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[bookmark: _Toc195839984]                                                                                                               Abstract

This action research (AR) project explores the implementation of block teaching within apprenticeship programmes at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD), focusing on its impact on faculty workload, pedagogical innovation, and student outcomes. As block delivery gains traction in UK post-compulsory education and training (PCET), particularly in vocational settings, there is a need for practitioner-led evidence to inform its development.
Using a small-scale, mixed-methods design, data were gathered from ten faculty members through an anonymous survey. Findings indicate that block teaching can enhance student engagement and support active, immersive learning. However, it also intensifies staff workload and presents challenges for students with lower prior attainment or competing responsibilities.
The study highlights the interconnectedness of staff capacity, innovation, and learner experience. Without protected planning time, staff development, and flexible curriculum structures, block teaching risks becoming unsustainable and inequitable.
Recommendations include improved timetabling, embedded CPD, tailored induction, and inclusive assessment strategies. The project contributes new insights to the literature on block delivery in UK PCET and demonstrates the value of action research in generating context-specific, practitioner-informed change.

1. [bookmark: _Toc195839985]Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc195839986]1.1 Context and Rationale 
Block teaching – defined as the intensive delivery of one or two modules over a compressed timeframe – gains popularity in post-compulsory education and training (PCET), particularly in vocational and apprenticeship provision. Unlike semester-based formats, block delivery enables students to engage more deeply with fewer competing demands – an approach linked to improved attendance, participation, and retention (QAA, 2024) (Ghapanchi, 2022). Despite its growing adoption, empirical research into its pedagogical, operational, and institutional implications within apprenticeship contexts remains limited (Muscat & Thomas, 2023).
At the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD), block teaching has been introduced in apprenticeship programmes, presenting both opportunities and challenges. While this format allows apprentices to study intensively while managing professional responsibilities, it also restructures academic demands — intensifying the cycles of planning, delivery, assessment, and learner support. These shifts call for closer analysis of the pedagogical and institutional factors shaping the experiences of both staff and students.
To explore these dynamics, this study adopts an action research framework, positioning practitioner as investigator in their own professional settings. As McAteer (2013, p. 29) explains, action research involves iterative cycles of planning, action, observation, and reflection, enabling educators to examine and refine their practice. Rather than being driven by external evaluation, this inquiry emerges from within, producing knowledge that is context-specific and actionable. Gregson and Duncan (2020, p. 76) highlight its relevance in the further, adult, and vocational education (FAVE) sector, where policy change often intersects with classroom realities, while Bell and Waters (2018, p. 27) emphasise the crucial role of practitioners “who have themselves identified a need for change or improvement”. 

[bookmark: _Toc195839987]1.2 Research Aim and Questions
This project examines the impact of block teaching in PCET apprenticeship contexts, focusing on the following areas:
· Faculty workload and time management;
· Pedagogical innovation and instructional practice;
· Student engagement, satisfaction, and academic outcomes.
By analysing the experiences of lecturers engaged in block delivery, the study offers practitioner-informed insights to support institutional decision-making, guide professional development, and contribute to broader discussions on pedagogical reform in vocational and applied higher education.

2. [bookmark: _Toc195839988]Literature Review

This literature review explores block teaching within PCET, focusing on its application in apprenticeship provision. It draws on theory and research to examine its effects on academic workload, pedagogical practice, and student outcomes. The review situates block teaching within broader developments in vocational and adult education, where alternative delivery models are expanding but remain insufficiently theorised.

[bookmark: _Toc195839989]2.1 Block Teaching Overview 
Block teaching, as implemented at UWTSD, typically involves intensive delivery of one or two modules over a defined period — usually one or two weeks per module. This model is designed to offer learners an immersive educational experience by reducing competing academic demands and enabling focused engagement with content. UWTSD’s adoption of block delivery, particularly in apprenticeship programmes, reflects a broader strategy aimed at aligning educational design with the needs of working learners and operational realities of faculty.
Muscat and Thomas (2023) describe the approach as one that facilitates deeper student engagement, citing its capacity to remove distractions associated with simultaneous module delivery. The model also resonates with Knowles’ (1978) theory of andragogy, which positions adult learners as self-directed and outcome-oriented. Mukhalalati and Taylor (2019) reinforce this view, noting that adult learners are most responsive to experiences that are relevant, experiential, and socially situated — features embedded in the block format.
Cognitive Load Theory (Sweller, 1988) offers further justification for the model, advocating reduced unnecessary load to support knowledge retention. Research by Klein et al. (2020) and Main (2022) suggests that when well-structured, block formats can enhance focus and comprehension. However, this potential depends strongly on effective design. Reichgelt and Smith (2024) caution that compressed delivery may increase cognitive strain if learning is not carefully scaffolded.
To address this, facilitation plays a critical role. Muscat and Thomas (2023) emphasise the importance of deliberate scaffolding, stating: “the central role of the facilitator in Block is to provide careful scaffolding to allow for this shift in responsibility for learning to occur.” This underscores the need for structured pacing, purposeful design, and sustained support to ensure that block teaching remains effective and equitable in practice.

