and talented work, and the 
amount of time they were formally allocated for this role. The findings suggested that 
in the past seven days, coordinators had spent on average 4 hours and 32 minutes 
on work relating to the gifted and talented role. This figure has been calculated by 
taking the mid-point figure from the participant’s response. For example, in 
calculating the amount of time spent on an activity indicated as being between 1-30 
minutes, the mid-point of 15 minutes was taken. In addition, for those responses 
which indicated over two hours had been spent on a particular activity, for the 
purpose of this calculation, the figure was assumed to be 3 hours. While it is 
acknowledged that this approach is limited and does not fully account for the range of 
responses within the indicated time, it does provide us with an informed estimate of 
the amount of time being spent on gifted and talented work.  
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Table 7 
Coordinators estimates of the amount of time spent, within the last seven days, working specifically in the role as coordinator. 
Role Did not 

indicate 
None 1-30 

minutes 
30-60 

minutes 
60-120 
minutes 

over two 
hours 

Developing, implementing, monitoring or evaluating the school’s 
policy for identifying and teaching gifted and talented students. 

11 (1.2) 175 (19.4) 277 (30.6) 225 (24.9) 104 (11.5) 112 (12.4) 

Working with coordinators from other schools, universities, LEAs 
etc to develop, implement, monitor or evaluate complementary 
study support programmes for your gifted and talented students. 

10 (1.1) 341 (37.7) 208 (23.0) 162 (17.9) 89 (9.8) 94 (10.4) 

Working with learning mentors to identify and address the needs of 
disadvantaged gifted and talented pupils. 

18 (2.0) 534 (59.1) 221 (24.4) 95 (10.5) 21 (2.3) 15 (1.7) 

Identifying, leading or otherwise ensuring, the provision of staff 
development activity for staff, whether from your school or other 
schools, in relation to supporting the learning needs of gifted and 
talented students. 

21 (2.3) 294 (32.5) 304 (33.6) 173 (19.1) 60 (6.6) 52 (5.8) 

Working with coordinators from other schools to develop or 
implement a support programme for the schools in a cluster. 

11 (1.2) 466 (51.5) 183 (20.2) 121 (13.4) 66 (7.3) 57 (6.3) 

Contributing to activities beyond your school e.g., partnership, 
local, regional or national activities. 

15 (1.7) 318 (35.2) 219 (24.2) 182 (20.1) 65 (7.2) 105 (11.6) 

Acting as a ‘champion’ for gifted and talented students by creating 
and sustaining positive attitudes towards them in your school. 

23 (2.5) 132 (14.6) 394 (43.6) 222 (24.6) 60 (6.6) 73 (8.1) 

Working on budgetary and other administrative activities 
specifically in relation to gifted and talented provision in your 
school. 

10 (1.1) 251 (27.8) 338 (37.4) 174 (19.2) 77 (8.5) 54 (6.0) 

Working with subject department of faculty heads to develop 
provision for gifted and talented students in their subjects. 

14 (1.5) 317 (35.1) 353 (39.0) 157 (17.4) 39 (4.3) 24 (2.7) 

Developing and keeping up to date your own expertise in gifted and 
talented education, for example through contacts with national 
organisations, universities, and other sources of expertise. 

12 (1.3) 275 (30.4) 378 (41.8) 151 (16.7) 37 (4.1) 51 (5.6) 

 
Note. Frequency of response shown. Number in brackets indicates percentage. 
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It is very difficult to gain an accurate picture of the amount of time 
coordinators had been working as for the ten questions relating to workload, many 
respondents had indicated that the had spent over two hours on each activity. As 
previously mentioned, responses indicated that 52.8% of coordinators received no 
formally allocated non-contact time for this role. The results of our questionnaire 
showed that only 7.9% of coordinators received more than 4 hours of formally 
allocated non-contact time per week. Responses indicated that 51.11% of 
coordinators felt that it was reasonable to devote more than three hours a week to 
their role of coordinator. 

