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Primary science education is a vital entitlement for every child. Learning should inspire wonder, provide purposeful
hands-on investigations, and enable children to understand important scientific concepts and principles. Research and
experience show that children need to identify positively with science from an early age, so that they engage fully with
the world around them, develop skills and knowledge that unlock their potential, and are ready to enter secondary
school eager to develop their learning further.

This report gives teachers, school leaders, governments and other stakeholders key insights into the current landscape
of primary science teaching and leadership across the four nations of the UK. It builds on the Wellcome Trust’s 2017
State of the Nation report on UK primary science education.

This new research finds positive developments since 2017 in the prevalence of science leaders in primary schools,
the ability of those leaders to access relevant Continuing Professional Development (CPD), and the weekly provision
of science teaching. However, there have been notable decreases in the confidence of both primary science leaders
and other classroom teachers to teach science, and their access to mentoring and support, with significant variations
between the four nations.

The report is acall to action to address such issues with a view to improving the quality of primary science education for
all, and specific recommendations are given to stimulate sector discussion and decision making.

The research was commissioned and funded by the Primary Science Teaching Trust, The Ogden Trust and Science &
Engineering Education Research and Innovation Hub (The University of Manchester) with the Comino Foundation.

We are grateful for the support of other stakeholders in the UK Primary Science Education Group, who have shared
their insight and experience throughout the process. Our particular thanks go to the Association for Science Education,
British Science Association, Centre for Industry Education Collaboration at the University of York, Primary Science
Quality Mark, SSERC, and STEM Learning, as well as Professor Louise Archer from University College London, Professor
Sarah Earle from Bath Spa University, Haf Hayes from Cardiff Metropolitan University, and Beverley McCormick from
Ulster University.

Their collective expertise has been invaluable in informing this research.

We are pleased to present this report, and look forward to working with all interested stakeholders to address its
challenges over the coming years.

Martin Pollard Clare Harvey Professor Lynne Bianchi
CEO Chief Executive Director, SEERIH
Primary Science Teaching Trust The Ogden Trust The University of Manchester



This report presents findings from a study examining science teaching and leadership
across UK primary schools. It has been commissioned by the Primary Science Teaching
Trust, The Ogden Trust, and SEERIH (Science & Engineering Education Research and
Innovation Hub) at The University of Manchester with the Comino Foundation. It was
conducted by ImpactEd Group and builds on the Wellcome Trust’s State of the Nation
reportin 20172

The research reveals insights about the state of primary science across the four UK
nations, with evidence of changes in science leadership appointments since 2017, and
persistent challenges in science teaching time allocation, science teacher confidence,
and science resource access. The presence of designated science leaders emerges as a
crucial factor influencing teachers’ perception of teaching quality and teacher support.

Survey data was collected from 1,277 teachers. Of these teachers, 78% were from
England, 5% were from Northern Ireland, 8% were from Scotland, and 8% were from
Wales. 96% of teachers had a science leader whilst 4% did not. Throughout this report,
references to ‘disadvantage’ specifically relate to socio-economic disadvantage unless
otherwise stated. 25% of teachers came from schools with low disadvantage, 39% from
schools with medium disadvantage, and 36% from schools with high disadvantage.
Additionally, 23 teachers participated in focus groups.

1 Wellcome Trust, ‘State of the nation’ report of UK primary
science education (London: Wellcome Trust, 2017),
https://wellcome.org/reports/state-nation-report-
uk-primary-science-education


https://wellcome.org/reports/state-nation-report-uk-primary-science-education
https://wellcome.org/reports/state-nation-report-uk-primary-science-education

Changes Between 2017 and 2025

Over the eight years between 2017 and 2025 there has been
progress in some areas of science education in primary schools and
decline in other areas.

The number of schools with a designated science leader increased from 91%
to 96%.

The number of teachers reporting science being taught weekly increased
from 75% to 96%.

Science leaders’ participation in Continuing Professional Development (CPD)
increased from 52% to 66%.

The percentage of science leaders agreeing they feel confident to teach science
decreased from 96% to 79%.

The percentage of non-science leaders agreeing they feel confident to teach
science decreased from 79% to 72%.

Non-science leaders’ access to science mentoring? decreased from 75% to 53%.

Non-science leaders reporting feeling supported by their school® to teach
science decreased from 65% to 53%.

Non-science leaders reporting that someone in their school was organising
regular science meetings* decreased from 48% to 35%.

Non-science leaders’ participation in CPD decreased, with the percentage of
those receiving no CPD rising from 30% to 42%.

Teachers were asked to what extent they agreed with the following statement: “Someone responsible for science is available to coach/mentor me
in teaching science if needed”.

Teachers were asked to what extent they agree with the following statement: “I feel supported to teach science by my school”.

Teachers were asked to what extent they agree with the following statement: “Someone responsible for science organises regular staff meetings
about science”.



Science Leadership in Primary Schools in the UK

Teachers with a designated science leader (n = 1,231, 96%) reported a stronger approach to science across
multiple measures, compared with those in schools without a designated science leader (n = 46, 4%). The data
below compares outcomes between schools with designated science leaders versus those without.

Teaching of science in schools:

Proportion of all teachers Proportion of all teachers
with a science leader without a science leader

teach science for over

o, (o)
2 hours weekly 25% 13%

provide weekly science instruction 96% 91%

Support and development of non-science leaders:

Proportion of non-science Proportion of non-science
leaders with a science leader | leaders without a science leader

feel supported by their school to teach
science

have access to science mentoring

have someone in their school who
organises regular science meetings

received science specific CPD in the past
12 months

School culture and resources:

Proportion of all teachers Proportion of all teachers
with a science leader without a science leader

agree that science is valued

0, o)
in their school 68% 42%

rate science teaching quality positively 60% 31%

have access to support and resources to 43% 31%

provide science trips to pupils

report that science enrichment activities

O, [o)
are offered to all pupils in their school 95% 85%




Teachers from England reported most positively across
most measures, with marked differences between the
four nations.

Leadership and teaching:

Schools in England are most likely to have
science leaders (99%).

Teachers in England reported the most weekly
science provision (97%).

Of the four nations, teachers from England
reported the highest confidence in teaching
science (78%).

Support systems:

More teachers in England report feeling
supported than in other nations, with 58% of
teachers feeling supported.

Teachers in Wales were most likely to teach
over 2 hours of science a week (32%), although
this was not statistically significant.

CPD participation varied markedly between
UK nations; Scotland showed the highest rate
(73%).

More non-science leaders in England reported
having access to mentoring (58%) than in other
nations.

Non-science leaders in England were most
likely to report having regular science meetings
(38%) compared to other nations.

Resources and enrichment:

Access to outdoor learning areas varied
markedly between UK nations; teachers in
Northern Ireland reported the highest levels of
access (66%).

From the sample, a higher proportion of
teachers in English schools (43%) reported they
provide science trips compared to the other
three nations (30 - 36%).

Throughout this report, ‘disadvantage’ refers specifically
to the socio-economic disadvantage of pupils in the
schools where teacher respondents are based. When
comparing schools by disadvantage - low (n = 261, 25%),
medium (n = 388, 39%), and high (n = 358, 36%)° - the
differences between school groups showed no clear
pattern and were often not statistically significant.

Significant differences found:

CPD participation varies by school
disadvantage level, with medium disadvantage
schools showing the highest participation
(69%) versus low disadvantage (58%).

Science trip access decreases with
disadvantage: 45% in schools with low levels of
disadvantage versus 39% in high disadvantage
schools.

No significant differences:

Science leadership presence shows no
variation by the school’s level of disadvantage.

Teacher confidence levels are consistent across
disadvantage categories.

Weekly science provision is unaffected by the
school’s disadvantage.

Teachers’ release time allocation shows no
disadvantage impact.

School support for science levels are consistent
across disadvantage groups.

This pattern suggests that whilst disadvantage impacts
some resource-dependent aspects of science education,
provision to children and support structures remain
relatively equitable across different contexts.

5 Low/medium/high disadvantage categories are defined on p. 12



Among respondents who were not science leaders,
senior leaders (headteachers and deputies) consistently
reported more positive experiences than classroom
teachers across most measures:

60% felt supported in science teaching,
compared to 50% of classroom teachers.

77% believed science is valued in their school,
versus 62% of classroom teachers.

66% rated the quality of science teaching
positively, compared to 56%.

61% reported having access to mentorship,
against 50% of classroom teachers.

68% had accessed science-specific CPD in the
past 12 months, compared with 53%.

43% said someone in their school organises
regular science meetings, compared to 31% of
classroom teachers.



This report is a call to action. We encourage stakeholders
across all four UK nations to review the evidence
presented and identify key areas for development and
support in primary science education. The following
recommendations are framed in general terms to apply
UK-wide, though stakeholders should pay particular
attention to areas where national disparities exist.

Recommendations affecting all primary science
teachers:

1. Non-science leader CPD: proportion of
teachers receiving no CPD has increased since
2017.

Recommendation: national governments
should ensure sufficient provision of CPD
for all teachers of primary science.

Recommendation: school leaders should
ensure increased access for all teachers of
primary science to CPD using a range of
approaches.

2. School support for science teachers: the
number of teachers feeling supported by senior
leadership to teach science has decreased.