[bookmark: _Toc195839990]2.2 Faculty Workload, Time Management and Adaptation 
The adoption of block teaching significantly reconfigures the demands placed on academic staff, particularly in relation to workload distribution and time management. While the format offers the advantage of concentrated teaching periods that can be followed by intervals for research or curriculum development, it also compresses preparation, delivery, and assessment into shorter cycles. Dixon and O’Gorman (2020) report that although lecturers valued the ability to focus on a single module at a time, many felt underprepared due to the accelerated pace and intensity of delivery.
Oates (2021) highlights the importance of acknowledging the “invisible labour” inherent in teaching — involving planning, emotional support, and administration—which becomes more pronounced within condensed delivery structures. McAteer (2013) argues that reforms which accelerate instructional delivery may unintentionally limit opportunities for reflective practice and undermine professional autonomy.
Nonetheless, the model also brings pedagogical benefits. Muscat and Thomas (2023) note that lecturers delivering in block mode often report increased relational depth with their students, facilitated by sustained contact and more cohesive group dynamics. These benefits, however, require strategic institutional support to be realised fully. Roche et al. (2024) emphasise the need for robust infrastructural planning — including designated preparation time, collaborative teaching models, and staggered assessment deadlines—to ensure that the demands of block delivery do not fall disproportionately on individual educators.

[bookmark: _Toc195839991]2.3 Pedagogical Innovation and Faculty Support
Block teaching is increasingly recognised as a catalyst for pedagogical innovation, particularly in promoting active, student-centred approaches. Evidence from Winchester et al. (2021) and Wilson et al. (2024) suggests that the structure of block delivery supports collaborative learning strategies, flipped classrooms, and formative assessment — approaches often more challenging to implement within traditional, semester-based frameworks.
Bell and Waters (2018, p. 27) emphasise that practitioner-led reform is essential, as those directly involved in practice are best placed to shape and evaluate educational innovation. This perspective is reflected in the transformation seen at Victoria University, where block implementation led to a comprehensive redesign of teaching practices. As Konjarski et al. (2023) observe, classroom time shifted toward “active knowledge creation rather than passive transmission of content,” reshaping staff roles and student participation.
However, realising the potential of such innovation depends on institutional commitment and adequate resourcing. Sustaining pedagogical change in higher education requires more than initial enthusiasm; it depends on collaborative curriculum teams, distributed leadership, and support structures for ongoing professional development (Bearman, et al., 2024). In contrast, Ali (2024) warns that insufficient support — particularly in the form of time and training — can lead to inconsistent implementation and staff fatigue. McAteer (2013) similarly calls for iterative, inquiry-led development processes to embed innovation within institutional culture.
The relational intensity of block delivery also introduces considerations for staff wellbeing. As Thomas et al. (2024) note, the compressed format increases emotional and pastoral demands placed on educators, particularly in supporting learners through intensive content. For innovation to be sustainable, institutions must invest not only in pedagogical development but also in structures that recognise and respond to the holistic demands of teaching in a block format.

