
 

 

 

 

Representation from the Royal Society of Chemistry 

�0"0./�ФТФУ 

About Us 

With around 45,000 members in more than 100 countries and a knowledge business that spans the globe, 
the Royal Society of Chemistry is the UK’s professional body for chemical scientists, supporting and 

representing our members and bringing together chemical scientists from all over the world. Our 
members include those working in large multinational companies and small to medium enterprises, 

researchers and students in universities, teachers, and regulators. 

Initial Teacher Training (ITT) market review: recommendations 

The Department for Education appointed an expert group to undertake a review of the ITT market for 

courses that lead to qualified teacher status. The aim of the review was to enable the provision of 
consistently high quality training, in line with the ITT core content framework (CCF), in an effective and 

efficient market. 



 

importance to pause and work with the sector to find viable ways to ensure that all ITT is sufficiently high 
quality. 

 

Consultation Response 

Note: Any questions not answered are listed at the end of this document for reference. 

The case for change 

11. Which of the themes set out in the report do you particularly recognise as key area(s) where there is an 
opportunity to further increase the quality of ITT? You may choose as many themes as apply. 

Alignment between the taught curriculum and training environments, in particular teaching placement 
schools, High-quality mentoring to ensure that mentors both know and understand the training 
curriculum and have a sufficient level of influence over the progress of trainees, A supply of enough high-

quality placements with the capacity to fully support the delivery of the trainee curriculum. 

12. Do you think that there are any other key areas for improvement in the ITT system that are not included in the 

above list? 

Subject Knowledge Enhancement (SKE): 

We are disappointed that SKE has not been included as part of the market review of Initial Teacher 

Training (ITT) - with the exception of a reference to primary trainees developing subject knowledge. SKE 
is a valuable part of teacher training preparation, building or refreshing existing knowledge that often 

sets the foundation for ITT. SKE courses are particularly valuable for the sciences, to support recruitment, 
and as a tool to address subject knowledge gaps and misconceptions early in the process. We are 

concerned that the value of SKE courses has been overlooked and strongly believe that it needs to be 
incorporated into DfE’s policy planning, particularly as part of recruitment and retention strategy. 

In addition, we recommend a more robust subject-specific quality assurance process for SKE, as the 
Institute of Physics highlighted in their Subjects Matter report ‘some of these courses are excellent; 
however, there is little standardisation, and the link between these courses and in-service training is 

weak’ (Institute of Physics, 2020).1 As chemistry is a practical subject, it is of vital importance that 

practical skills development is a mandatory part of SKE training process. The Government should 

encourage all SKE providers to include at least 10% of laboratory work in their SKE courses in chemistry. 

Subject-specific focus: 

The Carter review of initial teacher training, identified gaps in areas such as subject knowledge and 

subject-specific pedagogy (Carter review, 2015 ).2 Whilst the Core Content Framework (CCF) sets a 
minimum requirement that highlights the importance of subject and curriculum knowledge, the 

recommendations in the ITT market review could be further supported with recommendations on the 
subject-specific aspects of teacher training. 

 



 

The subject-specific variation between ITT providers, initially noted in the Carter review, is not addressed 
by the recommendations in the ITT market review. Providers expressed concerns that if the 

recommendations do not explicitly mention subject-specific content, there is a risk of it being lost in the 
design of teacher training programmes. For chemistry, this could mean reduced access to laboratory 

space for trainees to develop their practical skills. 

13. Taken together, the review’s proposals set out an overall approach to addressing the challenges identified in 

paragraph 18 of its report. If you think that there are alternative approaches to addressing these challenges, please 

specify what these are. Please describe any alternative approaches to addressing these challenges in the text box 
below.: 

Mentoring: 

We welcome the focus and emphasis on mentoring as part of the teacher training experience. However, 

we are concerned as to how partnerships will be able to secure and train these mentors. Chemistry is a 

shortage subject, and the issue of teacher supply is particularly pronounced for schools in disadvantaged 

areas (Education Policy Institute, March 2020).3 HEI providers have raised concerns that placement 

schools are likely to withdraw from their partnerships due to the additional mentoring requirements. 
Similarly, SCITTs are concerned about how they will resource the additional mentoring capacity. In order 

to implement the mentoring recommendations successfully, additional funding would be needed for 

schools to cover the extra time required for mentoring and mentor training. We are open to discussing 

the support we and other subject associations could provide to help ensure that mentors have 

appropriate subject and pedagogical content knowledge before embarking on their mentor training. 

