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Proposed new inspection framework 
 
The OFSTED consultation on revisions to the ITE inspection framework was launched 
on 11 February and will close on 6 May. In response to a question, Angela Milner said 
that: 
 
‘All inspections that take place after a revised framework is published will be under the 

relevant framework in place at that time’. 
 
 

The key proposals are that: 
 

 There will be a two stage process. Stage one will take place during the summer 
term. In addition to assessing the quality of training, first hand evidence of trainees’ 
teaching towards the end of their training will be gathered. Oral feedback from this 
stage will be given to the provider. Stage 2 will take place in the subsequent autumn 
term and include a focus on the teaching of former NQTs during their early 
employment. Inspection reports will then be published. 

 Existing criteria for making judgements about overall effectiveness will be retained. 
But the following will be strengthened/added: behaviour and discipline; direct 
observation of teaching; and the efforts made to engage with schools in challenging 
circumstances. 

 The following changes will be made to assessments and the outcomes for trainees: 
direct observation of trainees and NQTs; behaviour management; and codes of 
conduct and dress. 

 On leadership and management, greater emphasis on: the provision of accurate 
data to employers; effective liaison with employers, especially over induction; and 
engaging with schools and colleges in challenging circumstances. 

 
Concerns and comments expressed so far include: 
 

 Changing framework to this extent mid-cycle is unprecedented, and leads to 
problems in terms of comparability and equitable allocations 

 It will benefit those training in schools & colleges where they will be employed 

 Engaging with challenging schools could be problematic (especially small SCITT 
consortia?) 

 Right of access to NQTs and funding to support them 

 Will the NQTs inspected during their first term be the same as the students 
inspected during the final term of the previous year? 

 How will undergraduates not in school during the final term be covered? 

 How can ‘requires improvement’ providers be re-inspected if it is under a different 
framework? 



 How can providers have access to Section 5 inspection data on NQTs from school 
inspections? 

 Many NQTs are not always clear where they have trained. School Direct will make 
this more so. Implications for the use of Section 5 data? 

 What expectations is it reasonable to expect brand new NQTs to have on pupil 
progress during their first term? 

 NQTs are expected to adhere to progress measures used by their schools? How 
then will consistency with ITE, and across the sector, be ensured? 

 What are the data protection implications of OFSTED looking at NQT data? Will 
inspectors be allowed under DP sight of references? 

 Will providers have to meet minimum benchmark expectations in regards to 
behaviour in order to be graded, for example, ‘outstanding’ (as in phonics) 

 
On the other hand, it could represent a pre-cursor to either two year PGCEs or 
structured induction leading towards QTS, which would be good. 
 
Working with new providers and developing new models of partnership 
 
Twenty nine new providers have been accredited in the last year, and more will follow. 
The places allocated to new providers can only come from existing places, which will 
inevitably mean fewer places for existing SCITTs and HEIs. But this could also 
represent an opportunity to develop new partnerships and work in partnership with, 
rather than competing against, new providers. It would be good to hear examples from 
you about how HEIs and SCITTs have been working together.  
 
To aid the discussion we issued a questionnaire to UCET members, with a view to 
identifying and sharing effective practice. This asked: 
 
1. Who (i.e. SCITT or HEI) does what it terms of roles and responsibilities in the design 
& delivery of ITE? 
2  Who owns what in terms of course documentation etc? 
3. Who pays who for what, and how? 
4. How are partnership agreements adjusted in the light of the size and scale of SCITT 
concerned? 
5. Who should do what if something goes wrong in respect of a particular student (e.g. if 
they fail part of the programme)?  
 
School Direct and other pressures are also leading to the development of new models 
of partnership, and we hope to run an event about just this. Again, it would be good to 
hear examples. 
 
Definition of Schools-led ITE 
 
In early January UCET hosted a meeting (under Chatham House rules) to discuss the 
key characteristics of ‘schools-led’ ITE. The meeting also included NCTL and NASBTT. 
The resulting paper was discussed at a meeting involving UCET, NASBTT and 



colleagues from schools that took place with Minister of State David Laws on 5 
February. At that meeting, the minister invited us to revise the paper in the light of 
discussions and to arrange a further meeting with him to discuss it. NCTL has confirmed 
that there is space to define ‘schools led ITE’ and they would welcome UCET’s help in 
filling it. 
 
The intention is to arrive at a definition that will allow ITE delivered through core 
allocations to be recognised as being ‘schools-led’, and be recognised as such for the 
purposes of ITE allocations and OFSTED inspection grading.  
 