[bookmark: _Toc195839992]2.4 Student Outcomes, Learning Experience, and Support 
Empirical evidence suggests that block teaching can positively influence a range of student outcomes, including retention, satisfaction, and academic performance. Wilson et al. (2025) report statistically significant gains across multiple cohorts following the implementation of immersive delivery models. Winchester et al. (2021) similarly observe that block teaching benefits students from disadvantaged backgrounds by providing a structured, focused learning environment that supports engagement and success.
Swain (2016) identifies improvements in student attendance and perceived learning quality associated with block formats. Complementing these findings, Trinh et al. (2024) report stronger engagement among mature and non-traditional learners, attributing this to the manageable structure and relational aspects of block delivery. Thomas and Muscat (2024) reinforce this perspective, highlighting that students frequently describe a stronger sense of connection with peers and tutors, as well as enhanced motivation.
Despite these benefits, the intensive nature of block teaching can present challenges. The compressed format may reduce opportunities for consolidation, while students with underdeveloped study skills may risk cognitive overload. [REF] recommend aligning assessment design with learners’ cognitive capacities by integrating staged, formative tasks that support incremental learning and reflection.
Ali (2024) highlights additional barriers in blended and digital contexts, noting that digital competence and self-regulation are critical factors influencing success. To mitigate such challenges, institutions should ensure academic skills support is embedded throughout the block experience. Clear communication, flexible scheduling, and proactive wellbeing initiatives are also essential to ensure all students can adapt and thrive within this intensive model.

[bookmark: _Toc195839993]2.5 Application to Apprenticeship Provision
Block teaching is particularly well aligned with the structure and demands of apprenticeship programmes, where learners must balance academic study with substantial professional commitments. Smith et al. (2022) report that block delivery provides apprentices with focused academic time, enabling them to engage with course content away from workplace distractions. This engagement also supports peer interaction and relationship-building within cohorts.
Nonetheless, the implementation of block formats in apprenticeship contexts presents specific structural challenges. Poole et al. (2024) highlight persistent difficulties in securing the mandated 20% off-the-job training time, noting that without protected time, apprentices often experience excessive workload pressures. This limits academic participation and risks disengagement. The authors argue for the development of “pedagogical brokers” (Jackson, 2003) — staff who facilitate alignment between academic expectations and workplace realities. At UWTSD this role is given to Apprentice Liaison Officers, ALOs.
Effective employer-provider collaboration is central to overcoming these challenges. Poursharif and Doss (2022) describe a model of tripartite engagement involving regular review meetings and continuous coaching, ensuring alignment between academic learning and professional development. Smith et al. (2022) further advocate integrating workplace supervisors into assessment processes to enhance authenticity and relevance.
Flexibility remains a critical enabler of success. The Graduate apprenticeship (GA) Framework, as noted by Smith et al. (2022), provides institutions with the ability to adapt delivery modes to suit sectoral needs while maintaining academic standards. Such adaptability ensures that block teaching can support both educational integrity and workforce development across diverse apprenticeship settings.

[bookmark: _Toc195839994]2.6 Gaps in the Literature 
While research on block teaching is expanding, it remains largely concentrated on undergraduate programmes in Australia and North America (Davies, 2006) (Winchester, et al., 2021). There is limited exploration of how block delivery functions within the UK PCET sector and apprenticeship provision, where learners often face distinct institutional and employment-related complexities (QAA, 2024).
Few studies have examined the long-term impacts of block teaching on progression, employability, or sustained engagement, particularly for working learners. Faculty perspectives—especially from vocational, applied, and adult education contexts—are underrepresented in the literature (Bearman, et al., 2024). These insights are crucial for understanding the emotional, temporal, and organisational demands of intensive delivery models.
Subject-specific evidence is also limited. Wilson et al. (2024) report that satisfaction among STEM students may decline in block formats due to cognitive overload, yet discipline-sensitive pedagogical responses remain under-researched. Institutional enablers of sustainable innovation—such as assessment timelines, manageable workloads, and professional learning—have received limited attention (Bearman, et al., 2024).
These gaps highlight the need for context-sensitive research examining not only student outcomes but also the organisational dynamics and teaching practices underpinning effective block delivery. This review addresses that need by focusing on a UK-based apprenticeship context, contributing new knowledge to vocational pedagogy in compressed teaching environments.

[bookmark: _Toc195839995]2.7. Conclusion 
This review has examined the implementation of block teaching with a focus on apprenticeship provision. Evidence suggests that block delivery can support deeper engagement, improved outcomes, and pedagogical innovation, particularly when aligned with adult learning principles and supported by thoughtful design.
However, the model also introduces challenges for staff and students, including compressed workloads, emotional demands, and structural barriers. Its effectiveness relies on institutional commitment, staff development, and coordination with employers.
While promising, block teaching remains under-researched in UK PCET and apprenticeship contexts. Further inquiry—particularly practitioner-led—is needed to understand its long-term impact and inform sustainable, context-sensitive implementation. This highlights the relevance of the current action research project, which seeks to generate situated insights through practitioner-led inquiry.

