

	Minutes Template

	Meeting Name: Secondary WaSP Group – WT 0.05 – Westwood Teaching block, Westwood Campus

	Time
	14.15
	Minute taker: Mark Christensen
Chair: Paul Taylor-McCartney

	Date
	06.12.2018
	

	Number of Attendees: 29

	Apologies: Ann Rayns; Alison Bennett - Caludon Castle, Aidan Jenkins – President Kennedy, Yvette Grogan - Rugby High School

	Agenda Items:
	Item Number
	Item
	Owner

	
	1
	Welcome and apologies
	Paul Taylor-McCartney

	
	2
	Matters arising from last meeting
	Paul Taylor-McCartney

	
	3
	Policy/ITE sector updates/DFE - ITE Workload/UCET conference
	Paul Taylor-McCartney

	
	4
	SD - completion data 17-18,alliance day evaluations, AP2
	Jonty Leese 

	
	5
	SD amendment to fees (KI's paper) and update on SD working party
	Paul Taylor-McCartney

	
	6
	Programme/Assessment
	Alison Morgan

	
	7
	Partnership
	Georgina Newton

	
	8
	Mentoring
	Kate Hamer

	
	9
	Recruitment/Admissions
	Paul Taylor-McCartney

	
	10
	AOB
	Paul Taylor-McCartney





	Agenda Discussion Subject
	         Notes               
	Action 

	Communication:
Strategic Risk - Raise Upward or Disseminate to teams

	Matters arising from last meeting
	Paul Taylor-McCartney discussed 4 main topics from the last meeting; the SD models, Programme Calendar and SD Alliance provision, Research Schools Network & Opportunities to engage and Quality Enhancement with KPIs. Any parties interested in QE were encouraged to contact Paul if they wish to contribute. Paul made a further request for schools to buddy up for moderation/review/QA and for schools undertaking this practice to share their experiences with Paul and Georgina Newton, for inclusion in the Easter mentor Bulletin.
	
Interested PM and ITE leads to contact PTM or GN. 
	

	Policy/ITE sector updates/DFE - ITE Workload/UCET conference
	The UCET conference took place in early November 2018. Paul included a summary paper from the conference, highlighting research informed practice and improving retention rates. It was also noted that nationally, without school experience as a requirement prior to undertaking a PGCE course, trainees struggled on their first placement.
It was raised that in addition to the pressure schools are already under, being able to provide school experience (for which they are not paid) is often difficult and time consuming, noting issues with the DfE’s portal, specifically around accurately registering interest and schools not being notified appropriately.
Paul advertised the ITE policy document, with Deborah Roberts from CTE having contributed. Paul then discussed the bullet points in the document with Aims and Future Development opportunities to foster a culture of reduced workload for Teachers.
	
MC: Both UCET and ITE Policy Document papers to be shared with all WaSP members.  
	

	SD - completion data 17-18, alliance day evaluations, AP2
	Jonty Leese discussed three main points, starting with AP2 data. Jonty thanked those who had submitted their AP2’s (175 received, 70 still to be submitted at the point of the meeting), but requested that PM’s check the documents for accuracy prior to submitting them. Jonty asked that AP2 are not saved as PDF’s please, nor password protected, as we need to access the information directly and the deadlines for submission inform the reference process over the Christmas break, as well as tutorials, to formulate action plans for the PP2 placement.
Jonty provided an overview of the latest outcome data with a focus on completion date, attrition and achievement. This in turn impacts the KPI trend data and recruitment statistics.
Jonty made a formal request for feedback on the Alliance Days. Jonty has created a form with standardised questions to use as a pro forma, which can be personalised for each setting completing the document, a link to which will be made available to our partners.
	



JL/MC to share alliance day pro-forma with WaSP members. 
	

	SD amendment to fees (KI's paper) and update on SD working party
	Kate Ireland stressed CTE’s continued commitment to our partnership whilst providing an overview of the changes to SD fees. This comes as part of a considered approach to the financial sustainability of the Centre. As the 19/20 recruitment cycle is already underway, the fee changes will not come into effect until the 20/21 year. Kate noted the risks associated with fee reduction, but stressed that this does not change our commitment to our partners and strategic priorities. As part of an open discussion, Cara Pearson addressed budget structure, and that hopefully making partners aware of these changes now will allow a sufficient timeframe for these to be factored into financial plans.  Paul Taylor-McCartney noted that the continued work to mould KPIs is separate from these changes. Angela Greenway requested that fees for CORE be added to the SD fee table, to allow schools to make informed comparisons/choices for 20/21. Should any partners wish to discuss SD and CORE delivery models for fees they are welcome to register their interest with Leigh Capener.
	

PTM/GN: next SD model meeting in January will develop the KPI work further, separate now to any discussion regarding fees. 
	

	Programme/Assessment
	Alison Morgan started by reiterating that trainees can sign up for development support sessions, to aid them in their progression on the course. A number of slides previously presented at the Partnership Conference were discussed – a link to these will be made available to our partners.
The PG assessment structure was overviewed, passing with a level 6 results in a PCE, passing with a level 7 results in a PGCE – trainees cannot gain QTS without reaching these levels. These are not course options, but rather, they are exit routes. A PG Cert is gained if a trainee passes the PG elements of the course, but fails the placement requirements.
PG elements were discussed – PG1 must be linked to the trainee’s subject. PG2 covers whole school aspects, is comparative across both placements and is reflective across school practice/policy. Support workshops are provided for trainees following formative assessment.
	


AM/MC to share PG PP with WaSP members. 
	

	Partnership
	With 6 months until the next Partnership conference (on the 20th of June 2019) Georgina Newton started an open discussion of what went well at the last conference, and what we might change to improve the next one. Along with many positive comments, there was also constructive feedback, asking for sessions pitched at admin based topics, less experienced staff and more time for networking and between breakout sessions.  Paul Taylor-McCartney will review the balance of the day, timings and length of sessions. If you would like to be involved in that review, please contact Paul/Georgina/Kate Hamer.
	
Schools to contact PTM/GN/KH with ideas for conference in June. 
	

	Mentoring
	Kate Hamer talked through the paper “The future process for Mentoring with Warwick University”, this highlights current strengths, issues and future models for discussion – if you have any feedback on a preferred model, please let Kate know. Kate noted that we have trained more mentors this year than any previous year. The next mentor training session will be Monday the 14th of January.
Issues around standardised wording in the handbook and other materials was raised, and will be reviewed, in conjunction with the KPI’s. Concerns about ring-fencing mentor/NQT/RQT time was raised, in light of the SD fee changes. Kate Hamer mentioned that we could let PMs know which of their SMs have attended training in the last year, if this would be of use.
	
None
	

	Recruitment/Admissions
	Due to time pressures, resulting from a fire test evacuation at the start of the meeting, this points was not discussed.
	None
	

	AOB
	Between items 3 & 4 on the agenda Rachel Cooper from CTE spoke about the LGBT paper (which was shared via email prior to the WaSP meeting). This point was brought forward so as to ensure it was discussed.  This paper draws from a large scale survey of experience of the LGBT community in schools, both trainees and teachers alike. The paper highlights the need for roles models whilst debating the influences of one’s private life and professional conduct, a stone wall approach to abuse and proactive mission statement.

An additional A.O.B point, at the end of the meeting, was the question of whether a school in an Alliance needs to be a Teaching School in order to qualify as a Lead School, and thus be eligible for additional funding. This is not the case, a school only needs to be Good or Outstanding to be a Lead, and does not need to be a Teaching school.
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