 
Results of the questionnaire also show the distribution of coordinator 

workload as a percentage of the total time being spent on gifted and talented work. 
The results are presented in Table 8. The results are presented in order ranging from 
the activity most time is spent on, down to the activity devoted the least amount of 
time. 
 

The results of the questionnaire clearly show that on average 15.11% of 
gifted and talented coordinators time is spent on developing, implementing, 
monitoring and evaluating policy within the school. This activity is devoted the 
greatest proportion of time, suggesting at the present, this activity is highest on the 
school gifted and talented agenda. The activity being devoted the least amount of 
time (4.25%) involves working with learning mentors to identify and address the 
needs of disadvantaged gifted and talented pupils. While this does not suggest that 
the needs of disadvantaged pupils is low on the gifted and talented agenda, the 
results do show that coordinators are not able to devote much time to this activity. 
 

Results of the survey show that the amount of time spent by coordinators on 
gifted and talented activities depends greatly on the amount of other formally 
allocated responsibilities they have, whether they are a member of the senior 
management or senior leadership team, whether they have had any formal training in 
the roles and responsibilities of the post, the amount of formally allocated non-
contact time for the post, and the amount of time the coordinator thinks is reasonable 
to devote to the role of gifted and talented coordinator. The amount of time spent on 
activities is not significantly related to the number of years teaching experience the 
coordinator has, how long the coordinator has held the post, or the number of hours 
typically spent teaching students directly.  
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Table 8 
The distribution of coordinators workload as a percentage of the total time being 
spent on gifted and talented work. 
 
Activity Mean time 

(minutes) 
% of 
total 
time 

Developing, implementing, monitoring or evaluating the 
school’s policy for identifying and teaching gifted and talented 
students. 

48.93 15.11 

Contributing to activities beyond your school e.g., partnership, 
local, regional or national activities. 

40.75 12.59 

Working with coordinators from other schools, universities, 
LEAs etc to develop, implement, monitor or evaluate 
complementary study support programmes for your gifted and 
talented students. 

39.53 12.20 

Acting as a ‘champion’ for gifted and talented students by 
creating and sustaining positive attitudes towards them in your 
school. 

39.09 12.07 

Working on budgetary and other administrative activities 
specifically in relation to gifted and talented provision in your 
school. 

33.05 10.21 

Identifying, leading or otherwise ensuring, the provision of staff 
development activity for staff, whether from your school or 
other schools, in relation to supporting the learning needs of 
gifted and talented students. 

30.70 9.48 

Developing and keeping up to date your own expertise in gifted 
and talented education, for example through contacts with 
national organisations, universities, and other sources of 
expertise. 

28.00 8.65 

Working with coordinators from other schools to develop or 
implement a support programme for the schools in a cluster. 

27.31 8.44 

Working with subject department of faculty heads to develop 
provision for gifted and talented students in their subjects. 

22.65 7.00 

Working with learning mentors to identify and address the 
needs of disadvantaged gifted and talented pupils. 

13.75 4.25 

 
Results show that a significant negative correlation exists between the 

average amount of time typically spent on gifted and talented work and the number of 
formally allocated responsibilities the coordinator holds (r = -.14, n = 753, p < .001). 
The results are presented in Figure 1.  
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Figure 1. The relationship between the number of formally allocated responsibilities 
in addition to gifted and talented co-ordination and the average amount of time spent 
on the role (minutes per week).  

 
One-way analysis of variance tests showed a significant main effect was 

evident (F(5, 747) = 3.56, p < .05). In particular post-hoc tests showed that while an 
increase in formally allocated responsibilities from 1 to 2 may not have a significant 
effect on the average time spent by coordinators, increasing workload above two 
formally allocated responsibilities may have a significant negative effect on the 
average time coordinators are able to spend on their role. 

 
Results show that membership of the school’s senior leadership, or senior 

management team also has a significant effect on the amount of time coordinators 
are typically spending on the role, with members spending significantly less time (40 
minutes less) on gifted and talented related work (t(815) = -2.11, p < .05). Results 
also show that formal training about the roles and responsibilities of gifted and 
talented coordinators significantly affects the amount of time coordinators are 
typically spending on the role. Findings show that coordinators who have received 
training are typically spending more time (on average an additional 62 minutes a 
week) than those coordinators with no training (t(819) = 3.44, p = .001). 