3. [bookmark: _Toc195839996]Methodology

[bookmark: _Toc195839997]3.1 Research Design and Rationale
This study adopted a small-scale Action Research (AR) methodology to explore the impact of block teaching on faculty workload, pedagogical innovation, and student outcomes within the UWTSD apprenticeship context. AR was chosen for its capacity to generate practice-based knowledge through iterative inquiry cycles. As McAteer (2013, p. 21) argues, AR is “a way of understanding and generating knowledge about the complexities of practice” and is well-suited to the PCET sector, where learning environments are dynamic and situated.
Given the researcher’s dual role as lecturer and practitioner, AR offered a reflective, structured framework for examining and enhancing professional practice. The approach aligns with McAteer’s (2013, p. 22) characterisation of AR as “systematic and sustained enquiry”, and with Gregson and Duncan’s (2020, pp. 10-27) view that reflective practice is central to ethical, responsive pedagogy, particularly in contexts shaped by reform and complexity.
The research followed a structured yet responsive design, informed by Punch’s (2014, p. 26) notion of “unfolding design,” where flexibility is embedded in the process. A single AR cycle was undertaken — sufficient to complete planning, action, observation, and reflection within the PGCE PCET timeframe.

[bookmark: _Toc195839998]3.2 Data Collection and Analysis
Data were collected through an anonymous online survey distributed to ten lecturers involved in block delivery within apprenticeship programmes. Microsoft Forms was chosen for its GDPR compliance, accessibility, and built-in analytics, aligning with small-scale practitioner research needs (Bell & Waters, 2018, pp. 71,188-198).
The survey combined closed and open-ended questions across three thematic strands: workload, pedagogy, and student outcomes. This enabled both descriptive statistical analysis and inductive thematic exploration. Thematic analysis followed McAteer’s (2013, p. 84) coding principles, while data management drew on Punch’s (2014, p. 171) adaptation of Miles and Huberman’s model, including reduction, display, and conclusion drawing.

[bookmark: _Toc195839999]3.3 Ethical Considerations
The project received ethical approval from UWTSD and was conducted in accordance with British Educational Research Association (BERA, 2024) guidelines. Participants were informed of the study’s purpose and gave consent. All responses were anonymised, and data stored using GDPR-compliant tools.
Attention was paid to the researcher’s dual role as colleague and investigator. As BERA (2024, p. 4) advises, ethical research requires “ongoing, reflexive thinking”. To reduce bias or discomfort, participation was voluntary and confidential. Anonymity was preserved to encourage honest responses.
McAteer (2013, p. 37) highlights the ethical demands on practitioner-researchers, especially when navigating institutional dynamics. Similarly, Punch (2014, p. 36) and Gregson and Duncan (2020, p. 84) advocate a research ethic grounded in respect, integrity, and contextual sensitivity. These principles guided the research.

[bookmark: _Toc195840000]3.4 Limitations
The study’s limitations are shaped by its scale and scope. With a small sample, single AR cycle, and reliance on survey data, findings are not generalisable. However, they offer context-specific insights aligned with practitioner research and contribute to the broader knowledge base of PCET pedagogy and institutional practice.

4. [bookmark: _Toc195840001]Findings

This section presents findings from a small-scale practitioner survey administered as described in Section 3 among 10 UWTSD lecturers delivering their lectures in bloc format. Results are presented under three themes aligned with the study’s research questions.

[bookmark: _Toc195840002]4.1 Faculty Workload and Time Demands
60% of respondents indicated that block teaching is “more time-consuming” than traditional formats, while 40% described it as “about the same.” None viewed it as less demanding. Open-text responses highlighted the intensity of planning, teaching, and marking, with one participant noting:
“Block teaching is intense for both staff and students; it requires careful design and consumes a lot of energy.”
Another remarked:
“There’s little space for anything else during delivery weeks—no time for research or admin.”
Several respondents expressed concern about insufficient recovery periods, with one calling for:
“Adequate breaks between blocks to allow for feedback and consolidation.”

