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There was a total of 38 responses. All answers are anonymized. Some respondents skipped or did not answer all the questions. 

 
Q1
Have the new mentoring requirements that apply from 2024/25 had either a positive or negative impact on the willingness of schools to offer ITE placements in the current year:

(a): Positive impact (y/n) –  Yes: 4    No:  31
(b): Negative impact (y/n) – Yes: 33  No:  4
(c): No impact (y/n) – 		 Yes:	 1   No: 16


Please use the space below to add further detail if that would be helpful (max 50 words)


· They are struggling to offer places as they see the burden of work too high.

· Unable to release staff for required hours of mentor training and mentoring of trainees.

· When many of our schools heard they had to do additional training, they withdrew placements as they said their staff already struggled to support trainees and additional training would make the role untenable.

· Schools refusing to take students as they cannot accommodate the mentor training demands on top of existing ECT mentoring and school demands.

· Many schools have decided that the process was too time consuming and complicated to claim the funding. As such they have not offered places this year. There is also confusion that this does not apply to mentors of Year 2 &3 trainees on an undergraduate pathway.
· Primary schools within the partnership have been particularly critical of the 20 hours mentor training. We have managed to keep some schools mentoring L5/L6 students. So the problem will continue to escalate.

· Schools are explicitly saying that they won’t work with us because of the time demands of the mentoring curriculum.

· The lack of clarity around information to schools has meant that many school partners have been concerned by the requirement to complete an additional 20 hours of training. Although this is not the case in practice, it has made a number of schools reluctant to engage with ITT. Some school leaders have been complete unaware of the new mentoring requirements.

· It's knocked an already brilliant and carefully planned curriculum out of kilter, such that we're now losing time for subject/age specific training which has to go to ITAP weeks. On the plus side, the pilot we did in 23/24 seemed to impact on trainee practice in that theme across the next block of placement. It remains to be seen whether all four ITAP weeks will so the same this year, I am concerned that trainees will grow sick of ITAPs........The impact on programming and preparation of school staff for PGCE staff cannot be underestimated.

· We have not been able to work with at least one school as they could not commit to any training. Schools are evaluating which local provider is asking for less training and preferring them.

· We have seen both a reduction in offers from some schools and a complete withdrawal of offers from other, especially where they had previously worked with more than one provider. Schools cite the new requirements and at times this is coupled with teacher shortages meaning that they are prioritising teaching over mentoring. We are / have been particularly short of offers in languages, but also in science, history and mathematics.

· Schools are hesitant to offer due to the workload implications.

· Schools, particularly internationally, have been scared off by the suggestion of 20 hours training. A lot of resource has had to be put in place to ensure we can firefight the push back from mentors and school leaders.


· The obligation to complete 14 hours of general training adds challenge to recruiting new mentors.

· Some schools feel the 20 hours is too much. The messaging around this from DfE has been challenging- when we can start a conversation about the 20 hours not being 20 hours of teachers out of classrooms it does help but it has frightened some schools. For those of us with continuing programmes, it is complex to explain that funding is not available for those mentors supporting trainees who started their training prior to Sept 24.


· There are differing impacts according to different phases and programmes. For Secondary and Primary PGCE, we have experienced no negative impact and it has allowed us to confirm placements earlier. For our Primary UG route, this has been challenging as it has distorted offers between years 1 and years 2/3. There have been fewer placement offers for years 2 and 3. We believe this is due to the funding that BA year 1 mentors attract to schools.


· It has been a good opportunity to develop further resources to meet the requirements for mentors and to think laterally. However, no matter how much we have dangled the DfE funding carrot to schools, they cannot see past the headline figure and the increase in time.


· We are significantly down on the number of placement offers we have received from our partner schools. Schools are saying one of the main contributors, aside from the challenges they are facing with staffing, is the increase in hours for mentor training.


· Particularly for the undergraduate programme where mentors have to undertake full training despite hosting a short Part 1 placement, we have several schools no longer willing to host placements. Just one mentor per school having to complete training would be helpful.


· Although we have been able to secure sufficient places, schools have been much more reticent about offering places and very confused about the precise requirements of different providers and the implications of working with more than one. Schools that have wanted to split the mentoring role between two colleagues (usually to develop expertise and flexibility) have been deterred from doing so, even where it would clearly benefit the student teachers.


· Very negative impact - schools feel the requirements are excessive and they will not free up as many staff to become mentors as previously. As we predicted, undergraduate placements are particularly badly affected - we are asking mentors to do 20 hours of training to support a student for just a few weeks. Also, although we have ensured that are mentoring programmes are as closely aligned as possible, mentors working with more than one provider have to learn about different curriculum so the actual amount of training being expected might be much more than 20 hours!

· Mentors are put off by the need for so many hours of mentoring, even though we have tried to streamline as much as possible.