A current draft of the new paper has been tabled. Key features include: 
 

 The policy should be ‘schools’ rather than ‘school’ led, so as to avoid parochialism 
and ensure a measure of consistency 

 Rather than having a crude purchaser/provider model, ITE partnerships should be 
treated as cohesive units, albeit with schools taking the strategic lead 

 School representatives should have a majority on any committee/board that governs 
the partnership and decide how resources should be allocated 

 Accredited providers and schools should have a shared ownership of provision and 
collective responsibility 

 Schools should have a key role in the design and delivery of programmes and in the 
recruitment and selection of students. This might include having an influence, 
subject to QAA and institutional rules, on the design and delivery of any associated 
academic awards. 

 
Working in accordance with the new definition of ‘schools-led’ ITE will prove challenging 
for some HEIs, where issues over collaborative provision might arise. The intention 
however is to strengthen partnerships and secure a cohesive ITE infrastructure. The 
alternative will be the development of a fragmented and insecure system in which 
schools buy in services from HEIs as and when they see fit. The status quo is not an 
option and cannot realistically be argued for.  
 
We have also issued a pro-forma to help providers audit the extent to which provision is 
on the way to becoming schools-led, and to give us a picture of what is happening at a 
national level.  
 
Removal of 60 day requirement 
 
Originally introduced following OFSTED concerns about ‘exploitation’ of GTP students, 
and them not receiving any training. Possibly more of a risk now that School Direct 
salaried trainees are no longer supernumerary. NCTL say that OFSTED will help protect 
against abuses, and that ITT guidance will be tightened up.    
  
BERA/RSA interim report 
 



The BERA/RSA inquiry commissioned seven reports, and a summary of the findings 
contained in an interim report have been included with meeting papers: 
 

 UK policy & practice, the role of research in teacher education (Gary Beauchamp; 
Linda Clarke; Moira Hulme and Jean Murray). 

 International Overview; the contribution of research to high-performing systems 
(Maria Teresa Tatto), which is the subject of an agenda item under ‘international 
issues’ 

 Philosophical reflections on the contribution of research to teacher education 
(Christopher Winch, Janet Orchard, Alis Oancea) 

 Integrated ITE programmes  based on research informed clinical practice (Katherine 
Burn & Trevor Mutton) 

 The contribution of research to teachers’ CPD (Philippa Cordingley) 

 Building collective capacity for improvement at school and system level (Monica 
Mincu) 

 Research engagement from the teachers’ perspective (Rachael Lofthouse et al), 
which is still in production.   
 

The four broad conclusions arising from the interim report are: 
 

 The content of teacher education programmes can be informed by research based 
evidence and scholarship 

 Research can be used to inform the design and structure of programmes 

 Teachers and teacher educators and be equipped to engage with research 

 Teachers and teacher educators can be equipped to carry out their own research 
 
Royal College of Teaching 
 
The launch of the blueprint for the Royal College of Teaching took place on 10 
February. Key features include: 
 

 The College will establish standards relating to: subject content knowledge; 
pedagogical knowledge; professional skills; contribution to the profession; and 
leadership. These will not be the same as the QTS standards which, for the time 
being, will remain the responsibility of government 

 There will be tiered membership: Associate; member; and fellow paying annual 
subscriptions of £70-90, £90-100 and £110-130 respectively. 

 A CPD evaluation framework would be developed based on structured feedback 
from college members 

 The College might provide some CPD courses itself, supporting teachers at pivotal 
moments in their careers  

 
One issue is how Masters level provision might feed into the College of Teaching 
proposals, e.g. through the 'Evaluation of existing Continuing Professional Development 
courses'?  
 



ITE applications 
 
(a): Feedback on applications 
 
Invite committee members to report back on applications. There have been concerns 
about levels of recruitment to both primary PGCE and undergraduate programmes. 
NCTL think that the downturn for PGCEs might be a temporary unintended 
consequence of the new UCAS application system, although others doubt this. There 
are however real worries about recruitment to UG courses which, until 2013/14, 
recruited very strongly and might have been expected to continue to do so as a three 
year courses now represent the most cost-effective route into teaching. Skills tests have 
been suggested as one reason for the decline. In response to concerns, NCTL has sent 
an e-mail to providers requesting information, and suggestions about what might be 
done to improve application figures. 
 
(b): New UCAS application system 
 
Invite comments on the new single application system, including the impact of the 40-
day rule. 
 
2014 annual UCET conference 
 
The 2014 UCET conference will take place on Tuesday 4th and Wednesday 5th of 
November at the Hilton Birmingham Metropole, which is located at the NEC in 
Birmingham. Suggestions for keynotes, and volunteers for workshops, should be 
invited. Joe Hallgarten from the RSA, Jim Conroy from Glasgow and Tom Johnston, 
principle of Earls High School have already agreed to deliver keynotes.  
 
 