 
Results of the survey showed that there is a significant positive correlation 

between the amount of formally allocated non-contact time and the average time 
spent on gifted and talented work (r = .28, n = 808, p < .001). The results are 
presented in Figure 2.  
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Figure 2. The relationship between the amount of formally allocated non-contact time 
(hours per week) and the average amount of time spent on the role (minutes per 
week).  
 
 One-way analysis of variance tests showed a significant main effect was 
evident (F(5,802) = 14.75, p < .001). In particular, post-hoc tests showed that 
increasing the amount of non-contact time from one to two hours a week significantly 
increased the amount of time spent on gifted and talented work. Findings also 
showed that the allocation of over 4 hours of non-contact time significantly increased 
the amount of time spent on work. The implication of this finding is that these such 
adjustments in the amount of time coordinators are formally allocated for their role 
may significantly increase time spent on G&T provision. 
 

Results of the questionnaire showed that there is a significant positive 
correlation between the amount of time coordinators believe is reasonable to devote 
to their role as coordinator and the average amount of time spent on gifted and 
talented related work. (r = .39, n = 808, p < .001). The results are presented in Figure 
3.  
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Figure 3. The relationship between the amount of time coordinators believe it is 
reasonable to devote to the role (hours per week) and the amount of time typically 
spent on gifted and talented work (minutes per week).  
 
 One-way analysis of variance tests showed a significant main effect was 
evident (F(4,803) = 35.46, p < .001). In particular, post-hoc tests showed that the 
coordinators belief that it is reasonable to devote more than 5 hours to the role had a 
significantly marked increase on the amount of time spent on gifted and talented 
related work. Coordinators thinking it was reasonable to devote between 3-4 hours 
on the role spent on average 282.67 minutes, whereas the coordinators thinking it 
was reasonable to devote between 5-6 hours on the role spent a significantly greater 
amount of time (417.81 minutes) on the role. This finding concurs with previous 
research which shows the amount of time individuals are willing to devote positively 
correlates with the actual time spent on the role. 

 
Results of the survey show that the workload of gifted and talented 

coordinators appears to fall into two clusters. The first cluster refers to time being 
spent focusing on the schools day-to-day gifted and talented provision. The second 
cluster appears to encompass activities which coordinators are predominantly 
spending no time on. These activities tend to be more outward looking involving co-
ordinating with other schools, LEAs, universities, or working with learning mentors. 
Coordinators also found that they were unable to devote time to activities involving 
other schools within a cluster, and contributing to activities beyond the school.  

 
Results of exploratory factor analysis supported this result, suggesting that 

two factors should be extracted. The first factor relates to Question 9 (developing, 
implementing, monitoring and evaluating policy). This factor is characterised by 
higher mean scores, showing that coordinators spend the largest proportion of their 
time on this activity. The second factor relates to all the other workload and activities 
conducted by the gifted and talented coordinators. This factor is characterised by 
lower mean scores showing that coordinators spend less amount of time on these 
activities. The results are shown in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4. The average time spent by coordinators on activities related to gifted and 
talented provision. 
Note. Q9 = developing, implementing, monitoring or evaluating the school’s policy for 
identifying and teaching gifted and talented students; Q10 = working with 
coordinators from other school, universities, LEAs etc. to develop, implement, 
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monitor or evaluate complementary study support programmes; Q11 = working with 
learning mentors to identify and address the needs of disadvantaged pupils; Q12 = 
identifying, leading or otherwise ensuring, the provision of staff development activity 
for staff, whether from your own school or other schools, in relation to supporting the 
learning needs of pupils; Q13 = working with coordinators from other schools to 
develop or implement a support programme for the schools in a cluster; Q14 = 
contributing to activities beyond your school, e.g., in partnership, local, regional or 
national activities; Q15 = acting as a ‘champion’ for gifted and talented students by 
creating and sustaining positive attitudes toward them in your school; Q16 = working 
on budgetary and other administrative activities specifically in relation to provision in 
your school; Q17 = working with subject department of faculty heads to develop 
provision in their subjects; Q18 = developing and keeping up-to-date your won 
expertise in gifted and talented education, for example through contracts with 
national organisations, universities, and other sources of expertise. 
 