· We are definitely losing placements especially where we are having to approach new schools because another has dropped out. Schools are put off by the additional commitment. We have had good sign up for face to face and online training and been able to do more imaginative training with the additional time.



· It has made it impossible to find school placements for trainees, especially in an area saturated with ITE providers, such as London. Schools have withdrawn placements two days prior to trainees attending schools due to the new requirements.

· The new mentoring requirements have been catastrophic for placements. Several schools have pulled out due to the new requirements and some at the very last minute meaning some trainees have not got a placement the second week into school placements. This is stressful for all concerned and trainees are feeling very let down.


· Placements pulling out at the last minute once they started term and thought about the requirements. Schools deciding only to work with one provider, even though the core training would be the same across London and the subject training would be specific to each subject anyway.


· School partners are increasingly finding it challenging to find the internal capacity to support trainees and ECTs across two years of induction. Changes to mentoring has placed a strain on well-established partners and is reducing new placement offers.

· Schools who normally offer placements have said they are unable to accommodate trainees this year

· We have only had one school pull out of placements this year sighting the changes as the reason why. This is a school that, due to geographical location, we place with infrequently. They have therefore not fully engaged with our approach to the new requirements.

· This is causing a lack of available mentors due to the additional training required alongside the need for ECTS to have mentors too. Schools are reluctant to further add to the mentor's workload. Removing the prescribed number of hours and allowing ITT providers to determine this themselves would really help remove this barrier to placements.

· Schools less able to accommodate trainees due to 20 hours mentor training requirements. Schools unable to help with ad hoc requests for placements when other schools withdraw offers due to burden of mentor training. Some schools are not taking trainees altogether.

· Mentor Training devastating impact, unmanageable pressure for HE providers to meet the requirements, unmanageable pressure for schools to release mentors for training, damaging/threatening relationships/partnerships between schools and HE providers - unworkable. Maths v. problematic due to large numbers because of the financial incentive. Damaging to teacher recruitment and retention.




· Allocations have been more challenging this year. Whilst we now have a similar percentage of unplaced students to the same time last year, there has been significantly more work involved to get there. We have often initially placed students, only to have those offers withdrawn. The placements team are working with an increase in numbers of students so an increase in placements required, but the team have noted the significant impact of the new training requirements on withdrawals. Primary - withdrawal rate of placements offered is approx. 3 times higher than last year. Secondary - withdrawal rate of placements offered is approx.2 times higher than last year. Some subjects have been more impacted than others e.g. Secondary - Social Science, Psychology and Art, who all have more than 50% of their students unplaced a week prior to placements beginning. This could be because they have smaller departments and so less resource to dedicate to the additional training.

· Schools have expressed feeling nervous about mentor development requirements. Some schools have withdrawn placements or reduced the number of placements they have offered compared to previous years citing the 20 hours as the key concern.

· There has been a slightly negative impact due to schools' capacities for the 20 hours mentor training and associated considerations - e.g. hosting ITE trainees and requirements for ECTs.

· Schools are unable to release class teachers to complete the required amount of training even with the financial incentive.

























 
Q2:
Have the new ITAP requirements that apply from 2024/25 had either a positive or negative impact on the willingness of schools to offer ITE placements in the current year:

(a): Positive impact (y/n)	Yes: 1	No: 17
(b): Negative impact (y/n)	Yes:	15	No: 10
(c): No impact (y/n)  		Yes:  15	No:  12

 
Please use the space below to add further detail if that would be helpful (max 50 words):


· Unable to release staff to support ITaP in addition to mentoring.

· Less discussion of the ITAP although I am concerned that schools have not engaged with this as well as needed and therefore they will not be successful as schools adapt to a new process for a week - we are yet to do our first ITAP so time will tell.

· We have provided University staff to lead on ITAPs in schools who were refusing students due to their inability to cope with the additional work


· We have not started the ITaPs yet so hard to say, however, it creates confusion with different courses having different expectations. It is also an additional way of working for schools, alongside existing SBT. To be so demanding on teachers during the ITaP school days,separate to their SBT requirements, provides further pressure on mentors who are already so limited for time. These two changes at the same time have made it easier for schools to just opt out.


· The ITAPs have helped us to develop our course in a positive way but haven’t really had an impact on our relationship with schools as we don’t expect anything from them that we didn’t before


· I don't feel that it has been a factor in schools either offering or not offering to place trainees in 2024-25.

· Some schools have stated that the perceived additional workload is unmanageable with senior leaders 'not putting that on their staff'. There have been some outright responses of 'no', citing new expectations.