Recommendation: national governments
and inspectorates should emphasise the
priority status of primary science.

Recommendation: school leaders should
actively support teachers by advocating
for science, recognising and raising its
profile and relevance within the school and
curriculum.

Recommendations affecting science leaders:

1. Subject leader release time: primary science
leaders are less likely to get weekly time
release than maths and literacy counterparts.

Recommendation: each nation should
provide an equitable entitlement for
protected time across mathematics,
literacy and science subject leadership.

Recommendation: senior leaders should
adjust policies within schools, trusts and
other structures to align science leader
release time with that of other priority
subjects.

2. Subject leader qualification levels: 22% of
science leaders have a science qualification
beyond A level/Advanced Higher.

Recommendation: senior leaders should
ensure increased access to professional
development pathways, including
accredited CPD or partnerships with STEM
charities and universities, to enable all
science leaders to access subject-specific
support.

Recommendation: senior leaders should
adjust policies within schools, trusts and
other structures to allocate science leader
CPD time and dedicated follow up support
to upskill other teachers in school.

3. Science leadership roles: schools without
science leaders (4%) face reduced provision
across all measures.

Recommendation: national governments
should recommend all primary schools to
identify a science leader.

Recommendation: local authorities, school
trusts and other structures should identify
schools without science leaders and offer
support to introduce the role.



It is a critical time for primary science education. As technological advancement and scientific literacy become
increasingly essential for societal progress, the quality and consistency of science education has never been more
important. Building on foundational research conducted in 2017 by the Wellcome Trust, this study provides a follow-up
assessment of how science teaching and leadership have evolved across UK primary schools over the past eight years.

This research has been commissioned by the Primary Science Teaching Trust, The Ogden Trust, and SEERIH (Science
& Engineering Education Research and Innovation Hub) at The University of Manchester with the Comino Foundation.
It seeks tounderstand the current state of primary science education and identify areas requiring strategic intervention.
The collaboration between these organisations and those represented in the UK Primary Science Education Group?
reflects a shared commitment to enhancing science education quality and accessibility across all UK primary schools.

This research examines the current state of primary science teaching across the UK, exploring who teaches science,
how it is taught, and the support available to teachers. The research also investigates teachers’ perceptions of how
science is valued in their schools and assesses their confidence in teaching different curriculum topics.

These areas of inquiry build upon the 2017 report, enabling both contemporary analysis and cross-year comparisons
to identify trends and changes in primary science education. This research implemented a mixed methods approach,
primarily driven by quantitative survey data and supplemented through focus groups with individuals currently
teaching science in UK primary schools. The research enabled us to explore differences in science provision across
the four UK nations, each of which employs distinct educational approaches. From England’s subject-specific National
Curriculum to Wales’ skills-based reforms, Scotland’s flexible Curriculum for Excellence, and Northern Ireland’s cross-
curricular integration, these structural differences preclude direct comparisons. However, our standardised survey
provides insights into how these varied approaches influence teacher confidence and practice in science.

Thisreportpresentsfindings acrosssix key themesemergingfromtheresearch:the currentlandscape of science teaching
and leadership, science teaching practices and time allocation, teacher confidence and support systems, perceptions of
science value and quality, professional development opportunities, and resource access. Statistical significance testing
has been conducted to determine whether differences between groups are meaningful, thereby strengthening the
robustness of the findings. Insights from focus groups provide context for understanding the numerical data.

The research provides evidence to support a range of influencers across the sector, including policymakers, learned
bodies, charities, school leaders, and science education stakeholders seeking to enhance primary science education
quality and equity across the UK.

¢ Afull list of member organisations and individuals
can be found in the foreword



Methodology

Research Design

The aim of this research is to understand the current state of primary science teaching and leadership in the UK by
answering the following research questions:

Who is teaching science in primary schools in the UK?
How is science being taught in primary schools in the UK?
How supported are teachers in their role to teach science?

To what extent do teachers consider science teaching and learning is valued in their school?

AN -

How confident are teachers in teaching different curriculum topics?

Data Collection
Timeline and sample - survey

Quantitative research was conducted with primary school teachers involved in teaching science. A survey was
distributed between 28" March 2025 and 5t June 2025, reaching 1,277 primary school staff across all four nations.
It was initially distributed through ImpactEd Group and science networks via direct email lists (28" March to 5%
June 2025). The survey was then distributed through a panel provider to maximise our ability to get responses
proportionately across the four nations. This survey was distributed between 16t May and 28t May 2025.

The table below shows the number and proportion of responses from direct email lists and from the panel provider.

Direct distribution ‘ Panel distribution

Proportion of teachers 19% 81%
Number of teachers 242 1035

The table shows the distribution by nation by direct distribution and panel distribution.

Direct distribution Panel distribution
Proportion of teachers | Number of teachers | Proportion of teachers | Number of teachers

England 70% 169 80% 829

Northern Ireland 5% 12 6% 58

Scotland 20% 49 5% 54
2% 4 9% 94
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The table below shows the distribution of which teachers were or were not science leaders by direct distribution and
panel distribution.

Direct distribution Panel distribution

Proportion of teachers| Number of teachers | Proportion of teachers| Number of teachers

76% 183 36% 376

Is a science leader

Is not a science leader 24% 59 64% 659

The table below shows the percentage and number of teachers responding to the survey across both sources
from each nation.

England Northern Ireland ‘ Scotland Wales
Proportion of primary o o 5 o
teachers in the UK* 84% 3% 7% 4%
Proportion of respondents 78% 5% 8% 8%
Number of respondents** 998 70 103 98

*Data from TES

**Location data was insufficient to classify eight teachers by nation.

Timeline and sample - focus groups

Qualitative research was conducted with primary school teachers involved in teaching science. Teachers from the
direct distribution survey were able to select whether they would be interested in participating in follow-up focus
groups. From those who expressed interest, individuals were selected based on their nation, science leader status, and
role type, aiming for representation from all four nations, both science leaders and non-science leaders, and different
roles. Efforts were undertaken to recruit participants from Northern Ireland; however, the limited number of direct
distribution responses from Northern Ireland posed challenges in securing sufficient participation. A comparable
difficulty arose in recruiting teachers who were not science leaders, due to the relatively small size of this subgroup
from direct distribution.

Focus groups were conducted between May 8t and May 19t 2025; they included 23 teachers.

The table below shows the percentage and number of teachers in the focus groups from each nation.

England Northern Ireland Scotland \WEIES
Proportion of teachers 70% 0% 22% 8%
Number of teachers 16 0 5 2
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The table below shows the percentage and number of teachers in the focus groups who were or were not
science leaders.

86% 14%
19 3

For the definition of senior leaders, this report includes the following roles:
Acting Headteacher
Deputy Headteacher
Assistant Headteacher
Executive Headteacher

Headteacher

Survey - descriptive analysis

The survey data was analysed by examining each question individually and calculating the percentage distribution
of teachers across category options. For questions allowing multiple responses, we calculated the percentage of all
teachers who selected each option.
Our analysis includes systematic comparisons between subgroups based on three key factors:
Presence of a designated science leader in the school.
Nation where the teacher works.
Level of socio-economic disadvantage at the teacher’s school.

We conducted temporal comparisons between 2017 and 2025 data where possible.

Survey - inferential analysis

We used two-proportion z-tests to assess statistical significance between 2017 and 2025 results. This test determines
whether observed differences in response percentages reflect genuine changes over time rather than random variation.

To examine differences between subgroups (nations, disadvantage levels, and schools with/without science leaders), we
applied chi-squared tests of independence. These tests assess whether observed differences in proportions between
groups are statistically significant beyond what chance would predict.

Focus group analysis

Focus groups followed a semi-structured interview format. We analysed the resulting focus group data using adeductive
thematic approach. This means we systematically coded responses to identify common themes and drew on relevant
examples to support our findings.

12



Disadvantage classification

Throughout this report, ‘disadvantage’ refers specifically to the socio-economic disadvantage of pupils in the schools
where teacher respondents are based. Given the absence of standardised disadvantage measures across the four UK
nations, we developed a pragmatic classification system to enable meaningful comparisons of how socio-economic
factors impact primary science teaching and leadership.
Scottish schools: We used the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD20) as our disadvantage marker:
high disadvantage: deciles 1-3

medium disadvantage: deciles 4-7

low disadvantage: deciles 8-10

All other nations: We used the percentage of pupils eligible for Free School Meals:
high disadvantage: above 25% eligibility
medium disadvantage: 10-25% eligibility
low disadvantage: below 10% eligibility

Sampling approach

We prioritized geographic representation across all four UK nations in our data collection strategy. However, our focus
group data showed limited representation of non-science leaders.

Feeling supported: Teachers responded to “| feel supported to teach science by my school”

Access to mentoring: Teachers responded to “Someone responsible for science is available to coach/mentor
me in teaching science if needed.”

Regular meetings: Teachers responded to “Someone responsible for science organises regular staff meetings
about science.”

All teachers: all survey respondents.

Science leaders: teachers who self-identify as science leaders.

Teachers with a science leader: teachers who are either themselves a science leader or have a science leader.
Non-science leaders: all teachers who are not science leaders.

Non-science leaders with a science leader: teachers who are not science leaders themselves but whose
school has a science leader.

Teachers without a science leader: teachers who are not science leaders and whose school does not have a
science leader.