 Figure 4 clearly illustrates that due to the high mean score, question 9 should 
be placed in factor 1. The remaining other 9 questions should be theoretically placed 
in factor 2, characterised by lower mean scores and workload which focuses towards 
a range of activities that can be conducted both internal and external to the school. 
 
The Support Needs of Gifted and Talented Coordinators 
 

The final section of the questionnaire asked coordinators to rank to what 
extent they feel, as gifted and talented coordinator, effectively supported in a range of 
named activities, including developing, implementing and monitoring the school’s 
gifted and talented policy, working with coordinators from other schools, and working 
on budgetary and administrative activities. The survey specified to coordinators that 
the term ‘effectively supported’ should include experience of being trained, offered 
advice, or positive encouragement from the leadership of the school, or time free of 
class contact. The scale ranged from 1 (most effectively supported) to 10 (least 
effectively supported). The results are presented in Table 9. 

 
It is important to note that the results of this section of the survey may have 

been misleading to coordinators and in many cases may have appeared difficult to 
follow. Coordinators were instructed that these particular questions were a forced 
ranking and so the activities should not be ranked as equal. Despite this, only 
35.62% of respondents indicated appropriately by ranking each activity. In 61.94% of 
the responses, coordinators gave the same ranking for multiple activities. The nature 
of these questions needs to be addressed in the future annual survey. For the 
purpose of this analysis, the scores were interpreted as being on a scale ranging 
from 1 (most effectively supported) to 10 (least effectively supported). 
 



 22

Table 9 
The extent to which coordinators feel effectively supported in the activities associated with the role as gifted and talented coordinator. 
Role Did not 

indicate 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Developing, implementing, monitoring or 
evaluating the school’s policy for identifying and 
teaching gifted and talented students. 

34 
(3.8) 

105 
(11.6)

103 
(11.4)

123 
(13.6) 

87 
(9.6) 

125 
(13.8)

46 
(5.1) 

86 
(9.5) 

71 
(7.5) 

63 
(7.0) 

61 
(6.7) 

Working with coordinators from other schools, 
universities, LEAs etc to develop, implement, 
monitor or evaluate complementary study support 
programmes for your gifted and talented students. 

34 
(3.8) 

92 
(10.2)

90 
(10.0)

92 
(10.2) 

79 
(8.7) 

102 
(11.3)

77 
(8.5) 

56 
(6.2) 

89 
(9.8) 

91 
(10.1)

102 
(11.3) 

Working with learning mentors to identify and 
address the needs of disadvantaged gifted and 
talented pupils. 

41 
(4.5) 

47 
(5.2) 

47 
(5.2) 

55 
(6.1) 

53 
(5.9) 

105 
(11.6)

73 
(8.1) 

59 
(6.5) 

90 
(10.0)

101 
(11.2)

233 
(25.8) 

Identifying, leading or otherwise ensuring, the 
provision of staff development activity for staff, 
whether from your school or other schools, in 
relation to supporting the learning needs of gifted 
and talented students. 

36 
(4.0) 

48 
(5.3) 

66 
(7.3) 

114 
(12.6) 

91 
(10.1)

131 
(14.5)

 

94 
(10.4)

88 
(9.7) 

87 
(9.6) 

 

72 
(8.0) 

77 
(8.5) 

Working with coordinators from other schools to 
develop or implement a support programme for 
the schools in a cluster. 

36 
(4.0) 

86 
(9.5) 

92 
(10.2)

 

97 
(10.7) 

83 
(9.2) 

87 
(9.6) 

61 
(6.7) 

73 
(8.1) 

66 
(7.3) 

101 
(11.2)

122 
(13.5) 

Contributing to activities beyond your school e.g., 
partnership, local, regional or national activities. 

