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Note of the meeting of the ITE primary & early years forum held on-line at 1pm on Tuesday 19 November 2024

Welcome, introductions and minutes of the previous meeting

Colleagues were welcomed to the first meeting of the academic year. The note of the meeting held on 11 June 2024 was agreed. On matters arising, it had been decided that apprenticeship issues would be discussed at a UCET wide workshop rather than at the morning symposia. It was also reported that Megan Stephenson had been elected unopposed as Chair of the forum for up to three years from 2024/25, with Aimee Quickfall continuing in her role as Vice Chair. Colleagues were asked to encourage their ITE students to respond to the questionnaire on circulated by UCET on behalf of the Equalities Group. Further information on this can be obtained from; pinky.jain@leedsbeckett.ac.uk.  

Thanks were given to colleagues from Leeds Trinity and Batch Spa for the presentations they had given at that morning’s symposium on addressing sustainability & climate change issues in ITE and on providing support for student teachers with disabilities. 

The forum discussed several issues, including:
· An update from JNR non-primary related issues, including: ITE in the FE & skills sector, recent UCET workshops on apprenticeships, the role of external examiners & support for international students and developments in Northern Ireland and Wales. 
· Policy related issues, including: engagement with officials and ministers since the General Election in the context of the UCE election manifesto; ITE apprenticeships. changes made to ITE mentoring requirements and the 20-hour mentor training requirement; the re-opening of the ITE accreditation window; and a proposed survey by DfE of RQTs. The removal of the 20-hour mentor training requirement was welcomed, and reports were received that it was already having a beneficial impact on placement capacity within schools. A key point was that mentors would still require high quality training that provided them with a deep knowledge of the ITE provider’s ITE curriculum and how CCF entitlements were metensured, and with the skills they need to fully support ITE students. The main change was that ITE providers would now have greater flexibility over how these outcomes were achieve.achieved. There was however a concern that some providers might strip back mentor raining to give them a competitive advantage over other providers in regards securing school placements (although this carried with it attentat compliance risks) and the impact the change might have on local agreements about the alignment of mentor training. A degree of frustration was also expressed about the investment that had gone into meeting the mentor training requirements, although it was also pointed out that training that had taken place to date would still have been worthwhile and will have helped providers to meet the ongoing regulatory requirements. Discussions about further relaxations (e.g. in regards ITAP, Lead Mentor training and 80% contact ratios)would be welcomed. The announcement of the re-opening of the accreditation window for providers who were acting as lead partners in 2024/25 was also welcomed, where UCET was pressing for as collegiate and supportive accreditation process as possible.  Discussions had also been taking place about requirements for postgraduate and undergraduate apprenticeships, with agreement secured in a number of technical areas. Discussions about bringing the duration of PGTA and QTS programmes into closer alignment were ongoing. 
· Inspection issues, including discussions with OfSTED on ITE inspection timescales and the length of the inspection cycle, and a forthcoming meeting between UCET and HMCI. UCET had been pressing for ITE inspections to be delated until 2025/26 to allow new ITE programmes and partnerships time to bed in and to reduce pressures on ITE providers and partner schools, and to avoid the consequences of different providers being inspected under different frameworks during the same inspection cycle. UCET had also asked that the previous government’s decision to move from a six-year to a three-year inspection cycle to be reversed. An important issue was raised about the implications of Ofsted inspecting partnerships between accredited providers and lead partners that might not, because of the re-opening of the accreditation window, no longer exist after 2025/26. 
· Recruitment to ITE, where a decline on both applications and offers to primary programmes compared to the same time last year was noted. A summary was also given of recent changes made to the DfE Apply system, most notably the new default position that individual placement schools would no longer be shown on Apply unless requested by the ITE provider concerned (information about partner schools would however still have to be uploaded to Apply for search-function purposes). 
· Early years issues, including a report back from the 4 October working group meeting, with key issues including: a decision that the teaching children under the age of 2-years had to be under the auspices of a teacher with QTS, which felt by many to be inappropriate; the lack of alignment between the EYITT apprenticeship and QTS apprenticeships; a general lack of coherence on government policy on early years; and continued delays in making announcements about the new TDA EY apprenticeship.  
UCET issues
The following items were noted:
· The summer 2024 UCET newsletter
· The previous week’s UCET conference, feedback about which had been positive.
· JNR’s report of the 2024 ICET conference in Portugal. 
      Any other business
      None.
      Date of next meeting
     18 February 2025. 
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