13



Several factors limit the scope and comparability of our findings:

Cross-nation comparisons: Each UK nation operates distinct approaches to science teaching, making direct
comparisons challenging. Differences in structure of curriculum, assessment methods, and pedagogical
philosophies mean alike-for-like comparisonis not feasible. The standardised questions, however, can provide
insights into how these different educational approaches influence teachers’ understanding and confidence
in teaching science.

We lacked access to the 2017 dataset, which restricted our ability to ensure full comparability between
survey iterations and limited the temporal comparisons we could conduct with confidence.

Our standardised socio-economic disadvantage methodology, while pragmatic, represents an approximation
rather than a definitive measure of socio-economic factors. The inherent challenges in unifying the different
national systems mean these classifications are indicative rather than precise.

Our disadvantage classification system could not be applied to all responses, resulting in smaller sample sizes
for disadvantage-related analyses compared with our overall sample.

Given the different measures for disadvantage across UK nations, and although we were able to develop a
pragmatic approach to calculate this for our sample size, applying this methodology to all schools across the
entire UK is not feasible and therefore it is not possible to state what percentage of schools across the entire
UK are classified as low, medium, and high disadvantage.

We rounded all percentages to the nearest whole number for clarity of presentation.

Our focus group data would benefit from greater representation of non-science leaders to provide more
balanced perspectives.

Direct distribution was conducted via direct email lists from partner organisations, which may have resulted
in askewed perspective; however, this was mitigated using a panel provider to ensure broader representation.
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1.1 Who is teaching science in the UK?

The survey achieved UK-wide representation, with teachers from England (78%), Wales (8%), Scotland (8%), and
Northern Ireland (5%). Teachers represented schools across the full spectrum of socio-economic disadvantage. Over
a third (39%) worked in schools with medium socio-economic disadvantage, whilst high socio-economic disadvantage
schools accounted for 36% of responses and low socio-economic disadvantage schools for 26%. Please refer to the
limitations section for an explanation of why comparison to a UK-wide breakdown of socio-economic disadvantage is
not possible.

Responses came from schools of varying sizes, with the largest group (51%) teaching in schools with 300 or more pupils.
Medium-sized schools were also well represented: 24% of teachers worked in schools with 200-299 pupils, and 18% in
schools with 100-199 pupils. The smallest schools (99 or fewer pupils) comprised 8% of responses. The average primary
school size in the UK is around 260 pupils.

Classroom teachers formed the largest group of teachers at 61%. Senior leadership was well represented, with deputy
or assistant headteachers comprising 20% and headteachers 12% of responses. Support staff accounted for 2% of
teachers, whilst 5% held other roles within their schools.

Teachers reported a range of professional teaching experience. The largest group (39%) had 11-20 years of experience,
followed by 33% with 21-30 years. Early-career teachers were represented by 15% with 6-10 years of experience and
7% with 0-5 years. 5% of teachers responded that they had over 31 years in the profession.

Teachers showed diverse science qualification backgrounds. 48% of teachers held science qualifications below
Advanced level (A level) or Advanced Higher standard, whilst almost a quarter (23%) reported having no formal science
qualifications. (Some teachers may have GCSE science qualifications but not recognised these as formal qualifications
below A level standard.) Among those with A level or Advanced Higher qualifications (28%) Biology was most common
(21%), followed by Chemistry (13%) and Physics (9%). Additionally, 16% of teachers held science qualifications above
A level or Advanced Higher standard.



1.2 Presence of science leaders

Nearly all UK schools recognise the importance of science leadership, with 96% of schools having designated someone
responsible for science. This is a statistically significant improvement from the 91% recorded in 2017 (z =-7.74,
p < 0.01). Schools in England are significantly more likely to have science leaders than schools in other UK nations
(n=1,269, p < 0.01). This may be because England is the only nation where science is typically taught as a stand-alone
subject, whereas science leadership roles in other nations may be incorporated into broader responsibilities.

England Northern Ireland ‘ Scotland ‘ WWEIES
Proportion of teachers

who had a science leader 99% 90% 83% 93%
in their school

Number of teachers who
had a science leader in 985 63 85 91
their school

Analysis by school socio-economic disadvantage levels reveals minimal variation, suggesting that the establishment
of science leadership roles is not influenced by socio-economic factors at the school level. The difference was not
statistically significant (n = 1010, p = 0.62).

Socio-economic disadvantage

Medium High
Pr.oportlon of t.eache.rs who had a 97% 97%
science leader in their school
NL.meer of tethers Yvho had a 388 358
science leader in their school

School size, as determined by number of pupils, seemed to have a small impact on the likelihood that it has a person
responsible for science. This difference was statistically significant (n = 1278, p < 0.01).

200 - 299 pupils

300 or more pupils

99 pupils or fewer 100 - 199 pupils

Proportion of teachers
who had a science leader 94% 98% 96% 96%
in their school

Number of teachers who
had a science leader in 97 219 293 622
their school
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1.3 Profile of science leaders

The research from the focus groups revealed that science leaders fell into two main categories: some teachers had a
passion for science, while others had been asked to take on the role. Those with personal passion typically had academic
backgrounds in relevant science subjects or a natural curiosity:

“Idid [...] A level sciences and then | did a biology degree alongside QTS. So[...] it's me
if you know what | mean. | am just science-y.” participant 8, Science leader in England

“l also am really passionate about the environment and establishing children’s
connection with the environment is so important.” participant 10, Science leader in England

“l don’t actually have a science background, but my family is very scientific.”
Participant 5, Science leader in Scotland

“I did my primary teaching degree, but | specialised in science and technology. We

had to choose a specialism and | chose that because [of my] similar love for science.”
Participant 16, Science leader in Wales

Other science leaders were assigned this responsibility rather than actively choosing it initially:

“I think they asked me, and | said yes, I'll do it. | think that’s how | got into it

Participant 18, Science leader in England.

Most science leaders (61%) in the study were classroom teachers who had taken on additional responsibilities, whilst
those in senior leadership positions account for most of the remainder: 20% are assistant or deputy headteachers, and
12% are headteachers, with 7% holding other roles.

Regarding qualifications, 22% of teachers hold science qualifications beyond A level or Advanced Higher, whilst 19%
reported having no formal science qualifications. However, some teachers in the latter group may hold science GCSEs,
as the survey may not have made it clear that GCSEs count as formal qualifications below A level standard. It is worth
noting this potential overlap when interpreting these findings.

No. of science leaders
with this qualification

Proportion of science leaders
with this qualification

No formal science qualification 107 19%
or Advanced tigher 235 42%
Biology A level/Advanced Higher 160 28%
Chemistry A level/Advanced Higher 106 18%
Physics A level/Advanced Higher 70 12%
Sc.ience qualifications beyond A level or Advanced 125 29%
Higher (e.g., undergraduate degree)
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1.4 Release time allocation
The proportion of science leaders receiving specific release time has increased from 51% in 2017 to 69% in 2025.

However, when examining the frequency of this release time, the picture becomes more nuanced. Only 15% of science
leaders receive dedicated weekly time to focus on their leadership responsibilities, a slight decrease from 17% in 2017,
though this change was not statistically significant (z = 0.88, p = 0.38). This proportion remains notably lower than
literacy and mathematics: 28% of literacy subject leaders and 24% of mathematics subject leaders receive weekly
release time. This comparison suggests that whilst science leadership is increasingly recognised, it has yet to achieve
the same level of practical support as literacy or mathematics.

Additionally, national variations are notable: science leaders in Scotland are most likely to have weekly release
time (25%), whilst those in England are the least likely (12%). This national variation was statistically significant
(n=397,p=0.03).

Weekly release time for subject leaders by nation and subject area

50
45
40
35
30

44
31
27 26 27
25
o5 23 . 23 24 24 24
19
20
15 12 10
9
| I
0 I

England Northern Ireland Scotland Wales

v O

% of subject leaders receiving weekly release
time to fulfill subject leader responsibilities

m Literacy mMaths mScience mOther

Figure 1 - England base = 998, Northern Ireland base = 70, Scotland base = 103, Wales base = 98

Release time allocation varies between schools of different disadvantage. Teachers in schools categorised as having
medium and high levels of socio-economic disadvantage were more likely to have weekly release time (13%) than those
in schools with low socioeconomic disadvantage (8%). This variation by disadvantage was not statistically significant (n
=319,p=0.95).
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2. Science Teaching in Schools

2.1 Weekly science provision

Most teachers (96%) now provide weekly science instruction, representing a significant improvement from 75%in 2017
(z=-14.30, p < 0.01). However, schools without science leaders show lower weekly provision rates (91% versus 96%), a
statistically significant difference (n = 1,224, p = 0.03).

Teachers in England are most likely to maintain regular weekly science instruction (97%). The difference between
nations was statistically significant (n = 1269, p <0.01).

The disadvantage level of a school had no bearing on the likelihood of having weekly science lessons.