· The ITAP impact has to be seen alongside the mentor training impact - we're asking mentors to prepare for 20 days of ITAP (so extra) AND undertake 20 hours of mentor training (so extra again). It is without doubt one of the reason that some schools (esp. smaller primaries) are saying no to hosting AND it is without doubt affecting a school's ability to host trainees from more than one institution. This in turn affects the placements hinterland in our region, and reduces capacity to host in our schools. So whilst on paper it upskills mentors and their trainees, it reduces capacity in the system which is a big negative at a time when schools finances are as dire as universities' finances. We've tried therefore to make the ITAP weeks we're running already fit with a placement pattern we follow elsewhere in the year (during Induction phase in particular, and in P1-P2 transition week) i.e. MWF in university/Lead partner hub, T/Th in schools. This has helped schools come on board with ITAPs better as our chosen ITAP schedule matches what they are already used to doing at other times of year with us. That said, we've lost schools to other providers who have different ITAP demands. Understandably, schools and mentors/coordinators just cannot juggle 3 types of ITAP-ping........Again it remains to be seen whether out partner schools feel that ITAP has had a positive or negative effect on trainee progress and development. The pilot would suggest it will, but we have three untried ITAPs to go yet.


· It is difficult to say right now as schools have only just started to be involved in ITAPs. Many had not really paid attention to the new curriculum until this September - despite lots of communication from us. We have tried to minimise disruption in school from ITAPs but we don't know yet if we will be successful in this.



· We have attached the ITAP weeks to existing placement times and this approach seems to have assimilated them unnoticed!


· It has not affected placements but we are using specific ITAP schools. For a busy partnership with lots of cohorts, it is challenging if a school has perhaps 8 placement students from 3 cohorts to then support any other ITAP days.


· We have received some partnership feedback around the challenges of a one week ITAP experience. This includes the expectations of the school's involvement in ITAP delivery - for instance, the extent to which they need to be involved in deconstructing lessons, reading research and the knock on difficulties of rearranging school based professional studies and mentor meetings


· Schools and ITT providers can all see the benefit of the ITAPs and the focus on a particular area.

· ITaP has not specifically been mentioned by our partner schools, but we cannot be sure if this is a cause for the reduced number of placement offers we have received.

· Generally we can manage the ITAP requirements, but the added complexity and mentor commitment can mean the final straw for schools concerned about the mentoring requirements.

· Despite all our events to introduce the requirements of the new course (online and in-person) and all the materials we have shared in advance - and despite our ITAP pilot last year - schools are probably not yet fully able to appreciate exactly how the ITAPs will all operate. This is partly because most are working with multiple providers and it is difficult to assimilate different models! We hope very much that the ITAP demands will not prove overwhelming - but they have been sweetened this year by payments from the DFE which we have passed onto the schools. If this payment disappears in future years, I suspect that schools will demand payment (that we would not be able to provide) - and that will have an impact on their willingness to work with us in future.


· Very negative impact - the ITAP requirements are difficult to timetable in many schools, particularly Secondary. Schools also recognise that the ITAP requirement is not an improvement on our previous practices but adds a significant burden to providers and schools. This will become an even bigger problem once all schools fully understand the expectations. In addition, where a school is working with multiple providers or multiple course types (e.g. UG and PGCE), they are having to cope with different expectations and timings.

· Despite us talking about it schools fear it is more work for them. It means that other providers have got different start dates and they don't want to add more work.


· Mentors are finding it difficult to find the time to engage in the research here. As a result, school placements are not mimicking what is required of the ITAP, making it largely superficial in application.


· Some schools think the focus on our ITAP 1 behaviour management is a very useful for the trainees. Many schools have pulled our placements as ITAP weeks are not standard across providers and each provider and subject is different in terms of content and dates.

· As above, schools much less willing to take two placements across the year, specifically less willing to take placement 1 as the autumn term is so busy anyway. Some schools seem not to be taking any trainees at all.

· Too early to judge the impact of ITAP requirements.

· As a provider we took the decision early on to keep the majority of the days in university. With the exception of a small number of days there are not huge expectations being placed onto schools.

· I have only put no impact on placement offers as I don't think schools have had time to digest what is needed (and providers are supporting these as much as they can to remove what could be seen as an additional burden) Schools that work with multiple providers are struggling to cope with each providers different ITAP structure and I think this might have a knock on effect for offers next year. This is also an additional burden on mentors.


· It is too early to say regarding the impact - but is has caused additional workload for staff and trainees - quite problematic to fit everything in - and additional pressure on mentors to facilitate in school.

· Schools have found it very difficult to involved staff in the ITAP as they report having to fulfil their own school based commitments which leaves insufficient time. Schools continue to do their best but the pressure on them is great.


· Having chosen to place students in a small number of departments and schools for ITaPs, the majority of schools have been unaffected. ITaP schools have recognised the value of participating on school development and staff CPD. This arrangement has enabled us to prepare ITaP schools and mentors and support delivery and QA.

· No impact as we have designed the ITaPs to take place outside of the placement window
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