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Note of the meeting of the UCET Assembly held on-line at 1pm on Tuesday 5 March 2024

Welcome, introductions and minutes of the previous meeting

Colleagues were welcomed to the second meeting of the academic year. The note of the meeting held on 5 December 2023 was agreed. On matters arising, some TSHs had provided  informative data on schools that were engaged in ITE in their areas and were encouraging those who were not involved in ITE to become so (although in one case they had neglected to take account of undergraduate provision). Relationships with TSHs were reported as being cordial and professional. Assembly members were invited to pass any concerns about how data was being collected and used to JNR. 

The forum discussed a number of issues, including:
· The publication by DfE on 30 January of the new combined CCF and ECF framework (ITTECF) and the DfE change log to help providers identify where changes to programmes were needed. The merging of the two documents was intended to reduce overlap and duplication, as was the expectation for ECF providers to use diagnostic tools to assess the particular ‘starting points’ of ECTs. Requests from UCET and others for additions to be made in respect of EDI and climate change had not been taken on board. UCET’s response to the publication had been to call for a different approach to the identification of the most effective ways of developing and delivering ITE and CPD for teachers, engaging with relevant professionals from across the sector and drawing on a broader evidence base and on the principles outlined in the UCET Intellectual Base of Teacher Education (IBTE) report.  Assembly members were invited to ask UCET if they required any support or advice about the new ITTECF, and to provide examples for sharing of changes they had made to their programmes.
· Inspection issues, with feedback from recent inspections including: an emphasis during an inspection on consistency of target setting; QA processes and timetables (for students, schools and HEIs); SEND; behaviour; mentor training; subject specialism; EAL; and the views of ECTs (colleagues were advised to have details of where ECTs are employed readily to hand). Some inspectors had asked to see copies of academic assignments. In one case, a request for a deferral had been agreed to promptly and professionally. It was recommended that meetings with inspectors always include more than one person and that notes are taken, and that providers pro-actively give inspectors hard copies of information they want be considered. Scope was given to some providers to take a degree of ownership of the process. UCET was on hand to provide advice and support both before and during inspections. Not all inspectors had sufficient knowledge of the phases they were inspecting, or of ITE in general or about how HEIs operated. The forum also discussed the publication of Ofsted’s response to the Ruth Perry coroner report which included measures to identify and support ITE staff experiencing stress during inspections, a helpline number for ITE providers and scope, and, in-extremis, for inspections to be paused part way through. OfSTED would also be conducting a ‘big-listen’ to collect the views of stakeholders, which individual HEIs were encouraged to participate in alongside UCET, and to send JNR details of any issues they would like raised. 
· The DFE review of the ITE Market, including the development of new partnerships between accredited and non-accredited HEIs. Some Stage 2 plans had been signed off following discussions with DfE associates. The complexity of responding to DfE requests for information (e.g. in relation to grant spending) was a concern and it was suggested that DfE should produce a template explaining the full range of information/ data returns that they will require across an academic year, indicating clearly when it would be requested, to what level of detail, and in which format. It was noted that the increase in data returns and information gathering places strain on professional services staff that support ITE programme teams.
· Changes to fee setting regulations which meant that from September 2024 maximum fees for postgraduate QTS programmes would be set directly by DfE rather than through the same regulations used to cap undergraduate fees. The intention was, according to DfE, to allow SCITTs and HEIs to be funded on an equitable basis. JNR had sought and received reassurance from DfE that there were no plans to change funding routes for ITE. The change on the fee-setting regulations had been picked up on and questioned by senior colleagues within some universities.
· Developments in Wales and Northern Ireland, including: a request from Welsh Government that UCET produce a paper outlining the structural, regulatory and financial pressures facing ITE providers; and discussions in Northern Ireland between UCETNI and the Department of Education about the accreditation of ITE programmes. Concerns had also been raised about the potential impact on the ITE infrastructure of English iQTS providers training teachers in Northern Ireland schools.