Hours given to science weekly science teaching in
primary schools, by nation

Wales 21% 10%
Scotland 17% 10%
Northern Ireland 9% 11%
England
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Distribution of teachers by weekly science teaching hours

B No hours weekly H Weekly lessons but unsure of hours
m More than none but less than 1.5 hours ® More than 1.5 but less than 2 hours

H 2 to 2.5 hours ® More than 2.5 hours

Figure 2 - England base = 998, Northern Ireland base = 70, Scotland base = 103, Wales base = 98
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2.2 Teaching time allocation in comparison to other priority subjects

Whilst more schools provide weekly science, the volume of teaching hours has decreased. In 2017, 58% of all teachers
taught less than two hours of science weekly; by 2025, this had increased to 75%.

The pattern of science instruction reveals notable gaps compared with other priority subjects. The key difference
between science and mathematics/literacy lies in teaching volume. While 85-86% of all teachers taught mathematics
and literacy for over 2 hours weekly, only 25% met this threshold for science. In schools without science leaders, this
dropped to 13% (n = 1277, p = 0.049).

Proportion of teachers who teach 2 hours of subject per week

g 100
E 90 86
)
% 80
33
£ 0
~ S 40
_C | .
S8
85 50
o .9
£ a 40
>3
= 5 30 25
e
& 20 13
g
S)
X 0
Literacy Maths Science (w/science leader) Science (w/out science
leader)

Figure 3 - Literacy base = 1231, mathematics base = 1231, science (w/ science leader) base = 1231, science (w/out science leader) base = 46

All teachers in Wales were most likely to teach over 2 hours of science a week (32%), which was still less than the
proportion of all teachers in Wales who would teach mathematics or literacy for over 2 hours a week (74% for both
subjects). This variation between nations was not statistically significant (n = 1269, p = 0.09).

This sense that science was not given equal priority to literacy and mathematics was reflected in the focus groups:

“Science [...is] competing with other priorities [...] with literacy, numeracy being at the
forefront”” Participant 1, Teacher in Scotland
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2.3 Teaching approaches

Across all teachers who completed the survey, most teach science as a standalone subject rather than through
integrated approaches. Cross-curricular integration varies by nation: England and Wales favour standalone teaching
(86% and 60% respectively), whilst Northern Ireland and Scotland teach using cross-curricular approaches (71% and
73% respectively) perhaps because of the structure of their wider curriculum.

Additionally, the use of dedicated science weeks has declined dramatically from 56% in 2017 to just 20% in 2025. This
could suggest either a shift towards more regular embedded science instruction, or that teachers lack the time and
resources to organise such activities.

Inclusion and accessibility in science teaching were central themes of focus group discussions. Many participants
reported employing creative approaches—such as visual aids, verbal exercises, and reduced reliance on written
outputs—to ensure engagement among all pupils, including those with special educational needs (SEN).

“I've got a wee boy who has English as a second language, and he still, as you know, he
[has] a very limited English ability. But quite often he’s the first to finish a construction
project or to finish an experiment. [...] He knows that language isn’t a barrier for him, so
it really builds... the confidence for these children.” participant 1, Teacher in Scotland

“IWEe're still] making sure what they do present is clear, but they can do it pictorially.
They can, you know, make a collage. They can paint and draw in their books. It makes it

quite flexible and unique for them, but means we can be inclusive.”
Participant 14, Science leader in England




Teachers advocated for pupil-led investigations, outdoor learning, cross-curricular projects, and creative approaches
like integrating rap, dance, or technology into lessons.

“We've engaged with the primary engineer programme and their [...] competitions

have been really successful with the kids, and it’s really inspired them.”
Participant 4, Teacher in Scotland

“You know, it’s a lot more group based, so | just think less emphasis on written

recording...You could do that as a song and you could do that as a group dance.”
Participant 15, Science leader in England.

“I’'m using series 5 enquiry types just to sort of structure and really help when it
comes to the monitoring of practical science that we're getting good coverage across
the school, especially as we've got mixed classes.” participant 13, Science leader in Wales.

“[I have] started asking the children if they’ve got smart watches at times, if they're
doing the pulse investigation and heart rate.” participant 19, Science leader in England

“We've also we've got some funding towards purchasing some science equipment last
year and we bought some [robotics] kit participant 16, Science leader in Wales

Monitoring and assessment practices, such as book looks, pupil interviews, learning walks and lesson observations, vary
in frequency and rigour—highlighting the lack of a standardised framework for assessing science education, especially
in assessing progression and “greater depth” knowledge.

22



3. Teacher Confidence and Support

This dataset contains a high proportion of science leaders, which may skew some results towards science specialists’
perspectives. Science leaders have been separated from other teachers for some analyses but not all, so this should be
considered when interpreting the findings.

3.1 Teachers’ confidence levels

Among science leaders, the percentage of teachers agreeing they feel confident in teaching science dropped from 96%
in 2017 to 79% in 2025—a statistically significant decline (z = 9.61, p < 0.01). Similarly, confidence among non-science
leadersdecreased from 79%to 72% (z= 3.62,p < 0.01). Note that the decline in confidence was much greater for science
leaders than non-science leaders.

Proportion of science leaders and non-science leader
respondents who agree that they feel confident in
teaching science, by year
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Figure 4 - 2017 science leader base = 738, 2025 science leader base = 559, 2017 non-science leader = 1099, 2025 non-science leader = 718

When considering all teachers, those in England reported the highest confidence (78%) compared to other nations. The
national differences are statistically significant (n = 1,269, p < 0.01)

73% of teachers with a science leader in their school agreed or strongly agreed that they feel confident in teaching
science; this dropped to 57% amongst teachers without a science leader in their school. This difference, however, was
not statistically significant (n=718, p = 0.87).

Schools with medium disadvantage levels report the highest confidence rates (81%), whilst those with high and low
socio-economic disadvantage levels show lower confidence (75%). However, this difference was not statistically
significant (n=1007, p = 0.07).

Among non-science leaders, those in senior leadership positions were more likely to report feeling confident in teaching
science (75%) than classroom teachers (72%).
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3.2 Confidence in answering pupils’ questions in science lessons

67% of teachers in a school with a science leader agreed or strongly agreed that they were confident answering their
pupils’ questions. This dropped to 57% of teachers without a science leader in their school. This difference was not
statistically significant (n = 718, p = 0.54). 77% of science leaders reported feeling confident in answering their pupils’
questions about science. Teachers in England showed the highest confidence levels (75%) compared to other nations.
This national difference was statistically significant (n = 1269, p < 0.01).

Teachers in the focus groups reflected that teachers were not confident in letting pupils take control of their own
science learning:

Participant 9, Science leader in England

3.3 Teacher confidence in specific science topics

Teachers were asked to rank the topics they felt most confident teaching. It is worth noting that these topic titles may
not be consistently used across all four nations, but these titles were reviewed with a small group of teachers across
the UK. On average, teachers were most confident teaching plants and habitats and least confident teaching evolution
and inheritance.

The table on page 25 shows the median ranking across all teachers by topic. The smaller the number, the higher the
ranking (i.e., the more confident teachers felt teaching that topic). Where subgroups showed notably different median
rankings from the overall sample, these variations are noted in the comments column. The comments specify which
demographic group had different rankings and whether this represented higher or lower confidence compared to
the overall median. England does not appear in the variation comments as it constitutes the largest sample size and
therefore its responses primarily determine the baseline median rankings shown.
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Most confident

Least confident

Topic Area

Plants and
habitats

Animals and
humans

Properties
and changes in
materials

Earth and space

Electricity

Light and sound

Working in a
scientific way

Forces

Rocks and soils

Evolution and
inheritance

Climate change
and renewable
energy

Overall median
ranking

Variation by nation
(compared to England)

Teachers in Scotland
were less confident on
this.

Variation by presence
of science leader

Variation by
disadvantage

Teachers in Scotland
and Wales were less
confident on this.

Teachers without
science leaders were
less confident on this.

Teachers in Scotland
and Wales were less
confident on this.

Teachers in Scotland,
Northern Ireland and
Wales were more
confident on this.

Teachers without
science leaders were

more confident on this.

Teachers in schools
with medium
disadvantage were
more confident on this.

Teachers without
science leaders were

more confident on this.

Teachers in Scotland,
and Wales were less
confident on this.

Teachers in schools
with medium
disadvantage were
more confident on this.

Teachers in Scotland
and Wales were less
confident on this.

Teachers in schools
with medium
disadvantage were
more confident on this.

Teachers in Northern
Ireland were less
confident on this.

Teachers in Northern
Ireland were less
confident on this.

Teachers without
science leaders were
less confident on this.

Teachers in schools
with low disadvantage
were more confident
on this.

Teachers in Scotland
and Wales were more
confident on this.

Teachers in Northern
Ireland were less
confident on this.

Teachers without
science leaders were
more confident on this
because of the large
presence of teachers
from Scotland in the
group of teachers
without science
leaders.

Teachers in Northern
Ireland, Scotland and
Wales were more
confident on this.




Some discussions from the focus groups corroborated the quantitative findings, revealing considerable variation in
teachers’ confidence across different science topics and exploring how this uneven confidence shapes the science
curriculum delivered in schools.

“[On teaching engineering] | think there are still some teachers who find it quite a
daunting topic to teach and would stay clear to a certain extent until the topic kind of
forces your hand a little bit!” participant 4, Teacher in Scotland

3.3 Support from school to teach science

The presence of science leadership dramatically impacts teachers’ sense of support for science. Overall, 53% of non-
science leaders agreed they felt supported by their school to teach science. This is a decrease from 2017 where 65%
of non-science leaders provided a positive response. This change was statistically significant (z = 4.8, p < 0.01).