32 
(3.5) 

74 
(8.2) 

88 
(9.7) 

116 
(12.8) 

76 
(8.4) 

109 
(12.1)

58 
(6.4) 

73 
(8.1) 

103 
(11.4)

79 
(8.7) 

96 
(10.6) 

Acting as a ‘champion’ for gifted and talented 
students by creating and sustaining positive 
attitudes towards them in your school. 

30 
(3.3) 

112 
(12.4)

133 
(14.7)

118 
(13.1) 

94 
(10.4)

109 
(12.1)

60 
(6.6) 

78 
(8.6) 

68 
(7.5) 

55 
(6.1) 

47 
(5.2) 

Working on budgetary and other administrative 
activities specifically in relation to gifted and 
talented provision in your school. 

34 
(3.8) 

69 
(7.6) 

96 
(10.6)

80 
(8.8) 

71 
(7.9) 

118 
(13.1)

66 
(7.3) 

64 
(7.1) 

75 
(8.3) 

74 
(8.2) 

157 
(17.4) 

Working with subject department of faculty heads 
to develop provision for gifted and talented 

29 
(3.2) 

69 
(7.6) 

76 
(8.4) 

119 
(13.2) 

97 
(10.7)

122 
(13.5)

69 
(7.6) 

86 
(9.5) 

82 
(9.1) 

79 
(8.7) 

76 
(8.4) 
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students in their subjects. 
Developing and keeping up to date your own 
expertise in gifted and talented education, for 
example through contacts with national 
organisations, universities, and other sources of 
expertise. 

33 
(3.7) 

73 
(8.1) 

108 
(11.9)

105 
(11.6) 

92 
(10.2)

130 
(14.4)

75 
(8.3) 

70 
(7.7) 

78 
(8.6) 

66 
(7.3) 

74 
(8.2) 

 
Note. Frequency of response shown. Number in brackets indicates percentage. 
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 Results showed that coordinators perceptions of support varied across 
activities. For example, in developing, implementing, monitoring, and evaluating 
school based gifted and talented policy; coordinators felt on the whole effectively 
supported (see Figure 5).  
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Figure 5. Coordinators perception of support for developing, implementing, 
monitoring and evaluating school based gifted and talented policy.  
 
 Likewise, in acting as a ‘champion’ for gifted and talented students by 
creating and sustaining positive attitudes towards them in school, coordinators feel 
effectively supported (see Figure 6). 
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Figure 6. Coordinators perception of support for acting as a ‘champion’ for gifted and 
talented students by creating and sustaining positive attitudes towards them in 
school.  
 
 On the contrary, one specific activity showed that coordinators felt 
ineffectively supported. This activity involved working with learning mentors to identify 
and address the needs of disadvantaged gifted and talented pupils (see Figure 7). 
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Figure 7. Coordinators perception of support for working with learning mentors to 
identify and address the needs of disadvantaged gifted and talented pupils. 
 

The results showed that significant negative correlations were present 
between coordinators perception of support and the amount of time spent on gifted 
and talented responsibilities. For example, in examining the relationships between 
the amount of time spent on an aspect of the coordinators role and the amount of 
time spent on that specific role, results showed that the greater the coordinators 
perception of support, the more time they devoted to that task. The results are 
presented in Table 10. 
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Table 10 
The relationship between the coordinators perception of support and the amount of 
time the coordinator typically spent on the specific tasks. 
 
Time spent and perception of support for G&T activity r n p 
Developing, implementing, monitoring or evaluating the 
school’s policy for identifying and teaching gifted and talented 
students. 

-0.80 860 0.02 

Working with coordinators from other schools, universities, 
LEAs etc to develop, implement, monitor or evaluate 
complementary study support programmes for your gifted and 
talented students. 

-0.26 862 0.00 

Working with learning mentors to identify and address the 
needs of disadvantaged gifted and talented pupils. 