· A refresh of the ITE criteria for both 2023/24 and 2024/25 which (other than embedding the new Quality Requirements for 2024) mostly involved the tidying up of references relating to: the setting of PGCE fees; recruitment checks; ITAP provision; and mentoring. Assembly members were encouraged to take account of the changes when auditing their programmes against the criteria. 
· The DfE announcement of the new Teaching Degree Apprenticeship (TDA) on 5 February. The TDA will begin in 2025/26 across all phases and subjects, and a funded pilot in respect of secondary maths will also run. The teaching standards, against which apprentices should be formatively assessed during programmes, would underpin the new programme. The relationship between the TDA and the existing PGDA is still unclear.
· Recruitment to ITE, including measures introduced by DfE to address the surge in international applications, although most Assembly members were still experiencing large numbers of overseas applications, which added significantly to workload and had come to the attention of vice-chancellors. More could be done, it was suggested, at either institutional or national level to filter out applicants who already have teaching experience or hold teaching qualifications, or who have not engaged with the ENIC process. Measures being taken to address the issue at provider level included: asking applicants to pre-record a presentation before being invited to interview, which resulted in many people self-selecting out of the process; employing dedicated staff to process international applications; not considering applications from anyone already rejected; and advising those with prior teaching experience to look at different routes into teaching. Many overseas applicants did not translate into actual recruits, and a significant number of those offered paces did not, sometimes for financial reasons, turn up. Those who did commence training often required additional support/do not complete training, and many of those who successfully completed struggled to secure employment. On applications for 2024/25, there were modest signs of improvement in some areas, although MFL, geography and history (and in some cases primary) were reported as struggling. The Apply system was still felt to be cumbersome and onerous, and the open-ended timescale for acceptances was making planning difficult.
· Placement issues, with several assembly members reporting that schools were  increasingly concerned about new mentor training requirements and were considering  reducing their placement offers as a result. Schools were also worried about the complexity of applying for mentor funding, the uncertainty of whether funding would continue beyond 2024/25 and the fact that claiming for funding in arrears removed any ‘carrot’ effect on schools to offer placements. The implications of ‘accidental’ mentoring was also an issue, and a reality for most smaller schools (primary). Schools were also confused about other aspects of the new Quality Requirements, for example the complexities of delivering ITAP when working in partnership with more than one ITE provider. 
· The recent NFER report about ethnic diversity in the teaching workforce, which included a number of specific recommendations relating to ITE provision, including: the development of strategies to make teaching more attractive to people from under-represented groups; the development of alternative pathways into teaching; new organisational strategies for ITE providers; and the scope to review recruitment processes. 
· Post-compulsory ITE issues and the results of DfE’s consultation on teacher education for the FE & skills sector which confirmed, amongst other things, that public funding for pre-service ITE programmes would in future be restricted to those delivered by either universities or organisations working in partnership with universities. 
UCET issues
The following items were noted:
· The forthcoming publication of a UCET briefing paper on the contribution that universities make to teacher education and teacher supply, intended for use by UCET nationally and (amended as necessary) by providers at a local level in the run-up to this year’s General Election. 
· The December 2023 newsletter.
· This year’s UCET conference will take place at the Queen’s hotel in Leeds on 12-13 November. The theme of the conference will be ‘’A space in which to create and celebrate inquiry rich teacher education’, with all plenary sessions relating to this theme. Keynotes already agreed included Christine Counsell, Jospeh Mintz and Adam Vasco. Suggestions for symposia and workshops (which should not have any kind of commercial angle and should be accompanied by a precis of content for inclusion on the conference programme) were also invited. 
Items to refer to the UCET Executive     
In light of the NFER review (see above), it was agreed that the possibility of UCET providing funding to support aspects of the work of the Equalities sub-group in relation to recruitment and retention should be brought to the attention of the UCET executive at its meeting the following week.
Any other business
None.
Date of next meeting
25 June 2024. 
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