This figure dropped to just 24% for teachers without science leaders—a stark contrast that underscores the importance
of dedicated science leadership. The difference between those with science leaders and without science leaders was
statistically significant (n = 718, p < 0.01). 57% of science leaders agreed that they felt supported by their school to
teach science.

Proportion of non-science leader respondents who agree that their
school supports them in teaching science, by science leader presence
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Figure 5 - Without a science leader base = 46, with a science leader base = 672

There was variation between nations on how supported they felt by their school. The proportion of teachers who felt
supported differed across nations: 58% in England, 53% in Scotland, 38% in Wales, and 33% in Northern Ireland. These
national variations were statistically significant (n = 1269, p < 0.01).

Schools with medium disadvantage levels were most likely to feel supported (62%), whilst schools with low and high
disadvantage were equally likely to feel supported (56%). These differences were not statistically significant (n = 1007,
p=0.12).

Among non-science leaders, those in senior leadership positions were more likely to report feeling supported by their
school in teaching science (60%) compared to classroom teachers (50%).
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4. Perceptions of Science Value and Quality

Teachers in the focus groups were passionate about the value that science education provides pupils in primary schools.
There was a strong consensus on the importance of science education in fostering curiosity, building critical thinking,
understanding the world around them and preparing pupils for STEM careers, alongside a call for systemic change to
enhance the prominence and quality of science within the primary curriculum.

“l also think [science is] really good at teaching skills, you know, problem solving,
independence, working in a group. Those kind of skills that you don’t always see being
taught formally in school but are great assets as [pupils] move on in their education
and career’” Participant 4, Teacher in Scotland

“Immediately it’s building that [...] deeper understanding of concepts besides what the
immediate feedback from a TikTok or a video that you've seen.” Participant 2, Teacher in Scotland

“So many careers involve STEM and just looking at job opportunities for our young

people and the area we're in particularly has a lot of work to do with [STEM]”
Participant 5, Science leader in Scotland

“It’s probably more important that [...] they can solve the problems and ask the
questions.” Participant 6, Science leader in England




4.1 The value of science in schools

Focus group participants described the tension between senior leaders expressing their support for science in the
curriculum and their actions not reflecting that science is a priority on a par with literacy and mathematics (this is
reflected in the data on the number of hours each of the subjects is taught). Teachers explained that science leaders
often need to advocate extensively for senior staff to take science seriously.

“That’s been our real focus on part of our school development plan. But in the same
breath as saying that science is really important, it keeps getting bundled in with all
the foundation subjects.” participant 8, Science leader in England

“I think it’s appreciated in our school that science is a core subject, and that’s partly
because | keep banging on about it. But it’s a core subject and insisting that people
prioritise it, but it's certainly not given the same status as English and maths.”
Participant 11, Science leader in England.

“It’s slipped from the radar in a lot of ways. I’'m quite passionate about science and |
do a lot of science and encourage other people and support them where | can, but we
don’t have a formal science lead in the school.” participant 2, Teacher in Scotland

68% of science leaders thought science was valued in their school. 68% of non-science leaders with a science leader
also thought that science teaching was valued in their school, whereas only 42% of teachers without science leaders
agreed this was the case, demonstrating how leadership influences institutional commitment to science. The difference
between non-science leaders with science leaders and those without was statistically significant (=713, p = 0.01).

Proportion of non-science leader respondents who agree
that science is valued in their school, by science leader presence
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Teachers in English schools, compared to teachers in other nations, were most likely to strongly agree (30%) or agree
(41%) that science was valued. The difference between nations was statistically significant (n = 1263, p < 0.01). Schools
with high levels of socio-economic disadvantage were most likely to disagree (9%) or strongly disagree (2%) that science
teaching was valued. This was not statistically significant (n = 1007, p = 0.07).

Among non-science leaders, those in senior leadership positions were more likely to think that science teaching was
valued in their school (77%) compared to classroom teachers (62%).

4.2 Quality of science teaching

Most (64%) of all teachers responded positively about the quality of science teaching in their school, with only 9%
responding negatively. However, responses varied across key factors. Teachers with science leaders were almost
twice as likely to respond positively (60%) than those without (31%), whilst those without science leaders were almost
three times as likely to respond negatively (without a science leader - 24%; with a science leader - 9%). The difference
between those with a science leader versus those without was statistically significant (=713, p = 0.03).

Most teachers in England, Scotland, and Wales responded positively about teaching quality (67%, 51%, 63%), whereas
colleagues from Northern Ireland saw a large proportion responding neutrally (40%). These national differences were
statistically significant (n=1263, p < 0.01).

Proportion of teachers who agree that there is good
quality science teaching in their school, by nation
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Figure 7 - England base = 998, Northern Ireland base = 70, Scotland base = 103, Wales base = 92

Schools with medium socio-economic disadvantage were most positive about science teaching quality (69% either
agree or strongly agree), whilst those with highest socio-economic disadvantage were most likely to report concerns
about teaching quality (11% strongly disagree or disagree). These differences were not statistically significant (n =
1007,p =0.07).

Among non-science leaders, those in senior leadership positions were more likely to agree that there was good quality
science teaching in their school (66%) compared to classroom teachers (56%).
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4.3 Adequate teaching time for primary science

51% of all teachers felt their school provided adequate time to address expected learning outcomes. Science leader
presence showed significant impact: 52% of teachers with science leaders responded positively compared to only 29%
without. 51% of science leaders thought there was an ‘adequate amount of time’ in their school for science to be taught.
Teachers without science leaders were twice as likely (40%) to respond negatively about adequate time allocation
compared to those with science leaders (19%).

Teachers in England showed the strongest positive response (55%) to feeling there was adequate time to teach primary
science compared to other nations. Teachers in schools with medium disadvantage were most likely to respond
positively (56%).

5. Professional Development and Support Systems

5.1 Access to mentoring and coaching

Overall, 53% of non-science leaders agreed or strongly agreed that someone responsible for science is available to
coach or mentor them in teaching science if needed. This was a decrease from 75% of non-science leaders in 2017. In
2025, 56% of non-science leaders in schools that have science leaders responded positively, compared to only 17% in
schools without science leaders. This was statistically significant (n =718, p <0.01).

Proportion of respondents who agree that someone in
their school is available to coach/mentor them in science,
by science leader presence
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Figure 8 - Without a science leader base = 46, With a science leader base = 672

Teachers in England were most likely to have a positive response (58%) compared to other nations. These national
differences were statistically significant (n = 716, p < 0.01).
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Teachers from the least disadvantaged schools were least likely to respond negatively, whilst those from the most
disadvantaged schools were most likely to respond negatively (23%). These differences were not statistically significant

(n=573,p=0.94).

Among non-science leaders, those in senior leadership positions were more likely to agree with this statement (60%)
compared to classroom teachers (50%).

5.2 Regular science meetings

35% of non-science leaders agreed or strongly agreed that someone responsible for science organised regular staff
meetings to discuss science. This is a decrease from 2017 which saw 48% of non-science leaders agreeing or strongly
agreeing with this statement. This difference was statistically significant (z = -2.84, p < 0.01). The contrast by science
leader is stark: there was a 57% positive response from non-science leaders whose schools had a science leader, versus
only 9% in schools without a science leader. This difference was statistically significant (n = 718, p <0.01). Teachers in
England were most likely to report having regular science meetings (38%) compared to other nations. These national
differences were statistically significant (n = 716, p < 0.01).

Disadvantage levels showed no clear trend, with 35% positive responses from both the lowest and highest disadvantage
schools, and 39% from medium disadvantage schools. These differences were not statistically significant (n = 573,p =
0.76).

Those in senior leadership positions were more likely to provide a positive response to this statement (43%) compared
to those who were classroom teachers (31%).
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5.3 Continuing professional development (CPD)

CPD participation trends differ markedly by whether a teacher is a science leader or not. Whilst 66% of science leaders
received formal science CPD in the past 12 months (an increase from 52% in 2017), overall teacher participation in
science CPD has declined. Among non-science leaders, 42% had received no CPD in the past 12 months, up from 30%
in 2017, which is a statistically significant increase (z = -5, p < 0.01).

The presence of science leaders in schools was connected to higher staff CPD participation (59% versus 39% without
science leaders). This difference was statistically significant (n = 1277, p = 0.047).

Teachers in Scotland were most likely to have participated in CPD (73%) compared to other nations. This national
difference was statistically significant (n = 1269, p <0.01).

Schools with medium disadvantage schools showed the highest participation (69%) in CPD and low disadvantage
schools showing lowest (58%). These differences were statistically significant (n = 1007, p = 0.01).

Among non-science leaders, senior leaders were more likely to have received CPD in the past 12 months (68%) in
comparison to classroom teachers (53%).

Focus group participants indicated that a school’s location often would predict the quality of development:

Participant 4, Teacher in Scotland

Participant 2, Teacher in Scotland

5.3.1 CPD content focus

Subject knowledge enhancement emerged as the most accessed CPD type (36%). National patterns varied:
England and Northern Ireland: Subject knowledge enhancement most popular (35% and 24% respectively).
Scotland: Interactive online resources most popular (53%).
Wales: Pedagogical training most popular (30%).