[bookmark: _Toc195840003]4.2 Pedagogical Innovation and Faculty Support
All respondents reported the use of active learning strategies in block delivery. 70% described using collaborative projects, and 60% referenced technology integration. As one lecturer explained:
“The longer sessions give us the chance to run extended activities like simulations, discussions, and workshops.”
Despite these innovations, most staff (90%) reported receiving no formal training to support pedagogical redesign:
“It’s a huge shift, and yet no time was allocated to redesign my sessions.”
This points to a gap between institutional expectations for innovation and the provision of time and resources to support it.

[bookmark: _Toc195840004]4.3 Student Engagement and Outcomes
Faculty perceptions of student engagement were mixed. Half of the respondents characterised engagement as “somewhat negative,” with 30% expressing positive views and 20% remaining neutral. Students perceived as academically strong were seen to adapt well:
“Students who have achieved high grades at A level usually adapt well.”
Conversely, the compressed pace was seen as challenging for others:
“Weaker students struggle—it’s harder for them to retain and process knowledge.”
Nonetheless, several lecturers highlighted benefits, including closer rapport with students and faster feedback cycles:
“Closer relationships with students.”
“Faster feedback loops and more continuous support.”

[bookmark: _Toc195840005]4.4 Institutional Fit and Recommendations
Overall satisfaction with the model was moderate: 60% of respondents were “somewhat satisfied,” while 20% expressed dissatisfaction. A key concern was the model’s suitability for certain content areas:
“The model doesn’t suit all content—especially maths and theoretical units.”
Others identified the need for stronger institutional coordination:
“Block teaching could work really well if properly resourced and scheduled.”
Recommendations included:
· Improved timetabling and adequate space between blocks;
· Staff training and time allocation for course redesign;
· Enhanced student orientation and support.
These findings offer grounded insights into how block teaching is experienced by staff and provide a platform for further discussion on institutional strategy and practice in PCET apprenticeship settings. 

[bookmark: _Toc195840006]5. Discussion
This study set out to examine how block teaching is experienced by faculty within UWTSD's apprenticeship programmes, with particular focus on workload, pedagogy, and student outcomes. Grounded in action research and informed by practitioner insight, the project aligns with McAteer’s (2013) view of research as a tool for surfacing the challenges of everyday practice and supporting constructive, context-sensitive change.

[bookmark: _Toc195840007]5.1 Faculty Workload: Compressed Time, Expanded Burden
The findings suggest that block teaching significantly intensifies academic workload, particularly during delivery periods. Staff reported limited capacity for parallel responsibilities such as research or administration. While some appreciated the clarity of single-module teaching, these advantages were often outweighed by the pressure of compressed planning and marking cycles. These experiences resonate with findings from Thomas et al. (2024) and Williams (2024), who document similar tensions in other institutions testing block formats.
Notably, faculty described a sense of misalignment between structural reform and operational capacity — especially where blocks were poorly spaced or required rapid transitions across modules. In such cases, institutional design appeared to overlook the practical rhythms of academic work, limiting the ability to adapt effectively to the new format. Without adequate planning time and recovery space, opportunities for reflection and responsive pedagogy were diminished, reducing the overall efficacy of the block model. These findings support the original aims of this action research, which sought to investigate how block delivery shapes professional experience and institutional practice in the apprenticeship context, with particular attention to the balance between innovation and workload management.

[bookmark: _Toc195840008]5.2 Pedagogical Innovation: Creativity under Constraint
The second objective of this study was to explore how block teaching influences teaching practices and the adoption of innovative approaches. Survey findings indicate that faculty widely employed active pedagogies — such as project-based learning, collaborative tasks, and digital tools — closely aligned with evidence from Chau et al. (2022), Winchester et al. (2021), and Wilson et al. (2024) on the value of immersive models in supporting participatory and responsive learning environments.
Respondents described the block model as enabling “deep immersion” and facilitating extended teaching formats, such as workshops. These findings echo Thomas and Muscat (2024), who associate the model with enhanced relational teaching and student engagement. However, the absence of formal training and support was a recurring concern. Most staff reported that they had received “no training,” and expressed that they were left to “figure it out” independently mirroring Bearman et al.’s (2024) observation that innovation often falters when not institutionally resourced.
This disconnect between strategic reform and operational support echoes the concerns of Ali (2024), who notes that insufficient time and digital readiness are common barriers to innovation in block and blended delivery. Reichgelt and Smith (2024)similarly highlight the risks of pedagogical overload when instructional changes are not accompanied by adequate planning and development opportunities.
Some faculty also questioned the suitability of block formats for theoretical or cumulative subjects, particularly within STEM. These views are supported by Wilson et al. (2024) and Swain (2016), who call for flexible curriculum design and delivery modes sensitive to disciplinary demands. Winchester et al. (2021) argue that pedagogical reform must be grounded in context, allowing staff to adapt strategies to the learning needs of their students.
Together, these findings reinforce the need for institutional alignment between innovation and support structures. Encouraging creative teaching practices within block delivery requires sustained investment in staff development, flexibility in design, and recognition of disciplinary diversity.