-0.33 847 0.00 

Identifying, leading or otherwise ensuring, the provision of staff 
development activity for staff, whether from your school or 
other schools, in relation to supporting the learning needs of 
gifted and talented students. 

-0.19 849 0.00 

Working with coordinators from other schools to develop or 
implement a support programme for the schools in a cluster. 

-0.36 859 0.00 

Contributing to activities beyond your school e.g., partnership, 
local, regional or national activities. 

-0.33 860 0.00 

Acting as a ‘champion’ for gifted and talented students by 
creating and sustaining positive attitudes towards them in your 
school. 

-0.21 854 0.00 

Working on budgetary and other administrative activities 
specifically in relation to gifted and talented provision in your 
school. 

-0.17 865 0.00 

Working with subject department of faculty heads to develop 
provision for gifted and talented students in their subjects. 

-0.17 864 0.00 

Developing and keeping up to date your own expertise in gifted 
and talented education, for example through contacts with 
national organisations, universities, and other sources of 
expertise. 

-0.19 864 0.00 

 
Specifically, results show that pattern of negative correlation between the 

amount of time and the perceived support. This negative correlation may be seen 
clearly when examining the coordinators role involving working on budgetary and 
other administrative activities specifically in relation to gifted and talented provision. 
The results are presented in Figure 8.  
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Figure 8. The relationship between the coordinators perceived support in carrying out 
budgetary and administrative activities and the amount of time spent on these 
activities (minutes per week).  

 
It is important to note that data does not detail the exact nature of the 

correlations between the amount of time spent on activities and the coordinators 
perceived level of support to carryout that activity. The results of the analysis are 
unclear as to whether coordinators are receiving the most support for the activities 
they are spending more time on, or because they are spending more time on specific 
activities, these are the activities that they are most supported in. 

 
Coordinators were also asked to rank which support sources would, at this 

stage of their development, help them become more effective in the role and gifted 
and talented Coordinator. This scale ranged from 1 (most helpful) to 5 (least helpful). 
Results show that support providing more time free of class contact in the school 
day, and opportunities to learn from the practice of other gifted and talented 
coordinators would be more helpful at this stage (see Figure 9). 
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Figure 9. 
The support sources coordinators believed would be most helpful, at this stage of 
development, in their role as gifted and talented coordinator. 
 
 An analysis of mean score for the above support sources are presented in 
Table 11. Results also show that support provided in the form of additional non-
contact time would be most helpful. 
 
Table 11 
Mean scores of support sources perceived to be helpful at this stage of the 
coordinators development (1 = most helpful, 5 = least helpful). 
 

Support sources Mean score 
Guidance and advice from national agencies 
and organisations 

2.79 

Learning from the practice of other gifted and 
talented coordinators 

2.08 

Advice and guidance from LEA advisers 2.82 
Support from senior management in the 
school 

2.59 

More time free of class contact in the school 
day to fulfil the role 

1.94 

 
 Additional qualitative comments suggested that support involving additional 
non-contact time for duties would be of beneficial support. 
 
 “time is the only issue” 
 
 “I have no support in my areas. Its all done in my own time…?” 
 
 “With no time allocation this year, I feel generally unsupported… There are 
 plans to allocate 20 min/day for my G&T work in 2005-6” 
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Although coordinators were not asked to rank, additional comments suggested that 
secretarial and administrative support would be very helpful. Responses indicated 
that such support, perhaps in the form of a teaching assistant, would maximise the 
already limited time available.  
  
 “The most needed support is secretarial as a huge amount of time is taken for 
 ‘office type’ tasks.” 
 
 “I have a p/t [part-time] secretary pm daily (also SENCO)” 
 
 “In addition – biggest support would be a teaching assistant” 
 
  Likewise, although coordinators were not specifically questioned on support 
that could be provided via additional funding, additional qualitative comments 
highlighted that in some cases coordinators were conducting their role with little or no 
budget. Coordinators acknowledged this as a key issue in the ability to provide for 
the gifted and talented. Results of the survey show that 17.4% of respondents felt 
that they were least effectively supported in budgetary and administrative duties. 
 