Action research represented the least accessed CPD type (5%). Few teachers reported accessing external science
mentoring, but teachers with science leaders were three times more likely to access external science mentoring and
coaching (6%) compared to those without (2%).
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5.3.2 CPD providers

Schools or school groups emerged as the primary CPD provider, with STEM Learning as the second most common.
National variations included:

England and Wales: School/school group most common (40% and 28% respectively).
Northern Ireland: STEM Learning most common (23%).
Scotland: SSERC (a Scottish-specific science provider) most common (45%)’.

The same trend was the case when slicing by disadvantage.

In schools who did not have a science leader, the most accessed CPD was provided by SSERC. This is likely because 40%
of those schools who do not have a science leader are based in Scotland. Otherwise, the trends are broadly the same.

6.1 Access to teaching resources

42% of all teachers felt they had adequate access to science teaching equipment and kits. This result dropped to 20%
for teachers without science leaders. This difference was not statistically significant (n = 1274, p = 0.28).

Teachersin England were most likely to report high satisfaction with their access to teaching resources (43%) compared
to other nations. The national differences were not statistically significant (n=1266, p = 0.07). Socio-economic
disadvantage levels showed little differentiation and were not statistically significant (n = 1007, p = 0.82).

Teachers’ comments in focus groups identified organisations such as STEM Learning, The Ogden Trust, and the Primary
Science Teaching Trust for their resources.

Participant 18, Science leader in England

One teacher’s comment in the focus group also indicated that the range of resource options was sometimes difficult
to navigate:

Participant 1, Teacher in Scotland

6.2 Outdoor learning spaces

The majority of teachers were satisfied with their access to suitable outdoor learning spaces (56% agree or strongly
agree), with science leader presence showing no significant impact. There were large national variations in access to
outdoor learning spaces; teachers from Northern Ireland were most likely to have access (66%), whilst teachers from
Wales were least likely (47%). High disadvantage areas showed reduced access (50% positive) compared to low-medium
disadvantage areas (60 and 61%). None of the differences across these groups were statistically significant.

7 SSERC is part funded by the Scottish Government to provide CPD,
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6.3 Science trip opportunities

41% of all teachers were satisfied with their access to science-related school trips, but this dropped to 31% for teachers
without a science leader. This difference was statistically significant (n = 1274, p = 0.01).

Teachers in England were most likely to report being satisfied with their access to provide science opportunities (43%)
compared to other nations. These national differences were statistically significant (n = 1266, p = 0.03). A school’s
level of disadvantage impacted access, with 45% of low disadvantage schools having access compared to 39% of highly
disadvantaged schools. These differences were statistically significant (n = 1007, p = 0.02).

6.4 Enrichment activities

Most schools represented in the survey offered science enrichment activities, with only 5% offering no options.
Teachers in Wales were least likely to report not providing enrichment opportunities to pupils (2%) compared to other
nations. These national differences were not statistically significant (n = 1269, p = 0.44).

Teachers without science leaders were most likely to report that their school did not offer any enrichment (15%). This
difference was statistically significant (n = 1218, p < 0.01).

Proportion of respondents who offer specific types of
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Trips (72%) and visits (71%) emerged as the most popular enrichment activities across all categories. Teachers with
science leaders consistently reported that their school offered higher rates of every enrichment type. Activities with
parents represented the least popular option (18%) across most categories, except in Scotland where external provider
activities were least popular (21%).

6.5 Resource sources

Teachers identified resources that they accessed for primary science, most often naming STEM Learning (64%),
Explorify (44%), and Oak National Academy (40%). This pattern held regardless of science leader presence, though
schools without science leaders showed SSERC as third most popular (28%), likely reflecting the high proportion of
Scottish schools without science leaders.

National patterns showed STEM Learning as most popular, except in Scotland, where SSERC dominated (68%).
Disadvantage levels showed no impact on resource preferences.
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Primary science teaching and leadership outcomes from this survey tell two stories: an increase in science leader
presence alongside a decline in teacher confidence and support. Between 2017 and 2025, there has been progress in
the following areas:

Percentage of teachers reporting the presence of a science leader increased from 91% to 96% of schools.

Weekly science provision jumped from 75% to 96% of teachers.

Across the same time, there has been some decline in science provision, particularly around support systems:

Science leader confidence dropped from 96% to 79%.
General teacher confidence fell from 79% to 72%.
Access to mentoring decreased from 75% to 53%.

42% of non-science leaders now receive no CPD (up from 30%).

Difference in schools
Having a science leader has a positive impact on science provision in a school. Schools with science leaders consistently
report better outcomes than those without in the following metrics:

25% versus 13% teaching over 2 hours weekly.

53% versus 24% of teachers feeling supported.

56% versus 17% having access to mentoring or coaching.

68% versus 42% agreeing that science is valued in their school.



This report is a call to action. We encourage stakeholders across all four UK nations to review the evidence presented
and identify key areas for development and support in primary science education. The following recommendations are
framed in general terms to apply UK-wide, though stakeholders should pay particular attention to areas where national
disparities exist.

Recommendations affecting all primary science teachers:
1. Non-science leader CPD: proportion of teachers receiving no CPD has increased since 2017.

Recommendation: national governments should ensure sufficient provision of CPD for all teachers of
primary science.

Recommendation: school leaders should ensure increased access for all teachers of primary science to
CPD using a range of approaches.

2. School support for science teachers: the number of teachers feeling supported by senior leadership to teach
science has decreased.

Recommendation: national governments and inspectorates should emphasise the priority status of
primary science.

Recommendation: school leaders should actively support teachers by advocating for science, recognising
and raising its profile and relevance within the school and curriculum.

Recommendations affecting science leaders:

1. Subject leader release time: primary science leaders are less likely to get weekly time release than maths
and literacy counterparts.

Recommendation: each nation should provide an equitable entitlement for protected time across
mathematics, literacy and science subject leadership.

Recommendation: senior leaders should adjust policies within schools, trusts and other structures to
align science leader release time with that of other priority subjects.
2. Subject leader qualification levels: 22% of science leaders have a science qualification beyond A
level/Advanced Higher

Recommendation: senior leaders should ensure increased access to targeted professional development
pathways, including accredited CPD or partnerships with STEM charities and universities, to enable all
science leaders to access subject-specific support.

Recommendation: senior leaders should adjust policies within schools, trusts and other structures to
allocate science leader CPD time and dedicated follow up support to upskill other teachers in school.
3. Science leadership roles: schools without science leaders (4%) face reduced provision across all measures.

Recommendation: national governments should recommend all primary schools to identify a science
leader.

Recommendation: local authorities, school trusts, and other structures should identify schools without
science leaders and offer support to introduce the role.
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This report was commissioned by Primary Science Teaching Trust, The Ogden Trust, and SEERIH (Science & Engineering
Education Research and Innovation Hub) at The University of Manchester with the Comino Foundation. If you are
interested in discussing science teaching in your school or would like to explore these findings further, you can
find more information about each organisation and their contact details below.

The Primary Science Teaching Trust promotes excellence in primary science education by working with science
leaders and classroom teachers across the UK. It is a nationally recognised charity which develops and delivers
innovative programmes of training, mentoring and resources. It also celebrates and nurtures talented teachers
through its annual awards and the Primary Science Teacher College (http://www.pstt.org.uk)

The Ogden Trust is a charitable trust established by Sir Peter Ogden in 1999 that promotes the teaching and
learning of physics. As a nationally recognised organisation supporting physics education, it successfully develops
and delivers a comprehensive portfolio of free professional development programmes for teachers from early years
through to Key Stage 5, working to increase physics uptake post-16 and enhance learning opportunities for young
people aged 4-18 (www.ogdentrust.com).

SEERIH is based in The University of Manchester, and is a nationally recognised centre of science and
engineering education. As a team of specialist science and engineering educators it successfully develops and
engages teachers in innovative, research-informed continuing professional development programmes to ensure
high-quality learning outcomes for young people between 5-14 years (www.seerih.manchester.ac.uk).


https://www.seerih.manchester.ac.uk/
https://www.ogdentrust.com/
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Appendix - Tables

This appendix contains tables providing detailed breakdowns by science leadership role, nation, and disadvantage
status for all questions reported in this study.

Table 1 - Number and proportion of teachers surveyed by nation

n = 1269 because some respondents did not provide enough information to be assigned to a nation.

Table 2 - Number and proportion of teachers surveyed by school disadvantage level

n = 1077 because some respondents did not provide enough information to be assigned to a school disadvantage level.