ITT and school placements: 



 

Some providers thought that intensive placements could work if they were subject-specific - focusing on 
Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) and were appropriately funded. We therefore would like to see 

more information and discussion, in collaboration with the profession, on bringing clarity to the intention 
of intensive placements. 

Please provide comments on barriers to implementation.: 

The implementation of this recommendation will likely be a challenge for providers. Partner schools are 

focused on delivery of the Early Career Framework (ECF) and may have limited capacity to offer ITT 
placements. In addition, training providers feel they have only recently incorporated the Core Content 
Framework (CCF) into their curricula and connected it to the ECF. If intensive placements are mandated, 

curricula will need to be re-designed again. In addition, these requirements have taken place during an 
exceptional time of a global pandemic. We recommend that any changes to reform ITT further should be 

delayed. 

Please provide comments on any support you would need to overcome the barriers identified above.: 



 

Quality requirements for ITT providers: Mentoring 

17. Please provide any comments you have on a) the proposed approach, b) any barriers to implementation, and c) 

any support you would need to overcome these barriers. 

Please provide comments on the proposed approach.: 

We agree with the proposed approach of mentoring based on a deep understanding of the curriculum 

and for trainees to have access to mentors who have experience in subject and phase specific 

approaches. However, securing subject-specific mentors in shortage subjects, including chemistry, could 
be challenging for some schools. 

Please provide comments on barriers to implementation.: 

We are concerned that the recommendations will be difficult for schools to implement without additional 
funding to cover costs associated with more mentoring and mentor training. A recent NFER report 

identified increased financial support as a key strategy to encourage schools to offer more ITT 
placements (Worth. J, 2021).4 This suggests to us that financial incentives for schools could help resolve 
mentoring capacity issues. SCITTs that we have spoken with have raised concerns on the additional time 

required for lead mentors to complete National Professional Qualifications 



 

in 2020-2021 , identifies 119 SCITT providers who train 10 or fewer science trainees.5 There is a risk that 
smaller SCITT providers may withdraw from teacher training of the sciences, reducing the provision of 

science teacher training in regions across England. SCITTs that we have been able to speak with over the 
summer have expressed their concern about the recommendations in the market review. Specifically, the 

additional capacity required to meet the Quality Requirements (QR), the need to re-accredit – which is a 
demand on time and resources – and the uncertainty about the autonomy that might be lost through the 

need to develop partnerships. With all these considerations and changes, they have expressed genuine 
concern about the viability of their SCITTs. 

The accreditation process and monitoring 

24. 



 

Quality Requirements for ITT providers: Quality assurance 

19. Please provide any comments you have on this proposed approach, referencing by number any of the specific requirements 

included in the Quality Requirements that you wish to comment on. 

Qualified Teacher Status and the PGCE 

21. Please provide any comments you have on this proposal. 

Routes into teaching 

22. Do you think that there are any specific considerations that a) providers of undergraduate ITT and b) providers of 

employment-based ITT would need to account for when implementing the Quality Requirements? In your answer, please 

include the approaches providers might take to address these. 

Please describe any specific considerations that providers of employment-based ITT would need to account for.: 

23. Please provide any comments on any indirect impacts on provision of a) early years ITT and b) further education ITE if 

theserecommendations were to be implemented. 

Please describe any indirect impacts on provision of early years ITT.: 

Please describe any indirect impacts on provision of further education ITE.: 

The accreditation process and monitoring 

25. Please provide any comments you have on the proposed approach to monitoring set out above. 

Timelines 



 

Teaching school hubs 

30. Please provide any comments you have on the proposed role of teaching school hubs in the future ITT market. 

ITT as a system-wide responsibility 

31. Please provide any comments you have on the proposed approach to increasing involvement of trusts in ITT. 

32. Please provide any comments you have on other incentives that could encourage schools and trusts to participate in ITT. 

Recruitment and selection 

33. Please provide any comments you have on a) the impact of the proposed reforms on the recruitment and selection process, 

including potential for streamlining of the recruitment process and sharing of recruitment practices, b) any barriers to 

implementing the proposed reforms at the recruitment stage, and c) support that would be needed to overcome these barriers. 

Please provide comments on the impact of the proposed reforms on the recruitment and selection process.: 

Please provide comments on barriers to implementation.: 

Please provide comments on any support you would need to overcome the barriers identified above.: 

Impact assessments 

34. Please use this space to raise any a) equality impacts and b) any impacts specific to schools in rural areas that would result 

from the implementation of the proposed Quality Requirements. 

Please describe any equality impacts.: 

Please describe any impacts specific to schools in rural areas.: 


