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Annex A – Kingston University, Department of Education Scores and Feedback
	Question 1a. Trainee curriculum 
	Score: 4

	Feedback: The response fully meets all the criteria set out in the question. The response outlines how the applicant will provide high-quality ITT and benefit trainee outcomes, in relation to the topic area of the question. 
The CCF is well covered, and the curriculum map clearly supports the claims. The curriculum map uses the evidence available for subject-specific teaching and exemplifies the process of incorporating the subject (reading and phonics) into the course.
There is a convincing approach to the key areas of the requirements, including time and ITP. The response shows how trainees’ knowledge will be developed through a variety of approaches, including direct teaching, focused observation, and targeted practice, combined with feedback and mentoring. There is also sufficient detail on how any trainees who are finding the course too difficult will be supported.
The proposals demonstrate a good level of knowledge, expertise, experience, capability, and capacity.


	Question 1b. Trainee curriculum example  
	Score: 3

	Feedback: The response addresses the majority of the criteria set out in the question but there are some minor gaps, which pose a minor risk to the applicant’s service delivery which could be easily resolved. 
The response includes convincing justifications in the examples used. These examples show how concepts are built upon and consolidated in placements, with support from expert colleagues and mentors. 
How the provider will support any trainees who are at risk of not learning, as well as their expectations as a provider, is evident. 
However, more detail could have been provided regarding how assessment applies to different subjects. 
The proposals demonstrate a satisfactory level of knowledge, expertise, experience, capability, and capacity.

	Question 1c. Mentoring 
	Score: 3

	Feedback: The response addresses the majority of the criteria set out in the question but there are some minor gaps, which pose a minor risk to the applicant’s service delivery which could be easily resolved. 
The mentor training framework clearly aligns with the trainee curriculum and the provider's vision for strong ITT. The alignment between 1b and the mentor curriculum is covered in the mentor map. The response is clear about how the mentor curriculum is underpinned by the CCF. 
The response mentions assurances around workload. However, there is not enough detail of the provider's strategy to ensure this. There is also not enough detail around how the London provider network would work. 
Overall, the response outlines how the applicant will deliver high quality ITT delivery and benefit trainee outcomes.

	Question 2. Partnerships 
	Score: 4

	Feedback: 
The response fully meets all the criteria set out in the question. There is a clear vision for the partnership and their role in ensuring well trained teachers are supporting the local community. 
The role of teaching school hubs is well described and the centrality of school placements in initial teacher training has been convincingly considered. 
The response did not clearly define details of QA processes and hierarchical responsibilities. Additionally, the response suggesting some minor risks around the marketing, recruitment and selection processes, and the roles of different partners here. 
Overall, the proposals demonstrate a good level of knowledge, expertise, experience, capability, and capacity.





image1.png
&

Department
for Education