Table 3 - Number and proportion of teachers surveyed by science leader status
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Table 4 - Number and proportion of teachers surveyed by school size (pupil numbers)

Table 5 - Number and proportion of teachers surveyed by type of role

8 1%
773 61%
254 20%

14 1%
135 11%
63 5%
25 2%

5 <1%

Table 6 - Number and proportion of teachers surveyed by length of service
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Table 7 - Number and proportion of teachers surveyed by level of formal science qualification

292 23%
610 48%
268 21%
166 13%
109 9%

210 16%

Table 8 - Number and proportion of teachers surveyed with and without a science leader in 2017 and 2025
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Table 9 - Number and proportion of science leaders surveyed by role type

8 1%
773 61%
254 20%
14 1%

135 11%
63 5%
25 2%
5 <1%

Table 10 - Number and proportion of science leaders who did and did not receive specific release time in 2017 and 2025
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Table 11 - Science leaders' release time frequency by nation
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Table 12 - Literacy leaders' release time frequency by nation

Vi
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Table 13 - Maths leaders' release time frequency by nation

Vil
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Table 14 - Any other subject leaders' release time frequency by nation

Vil
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Table 15 - Science leaders' release time frequency by school disadvantage
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Table 16 - Number and proportion of teachers by weekly science teaching time

Table 17 - Teachers' weekly science hours by science leader presence
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Table 18 - Teachers' weekly science hours by nation

Xi



Table 19 - Teachers' weekly science hours by disadvantage

Proportion of

Number of teachers

Proportion of

Number of teachers

Proportion of
teachers in a school

Number of hours of Number of teachers . . . .
. . A teachers in a school in a school with teachers in a school . .
science taught on a in a school with low . . . . in a school with L
weekly basis disadvantage with low medium with medium high disadvantage with high
v e disadvantage disadvantage disadvantage & e disadvantage
More than 2.5 hours 4 2% 16 4% 6 2%
2 to 2.5 hours 60 23% 78 20% 71 20%
M han 1. |
°ri;a:"2 hi:rl;t ess 69 26% 115 30% 113 32%
Mmi;:f]“ins EZ:: less 97 37% 139 36% 122 34%
Weekly | t
unsu’r’ef'fs:]’zzrbs” 22 8% 31 8% 28 8%
No hours weekly 9 3% 9 2% 18 5%
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Table 20 - Number and proportion of teachers by weekly literacy teaching time

Table 21 - Number and proportion of teachers by weekly maths teaching time

Al
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Table 22 - Number and proportion of teachers by weekly teaching time for any other subject

XV
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Table 23 - Teachers' weekly literacy hours by nation

XV
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Table 24 - Teachers' weekly maths hours by nation

XVi
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Table 25 - Teachers' weekly hours for any other subject by nation

XVII
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Table 26 - Teachers' weekly literacy hours by disadvantage

XVl
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Table 27 - Teachers' weekly maths hours by disadvantage

XX



Table 28 - Teachers' weekly hours for any other subject by disadvantage

Number of teachers

Proportion of

Proportion of

Number of hours of any Proportion of
. Number of teachers . . . . Number of teachers .
other subject taughtona | . ) teachers in a school in a school with teachers in a school ) ] teachers in a school
. in a school with low . . . . in a school with s
weekly basis by . with low medium with medium . . with high
. disadvantage . . . high disadvantage .
disadvantage disadvantage disadvantage disadvantage disadvantage
More than 2.5 hours 14 5% 33 9% 25 7%
2 to 2.5 hours 11 4% 30 8% 26 7%
More than 1.5 but |
ore than 2.2 BuLless 32 12% 42 11% 55 15%
than 2 hours
More than none but less 148 57% 186 48% 179 48%
than 1.5 hours
Weekly | but
eeKiyfessons bu 44 17% 85 22% 65 18%
unsure of hours
No hours weekly 12 5% 12 3% 15 4%
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Table 29 - Number and proportion of teachers by science teaching approach

Table 30 - Number and proportion of teachers by science teaching approach and nation

XX
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Table 31 - Number and proportion of teachers by science teaching approach and science leadership

Table 32 - Number and proportion of teachers by science teaching approach and disadvantage

XX



In the following tables (33 - 56), responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.

Table 33 - Teachers' confidence in teaching science by science leadership status

| am confident in Number of teachers Proportion of teachers Number of teachers Proportion of teachers Number of teachers Proportion of teachers
. . who are the science who are the science who are not the science | who are not the science without a science without a science
teaching science
leader leader leader but have one leader but have one leader leader

1 12 2% 13 2% 2 4%

2 25 4% 38 6% 3 7%

3 81 14% 133 21% 15 33

4 206 37% 328 48% 20 43%

5 235 42% 160 23% 6 13%
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Table 34 - Teachers' confidence in teaching science by nation

18 2% 5 7% 2 2% 2 2%
45 5% 8 11% 3 3% 9 9%
155 16% 22 31% 23 22% 28 29%
433 43% 23 33% 54 52% 43 44%
347 35% 12 17% 21 20% 16 16%
XXIV

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.



Table 35 - Teachers' confidence in teaching science by disadvantage

X X Number of teachers in | Proportion of teachers | Number of teachers in | Proportion of teachers | Number of teachers in | Proportion of teachers

| am confident in . . . . . . . L . L
teaching science a school with low in a school with low a school with medium in a school with a school with high in a school with high

e disadvantage disadvantage disadvantage medium disadvantage disadvantage disadvantage

1 2 1% 9 2% 7 2%

2 8 3% 12 3% 22 6%

3 55 21% 53 14% 62 17%

4 112 43% 191 49% 153 43%

5 84 32% 123 32% 114 32%

Table 36 - Teachers' confidence in answering pupil questions by science leadership status

| am confident in Number of teachers Proportion of teachers Number of teachers Proportion of teachers i

. X . ) R X Number of teachers Proportion of teachers
answering pupil who are the science who are the science who are not the science | who are not the science i i i X

. without a science leader | without a science leader
questions leader leader leader but have one leader but have one

1 12 2% 8 1% 2 4%

2 23 4% 55 8% 4 9%

3 93 17% 158 24% 14 30%

4 212 38% 299 44% 20 43%

5 219 39% 152 23% 6 13%

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.
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Table 37 - Teachers' confidence in answering pupil questions by nation

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. e
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Table 38 - Teachers' confidence in answering pupil questions by disadvantage

. . . . XXV
Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.
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Table 39 - Teachers reporting feeling supported to teach science broken down by science leadership status

XXV
Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.
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Table 40 - Teachers reporting feeling supported to teach science broken down by nation

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. s
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Table 41 - Teachers reporting feeling supported to teach science broken down by disadvantage

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. o
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Table 42 - Teachers reporting that science is valued by their school broken down by science leadership status

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. e



www.impactedgroup.uk

Table 43- Teachers reporting that science is valued by their school broken down by nation

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. s
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Table 44 - Teachers reporting that science is valued by their school broken down by disadvantage

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. sl



Table 45 - Teachers reporting that the quality of science teaching in their school is good broken down by science leadership status

www.impactedgroup.uk

1.08%

38 6.81% 55 8% 47 7% 8 18%
119 21.33% 224 31% 204 31% 20 44%
291 52.15% 302 42% 291 44% 11 24%
104 18.64% 116 16% 113 17% 3 7%

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.
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Table 46 - Teachers reporting that the quality of science teaching in their school is good broken down by nation

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. s
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Table 47 - Teachers reporting that the quality of science teaching in their school is good broken down by disadvantage

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. s
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Table 48 - Teachers reporting they have enough time to address all pupil learning outcomes by science leadership status

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. S
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Table 49- Teachers reporting they have enough time to address all pupil learning outcomes by nation

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. S
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Table 50 - Teachers reporting they have enough time to address all pupil learning outcomes by disadvantage

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. S



Table 51 - Teachers reporting they have access to a science mentor/coach by science leadership status

A t
cc.ess ° Proportion of teachers Number of teachers Proportion of teachers Number of teachers Proportion of teachers
science Number of teachers who X R R . . R X
. . who are not science who are not the science | who are not the science without a science without a science
coaching/ are not science leaders
. leaders leader but have one leader but have one leader leader
mentoring
1 88 12% 65 10% 23 50%
2 91 13% 84 13% 7 15%
3 157 22% 149 22% 8 17%
4 214 30% 209 31% 5 11%
5 168 23% 165 25% 3 7%
Table 52 - Teachers reporting they have access to a science mentor/coach by nation
Access to . . . .
science Number of Proportion of Number of Proportion of Number of Proportion of Number of Proportion of
coaching/ teachers in teachers in teachers in teachers in teachers in teachers in teachers in teachers in
‘g England England Northern Ireland | Northern Ireland Scotland Scotland Wales Wales
mentoring
1 50 9% 13 33% 14 26% 11 18%
2 67 12% 6 15% 5 9% 13 21%
3 117 21% 10 25% 15 28% 13 21%
4 182 32% 7 18% 11 21% 14 23%
5 146 26% 4 10% 8 15% 10 16%

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.




Table 53 - Teachers reporting they have access to a science mentor/coach by disadvantage

A t
sccci:::eo Number of teachersin | Proportion of teachers | Number of teachersin | Proportion of teachers | Number of teachersin | Proportion of teachers
coaching/me a school with low in a school with low a school with medium in a school with a school with high in a school with high
0 toriﬁg disadvantage disadvantage disadvantage medium disadvantage disadvantage disadvantage
1 16 10% 20 9% 21 10%
2 15 10% 28 13% 27 13%
3 34 22% 39 18% 46 22%
4 50 33% 70 33% 65 32%
5 38 25% 57 27% 47 23%

Table 54 - Teachers reporting on regularity of science staff meeting by science leadership status

Number of teach P rti f teach
. Number of teachers Proportion of teachers UMDBErOTLEAchErs el el tereseni= s Number of teachers Proportion of teachers
Regular science ) ) who are not the who are not the . ) ; )
. who are not science who are not science . . without a science without a science
staff meetings science leader but have | science leader but have
leaders leaders leader leader
one one
1 103 14% 78 12% 25 54%
2 174 24% 162 24% 12 26%
3 190 26% 185 28% 5 11%
4 155 22% 155 23% 0 0%
5) 96 13% 92 14% 4 9%

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.
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Table 55 - Teachers reporting on regularity of science staff meeting by nation

67 12% 11 28% 15 28% 9 15%
132 23% 12 30% 10 19% 20 33%
152 27% 13 33% 13 25% 11 18%
126 22% 2 5% 11 21% 16 26%

85 15% 2 5% 4 8% 5 8%

x[ii

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.