[bookmark: _Toc195840009]5.3 Student Outcomes and Engagement: Inequities in Immersion
The third research aim focused on how block delivery affects student engagement and academic outcomes. Survey responses were mixed. While several lecturers observed improved focus, more continuous support, and stronger rapport with students, others highlighted the model’s limitations for learners with lower prior attainment or external commitments. These concerns are reflected in the literature, with Trinh et al. (2024) and Wilson et al. (2025) noting that compressed formats can amplify existing disparities when attendance, academic readiness, or scaffolding are inconsistent.
Participants reported that mature students and apprentices often coped better with the block format, drawing on previous experience with time-limited or intensive learning environments. This aligns with findings from Swain (2016) and Winchester et al. (2021), which suggest that learner independence and self-regulation are key determinants of success in block delivery.
However, for students requiring more sustained support, the model was seen to pose barriers. Faculty noted that “students who miss even one class fall completely behind” and that “weaker students struggle to retain and process knowledge.” These perspectives emphasise the need for institutional interventions that mitigate cognitive overload and address access disparities.
Suggested improvements — such as “timelier feedback,” “better preparation for students,” and “flexible assessment timing”—underscore a shared recognition that engagement is shaped as much by structural and pedagogical design as by the delivery format itself. These findings reinforce recommendations from Thomas and Muscat (2024), who advocate for orientation, targeted support, and workload pacing to enhance learner experience under block models.
Without these supports, block delivery risks deepening existing inequities, particularly for students with additional needs or complex personal circumstances. This dimension of the findings highlights the importance of wraparound provision and thoughtful implementation, especially in apprenticeship contexts where students may be balancing multiple identities and responsibilities.

[bookmark: _Toc195840010]5.4 Interdependency and Institutional Implications
One of the clearest findings to emerge from this study is the degree of interdependence between faculty workload, pedagogical innovation, and student experience. These dimensions are not isolated but mutually reinforcing: compressed timeframes and insufficient institutional support restrict innovation; limited pedagogical adaptability impacts student outcomes; and negative student experiences in turn place emotional strain on staff. As noted by Roche et al. (2024) and Wilson et al. (2024), the sustainability of block teaching hinges on recognising and managing these interconnections.
Faculty survey responses indicated that excessive workload limits time for curriculum planning and innovation—an observation echoed in Bearman et al. (2024), who stress that effective pedagogical reform requires embedded time, space, and team-based support structures. Without this infrastructure, staff are left to innovate reactively, often at personal cost.
These structural challenges directly impact learners. Wilson et al. (2025) and Trinh et al. (2024) highlight that without coordinated academic and pastoral support, block delivery can disadvantage students with additional needs or less academic confidence. Several participants in this study commented that inconsistencies in timetabling, feedback, or preparation compromised students’ ability to thrive.
This research therefore reinforces the importance of viewing block delivery as more than a scheduling model—it is a complex pedagogical framework that must be supported institutionally. While action research literature such as McAteer (2013) and practitioner-focused studies like Thomas and Muscat (2024)stress the value of reflective, practitioner-led adaptation, they also point to the need for systemic responsiveness.
Recommendations offered by staff—such as co-designed timetables, embedded staff development, and structured student orientation—support this view. Reichgelt and Smith (2024) argue that institutional agility and iterative learning are essential when implementing high-impact teaching reforms. If embraced holistically, block teaching has the potential to deliver not only operational efficiency but richer, more inclusive learning environments.

