
Proposed withdrawal of the PGCE programme

UCU submission

UCU was informed on 4th July of a proposal to withdraw the PGCE programme with the 
loss of 13 posts from August 2014.   We received a consultation document on 4th July 
which included a timetable for consultation.

We submit that the proposal to withdraw the programme is a panic reaction to changing 
circumstances, and that it is not based on a reasoned assessment of the available 
evidence.  We also submit that the consultation process is so deeply flawed that the 
decision of APC on 24th July to give its strategic approval to the proposed withdrawal 
should be set aside and for a full consultation with all parties interested in the future of 
teacher training in Bath before any decision is made to withdraw the PGCE.  We expand 
on this submission in the comments below.

The proposal 

The consultation document notes that the University has been reviewing the PGCE as part 
of a wider review of the Department of Education.   It refers to a review of the Department 
of Education carried out in 2009, but not to the High Level Strategic Review (HLSR) of the 
Department carried out in April 2013.     It is perverse that consultation on a strategic 
decision should not include reference to the HLSR, which is the most recent and best 
informed assessment of the programme iand the Department.    

The consultation document therefore sets out an extremely partial and ill-informed view of 
the risks to the survival of the PGCE programme.  The four ‘drivers’  for the proposal to 
withdraw the PGCE, identified in 1.8 of the consultation document, are all addressed by 
the HLSR in detail and with reference to a wider range of evidence than is the case in the 
consultation document.   

The HLSR further notes that the viability of the Department of Education is based on its 
current mix of activities, including the PGCE.   The HLSR identifies a number of 
weaknesses in the current arrangements in the Department, and puts forward a range of 
options for addressing these, including changes to the relationship between the PGCE 
programme and the rest of the Department.   None of these were referred to in the 
consultation document.   Further, the financial data presented to UCU to support the 
proposed withdrawal of the PGCE is selective and partial.  The HLSR (section 8) notes 
that the Department of Education produces a surplus of around 10% on an income of just 
over £7 million.   We therefore submit that the financial data used to justify the proposed 
withdrawal of the PGCE has been constructed in a way that presents the PGCE as non-
viable, but the finances of the Department as a whole need to be considered in relation to 
the proposed withdrawal of the PGCE.

We are aware that there is uncertainty about the future of teacher training, but we note that 
none of the universities that Bath would normally see as its peers in this field have taken a 
decision to withdraw their PGCE programmes.   They have not panicked but are 
anticipating that universities such as Bath, where provision is assessed as ‘outstanding’ 
will benefit from a rowing back of Government policy as the problems associated with 
school-based training become more apparent.  The increase in the number of funded 
places awarded to Bath for 2013/14 supports this view.  Russell Group universities are no 
less committed to research excellence than is Bath, but they have not hit the panic button 



and closed their teacher training programmes because they recognise the contribution that 
a continued role in teacher training can make to a healthy Department of Education.

The consultation process

The consultation document identifies the period 4th July - 5th August as a period of 
individual and collective consultation.  The timetable also states that Academic 
Programmes Committee (APC) will give its ‘strategic approval’ to the proposed withdrawal 
of the programme at its meeting on 24th July.  The timing of the APC meeting completely 
undermines the consultation process.   We made this point to members of APC prior to its 
meeting.   We also made the point that the consultation should be based on all the 
available evidence, including the HLSR and the full financial data, neither of which was 
referred to in the paper presented to APC members when making their strategic decision 
on 24th July.    In this submission we are primarily concerned with ensuring that UCU’s 
representations are taken into account, but we are extremely worried that APC members 
have been asked to give strategic approval to the withdrawal of the PGCE without having 
access to all the evidence used by the initiator of the proposal, Professor Edge.   

On July 26th, we were supplied with a copy of the HLSR, and with the limited financial 
data referred to on the previous page.  We have not, despite requests, been informed of 
the decision of the APC or of the comments reported to APC at its meeting on 24th July.  
We do know that our own views have not been reported to APC because at the time of the 
meeting we were still seeking access to all the evidence used by Professor Edge in 
bringing the proposal forward to the APC.   We would like to know what comments were 
reported to the APC on 24th July.

The consultation timetable indicates that APC will make a ‘final decision’ on the proposed 
withdrawal of the PGCE in the week commencing 5th August.   At its meeting on 24th July 
APC were invited to delegate this final decision to the chair of the APC.      As far as we 
are aware no meeting of APC is scheduled for that week, so we assume that APC has 
agreed to delegate the decision.  We submit that APC has acted beyond its powers in 
delegating a final decision to Professor Edge, particularly as APC members have not been 
apprised of our views.

UCU is deeply disturbed by the proposed withdrawal of the PGCE, and by the process 
used to make the decision to withdraw the programme.   It is a panic reaction that is not 
based on a sound assessment of the evidence available, and is not consistent with the 
decisions taken by Bath’s peers in teacher training.   In light of this we submit:

• that the decision be set aside;
• that consultation about the future of the Department of Education, including the PGCE, 

be carried out with ALL staff in the Department, and their trade unions;
• that this consultation should be carried out on the basis of the best available evidence, in 

particular the High Level Review of the Department of Education (April 2013) and the 
financial data used in that review.
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