 “There is no specific budget… says it all really (we are not in EiC)” 
 
 “There isn’t a budget” 
 
 “Funding most important in county schools – none is available” 
 
 “We have no G&T budget… rural comp.” 
 

“As a grammar school we receive no G&T funding” 
 
Conclusions 
 
 Results of the questionnaire paint a national picture of gifted and talented 
coordinators as experienced professionals with substantial teaching experience (18 
or more years experience = 48.8%). The majority of coordinators indicated that they 
had been in the position for less than a year, and had an additional 1 or 2 formally 
allocated responsibilities other than gifted and talented.  
 

A key issue that emerged from the data was the lack of formally allocated 
non-contact time to carry out the role, with 52.8% of coordinators not receiving any 
allocated time. Results showed that in the last seven days, coordinators typically 
spent on average 4 hours and 32 minutes on activity related to their role as gifted 
and talented coordinator. DfES guidelines set down a requirement that coordinators 
should be given sufficient time to undertake the role effectively. At the present time 
this does not appear to be the case. Only 7.9% of coordinators received a minimum 
of more than 4 hours non-contact time required to conduct the role effectively. 

 
This limitation in time appears to have implications for the ability of 

coordinators to carryout the key responsibilities detailed by the DfES. Workload 
relating to the development, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of school 
policy is high on the coordinator agenda, with most time being spent on this activity 
(15.5%). On the contrary, the least amount of coordinators time appears to be spent 
on working with learning mentors to identify and address the needs of disadvantaged 
pupils (4.25%). While this is not to say that the needs of disadvantaged pupils is low 
on the coordinators agenda, the lack of time allocation means coordinators are 
unable to devote their workload to meet broad range of headline tasks proposed by 
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the DfES guidelines. Additional qualitative comments from the survey stated that “no 
time available” or “activities not being done above are simply due to a lack of time” 
highlighting the time constraints on the coordinators ability to effectively carryout their 
workload. 

 
DfES guidelines propose that key responsibilities of coordinators should 

encompass school based, cluster schools, partnership, and national activities. 
Analysis of the survey suggests that, at the present time, school based activities are 

given the priority in coordinators workload, with cluster activities and wider 
partnerships being devoted smaller proportions of time.  

 
The amount of time coordinators spend on gifted and talented activities 

greatly depends on the number of formally allocated responsibilities held. Results 
showed that a significant negative correlation exists between the average amount of 
time typically spent on gifted and talented work and the numbers of formally allocated 
responsibilities, with more than 2 responsibilities having a significant negative effect 
on the amount of time devoted. Both membership of schools senior management 
team and formal training have a significant effect on the average time devoted to the 
role. Members of the SMT spending significantly less time on the role than 
coordinators who are not members of the SMT. Coordinators who have received 
training also spend significantly more time on gifted and talented provision than those 
coordinators with no training.  

 
DfES guidelines propose that coordinators should be supported in all areas of 

their workloads. Results of the questionnaire show that coordinators perceptions of 
support varied across different activities. For example, coordinators feel most 
supported in developing, implementing, monitoring and evaluating school based 
gifted and talented policy. On the contrary, coordinators feel least supported in 
working with learning mentors to identify and address the needs of disadvantaged 
gifted and talented pupils. Significant negative correlations were also present 
between coordinators perception of support and the amount of time spent on gifted 
and talented responsibilities.  

 
Aside from the issues raised regarding the interpretation of results by 

coordinators, it is also important to emphasise at this first stage of the survey that the 
questionnaire is an ongoing, annual survey of the workloads and responsibilities of 
gifted and talented coordinators. At the present time the survey provides us with a 
baseline national picture of coordinators professional context, roles and 
responsibilities. However, the responses are not representative of the full sample of 
coordinators. It is plausible to suggest that these results may positively emphasise 
the work conducted by gifted and talented coordinators, but may not take into full 
consideration the nature of the work potentially carried out by the coordinators which 
did not respond to the survey. 
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