[bookmark: _Toc195840011]6. Recommendations

This section outlines practical, evidence-based recommendations to improve block teaching within UWTSD’s PCET apprenticeship provision. Grounded in this study’s findings, the proposals aim to enhance workload sustainability, support pedagogical innovation, and promote equitable outcomes. They respond directly to survey data and align with sector-wide evidence on effective block delivery (Bearman et al., 2024; Wilson et al., 2024; Thomas & Muscat, 2024).

	Category
	Recommendation
	Rationale/Supporting Evidence

	Faculty Workload and Institutional Structures
	Introduce protected planning time between blocks
	Staff reported that condensed cycles led to exhaustion. Protected time for planning and recovery can reduce burnout and improve delivery (Thomas, et al., 2024) (Roche, et al., 2024).

	
	Improve timetable coordination to avoid overload
	Concurrent teaching in different modules was a common issue. Coordinated scheduling supports delivery quality and workload balance (Winchester, et al., 2021).

	
	Adjust workload allocation models
	Standard models often overlook the intensity of compressed delivery. Institutions should recalibrate models to reflect its demands (Reichgelt & Smith, 2024)

	Pedagogical Innovation and Faculty Support
	Provide CPD focused on block pedagogy
	Most respondents lacked training. CPD should address active learning, assessment timing, and inclusive design (Bearman, et al., 2024) (Chau, et al., 2022)

	
	Allocate time for curriculum redesign
	Innovation requires planning. Institutions must embed redesign into academic cycles to avoid relying on personal time (Ali, 2024)

	
	Enable flexibility across disciplines
	Some content areas are less suited to block delivery. Hybrid or adapted formats should be available where needed ( (Wilson, et al., 2024).

	Student Outcomes and Learner Support
	Tailor induction to compressed learning
	Students benefit from early guidance on pacing and independent study. This is particularly useful for apprentices (Trinh, et al., 2024) (Winchester, et al., 2021).

	
	Distribute assessment and feedback
	End-loaded assessment increases pressure. Pacing tasks and embedding feedback improves student experience (Wilson, et al., 2025)

	
	Offer structured recap and catch-up support
	Missed sessions disrupt learning. Digital and in-person recap options can aid continuity Poole et al. (2024).

	
	Strengthen inclusive support systems
	Flexible, accessible support must be embedded to meet the needs of diverse learners (Thomas, et al., 2024) (Trinh, et al., 2024).

	Cross-cutting Recommendations
	Facilitate peer-led reflective spaces
	Communities of practice can build resilience and support pedagogical adaptation (Bearman, et al., 2024).

	
	Use feedback to iteratively review block delivery
	Ongoing evaluation ensures responsiveness and relevance (Reichgelt & Smith, 2024; Wilson et al., 2025).

	
	Co-create block models with staff and students
	Collaborative design supports ownership and improves alignment with learner needs ( (Konjarski, et al., 2023)).



[bookmark: _Toc195840012]7. Conclusion
This action research project explored the implications of block teaching for faculty workload, pedagogical practice, and student engagement within apprenticeship programmes at UWTSD. Through a practitioner-led approach, the study contributes new insights into the implementation of compressed delivery models in UK PCET settings—an area that remains under-researched.
The findings suggest that block teaching offers pedagogical benefits, including enhanced learner immersion, stronger staff-student relationships, and support for active, student-centred learning. These align with sector research highlighting the value of immersive formats for engagement and equity (Wilson et al., 2024; Winchester et al., 2021; Thomas & Muscat, 2024).
However, the study also exposes critical tensions. Compressed cycles intensify academic workload and limit space for reflection, while uneven support structures risk exacerbating disparities for learners with complex needs. Without protected time, professional development, or adaptive curriculum design, these challenges threaten the long-term viability of the model (Bearman et al., 2024; Poole et al., 2024).
A key conclusion of this project is the interdependency between staff conditions, pedagogical flexibility, and student outcomes. These elements must be addressed together through coordinated institutional strategies. As Reichgelt and Smith (2024) argue, successful reform depends on ongoing evaluation, co-design, and responsiveness.
This study reinforces the value of practitioner inquiry in generating actionable, context-sensitive knowledge. Its findings and recommendations contribute to a growing conversation about how block teaching can evolve into a sustainable and inclusive model for vocational education—one that supports innovation without compromising equity or wellbeing.
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