Respondent’s Information 
Response to the consultation on the ITT Green Paper made by Dr Richard Eke on behalf of NaPTEC, July 2011

Questions 

1a. Do you think the proposals for enhancing selection will improve the quality of new teachers? 
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These include more rigorous entry testing, a focus of inspection on how ITT providers choose which candidates to offer training places to, and the offer for schools to select and help train the trainees that will go on to work in their school. 

NaPTEC welcomes the recognition of HE in the proposals and the consolidation of good practice

Clarity with regard to the position of undergraduates training to be primary teachers on a BA programme or its equivalent who meet the Secretary of State’s requirements but fail to achieve a 2.2 or better would be appreciated.

With regard to the Primary PGCE, Primary providers normally recruit trainees with a 2.2 or better and are already very selective in their admission procedures
NaPTEC  shares the government’s clear expectation that Universities should take steps to widen participation. It would be helpful, therefore, if the approach adopted for teacher education were consistent with this expectation. The opportunity to recruit those with appropriate life or work experience and who followed alternative qualification routes can make a real contribution to the teaching workforce. A significant number of very effective teachers have followed this alternative path.
NaPTEC is concerned that literacy and numeracy skills testing prior to selection will place an additional cost burden on the public purse. We remain to be convinced of the value of psychometric testing as in selection processes. We would suggest that practicalities are carefully considered before implementation.

1b. Are there other approaches DfE should consider? 
2. What are your views of the vision of schools leading teacher recruitment and training, working in partnership with universities and other ITT providers as they require? 
NaPTEC welcomes the wider involvement of schools in recruitment and training. We suggest that this has serious financial implications and that it might require a discrete funding stream and scrutiny of the subsequent spend.  We are keen to see opportunities for the capabilities and capacities of all partners in ITE to be recognised in the context of a realistic appraisal of the distinctive contributions which can be made by schools on the one hand and HE providers on the other. Naptec suggests that HEI’s currently work effectively with a wide range of primary schools. The effective operation of teacher training under fragmented commissioning arrangements would become uneconomic if the current economies of scale were lost. The benefits of tried and tested partnerships could be lost. In summary, we welcome initiatives which facilitate the enhanced role of schools in ITE, but we see such initiatives as being best nurtured in the context of a formalised partnership between the schools and higher education and not in isolation from them.
3a. If you are a headteacher, or teacher, do you think your school would be interested in recruiting trainees through the school direct proposal described in chapter three? 
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3b. What opportunities and difficulties do you think this approach would present? 
4a. If you work in a university or other ITT provider, would you be interested in working with schools that recruit trainees in this way? 
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4b. What opportunities and difficulties do you think this approach would present? 
NaPTEC recognises the value of GTP routes and the engagement of HEIs in this provision. NaPTEC supports choice of training routes and is committed to widening entry to the profession through the continued provision of a variety of routes. We would value clarity about the steps that the government has in mind for extending schools’ contribution to ITE and ensuring capacity and capability within the system as a whole, for both schools and HEIs.

5. Would it be more attractive for a trainee to be able to apply to a particular school for teacher training, rather than a university, with the expectation that the school will offer employment after training? 

	[image: image7.wmf]Yes

	[image: image8.wmf]No
We are concerned about the impact this approach would have on the supply of teachers for the primary sector.  The cost and process of administration may well be unwieldy for small primary schools and the supply of primary school teachers may be jeopardised. We doubt whether individual schools would want to commit themselves to employment beyond the twelve months of training, given the difficulties of anticipating their employment needs. We trust the government is mindful of the current demographic data relating to the likely rise in pupil numbers and the likely fall in those applying to be teachers, especially in a changing economic climate and the changes to the expectations of teachers in the maintained sector. Current arrangements would appear to provide good flexibility in the labour market. Any changes would need to maintain flexibility and consistency in the quality of training. 



6a. Do you agree that we should offer more financial support to trainees with good degrees and maths and science specialists? 
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NaPTEC is very unhappy about this proposal. We can see no reason why the highest quality primary specialists should be disadvantaged. There is a real risk that the primary sector could lose the best qualified scientists and mathematicians with long term consequences for achievement in all maintained schools. It would be unfortunate if the government’s commitment to younger children was to be undermined by this proposal.




6b. Do the proposals for funding in chapter three strike the right balance in the different levels of funding individuals? 
Differential funding militates against quality in the primary sector and against the recruitment and training of a diverse workforce generally.
7. Do you think that it is right to give more initial teacher training places to providers that are working in close university/school partnerships? 
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Further information 
All HEIs would claim to working in close partnership with schools. It would be helpful if clarity could be provided, perhaps through guidance, on possible interpretations of  the term close partnership.
8. Do you think that a single gateway for PGCE and Graduate Teacher Programme applications is a good idea? 
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Further information 
NaPTEC recognises that the system needs to be rationalised.

9. What more would you change to improve initial teacher training? 
 Communications across the sector should be improved. Conditions of service for teachers should be flexible enough to permit mobility between HEIs and schools.  Opportunities for collaboration and research should be promoted. We suggest that OfSted should be invited to consider adapting the framework of inspection as it relates to schools to explicitly examine their involvement in ITT in a manner that corresponds to the current expectations of teacher educators. Schools should have to address questions which relate explicitly to their commitment to and involvement in professional development, including initial teacher education. Just as schools are accountable for the effectiveness of governance or its monitoring procedures in tracking pupil progress, so should schools be seen as accountable for the nature of their contribution to ITE.
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