Table 56 - Teachers reporting on regularity of science staff meeting by disadvantage

Regular science
staff meetings

Number of teachers in
a school with low

Proportion of teachers
in a school with low

Number of teachers in
a school with medium

Proportion of teachers
in a school with

Number of teachers in
a school with high

Proportion of teachers
in a school with high

disadvantage disadvantage disadvantage medium disadvantage disadvantage disadvantage
1 21 14% 23 11% 27 13%
2 34 22% 50 23% 50 24%
& 44 29% 58 27% 57 28%
4 37 24% 45 21% 47 23%
5 17 11% 38 18% 25 12%

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.




Table 57 - Teachers accessing science CPD over the past 12 months by science leadership status

Number of P rti f
Number of Proportion of Number of Proportion of teal:ir:]er(:rv:/)ho ter::t?erlsovr\]/t?o Number of Proportion of
Accessed science-specific CPD in teachers who teachers who teachers who teachers who are not the are not the teachers teachers
past 12 months are science are science are not science | are not science . k without a without a
science leader | science leader . .
leaders leaders leaders leaders science leader | science leader
but have one but have one
| have not received formal CPD in 190 34% 303 39% 275 1% 28 61%
the past 12 months
More than twice 153 27% 96 19% 91 14% 5 11%
Once 121 22% 184 24% 178 26% 6 13%
Twice 95 17% 135 18% 128 19% 7 15%
Table 58 - Teachers accessing science CPD over the past 12 months by nation
Number of P rti f
. . i Number of Proportion of umoer ? ropo |on. ° Number of Proportion of Number of Proportion of
Accessed science-specific CPD in . . teachers in teachers in X . X .
teachers in teachers in teachers in teachers in teachers in teachers in
past 12 months Northern Northern
England England Scotland Scotland Wales Wales
Ireland Ireland
| have not received formal CPD in 380 38% 41 59% 28 27% 43 44%
the past 12 months
More than twice 184 18% 5 7% 43 42% 16 16%
Once 253 25% 10 14% 14 14% 24 24%
Twice 181 18% 14 20% 18 17% 15 15%
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Table 59 - Teachers accessing science CPD over the past 12 months by disadvantage

Xl



Table 60 - Teachers accessing specific types of science CPD over the past 12 months by science leader status - part 1

Number of P rti f Number of P rti f
Number of Proportion of HUMBEro rezeinlen o UMBEro rezeinlen o Number of Proportion of
teachers who teachers who teachers who teachers who
e teachers who teachers who teachers teachers
Accessed specific type of CPD X X are not are not are not the are not the . .
are science are science . . . . without a without a
science science science leader | science leader : .
leaders leaders science leader | science leader
leaders leaders but have one but have one
Subject knowledge enhancement
content-focused learning about 199 36% 243 34% 234 35% 9 20%
( g
scientific concepts)
Pedagogical training (methods and
approaches for teaching science 184 33% 209 29% 200 30% 9 20%
effectively)
R -based | ing (books,
I et L LI 118 21% 112 16% 108 16% 4 9%
journals, podcasts, videos)
Interactive onli‘ne learning (courses, 168 30% 81 11% 74 11% 5 15%
webinars, virtual workshops)
Peer collaboration (observing
colleagues, team teaching, sharing 113 20% 152 21% 150 22% 2 4%
best practices)
External networking (connecting
with science teachers from other 188 34% 44 6% 40 6% 4 9%

schools)
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Table 61 - Teachers accessing specific types of science CPD over the past 12 months by science leader status - part 2

XIVii



Table 62 - Teachers accessing specific types of science CPD over the past 12 months by nation

Number of

Proportion of

Number of Proportion of . . Number of Proportion of Number of Proportion of
. . . teachers in teachers in . . . .
Accessed specific type of CPD teachers in teachers in teachers in teachers in teachers in teachers in
Northern Northern
England England Scotland Scotland Wales Wales
Ireland Ireland
ject ki 1 h -f
Subject now.edge en an‘cen'!elnt (content-focused 353 35% 17 24% 39 38% 28 29%
learning about scientific concepts)
Pedagogical tralr.ung (rpethods and. approaches for 301 30% 14 20% 47 26% 29 30%
teaching science effectively)
R -based | ing (books, j Is, podcasts,
esource-base earnlcigd(eozc)) s, journals, podcasts 174 17% 10 14% 36 35% 10 10%
Interacti line | i , webinars, virtual
nteractive online eavrvrzrkgsi]c::sr)ses webinars, virtua 179 17% 10 14% 55 53% 11 1%
Peer collaboration (ot.Jservmg coIIe:f\gues, team teaching, 221 22% 8 11% 20 19% 15 15%
sharing best practices)
E | ki i ith sci h
xternal networking (connecting with science teachers 183 18% 6 9% 08 279% 10 10%
from other schools)
Mentoring and c?achlng (;')ersonallzed guidance from 80 8% 1 1% 12 19% 4 4%
experienced science educators)
Practical workshoPs (hands-on activities and experiments 130 13% 14 20% a1 40% 8 8%
suitable for classroom use)
Action research (investigating and improving your own 51 5% 1 1% 9 9% 4 4%

science teaching practice)




Table 63 - Teachers accessing specific types of science CPD over the past 12 months by disadvantage

Number of Proportion of DTl e Proportion of Number of Proportion of
teachersin a teachers in a Ll Ll teachersin a teachersin a
Accessed specific type of CPD . . school with school with o o
school with low school with low medium medium school with high school with high
disadvantage disadvantage e — - disadvantage disadvantage
Subject knowlledge enhan‘cen'!elnt (content-focused 88 34% 159 41% 132 37%
learning about scientific concepts)
Pedagogical tralr.ung (rpethods and. approaches for 70 27% 133 34% 116 30%
teaching science effectively)
Resource-based Iearnl\r;igd (et::())ks, journals, podcasts, 40 15% 87 29% 69 19%
| . line | . . irtual
nteractive online learning (courses, webinars, virtua 40 15% 95 24% 68 19%
workshops)
Peer collaboration (ot.Jservmg coIIe:f\gues, team teaching, 61 23% 87 29% 77 22%
sharing best practices)
External networking (connecting with science teachers a8 15% 75 19% 76 21%
from other schools)
Mentoring and c?achlng (;')ersonallzed guidance from 19 7% 37 10% o4 7%
experienced science educators)
Practical h h _ . .
ractical works oPs (hands-on activities and experiments 13 13% 7 18% 61 17%
suitable for classroom use)
Acti hi .. . .
ction research (investigating and improving your own 12 5% 22 6% 17 5%

science teaching practice)




Table 64 - Teachers accessing specific science CPD providers over the past 12 months by science leader status

Number of P rti f Number of P rti f
Number of Proportion of HUMBEro rezeinlen o UMBEro rezeinlen o Number of Proportion of
teachers who teachers who teachers who teachers who teachers who teachers who teachers teachers
Accessed specific CPD providers X X are not are not are not the are not the . .
are science are science . . . . without a without a
science science science leader | science leader : .
leaders leaders science leader | science leader
leaders leaders but have one but have one
Association for Science Education 42 8% 11 2% 10 1% 1 2%
The Ogden Trust 66 12% 25 3% 25 4% 0 3%
Primary Science Teaching Trust 90 16% 17 2% 17 3% 0 2%
The Royal Society 31 6% 9 1% 8 1% 1 1%
Primary Science Quality Mark 51 9% 39 5% 39 6% 0 5%
Science & Engineering Education
Research and Innovation Hub / The 15 3% 1 <1% 1 <1% 0 0%
University of Manchester
SSERC 31 6% 18 3% 11 2% 7 3%
STEM Learning 130 23% 82 11% 76 11% 6 11%
My school or my school group (eg.
my multi-academy trust) 154 28% 306 43% 300 45% 6 43%
A university or college 26 5% 15 2% 14 2% 1 2%




Table 65 - Teachers accessing specific science CPD providers over the past 12 months by nation

Number of

Proportion of

Number of Proportion of . . Number of Proportion of Number of Proportion of
o . - . teachers in teachersin . . . .
Accessed specific CPD providers teachers in teachers in Northern Northern teachers in teachers in teachers in teachers in
England England reland ireland Scotland Scotland Wales Wales
Association for Science Education 39 4% 3 4% 4 4% 7 7%
The Ogden Trust 80 8% 2 3% 1 1% 6 6%
Primary Science Teaching Trust 69 7% 10 14% 16 16% 8 8%
The Royal Society 26 3% 2 3% 7 7% 4 4%
Primary Science Quality Mark 79 8% 0 0% 3 3% 7 7%
Science & Engineering Education
Research and Innovation Hub / The 13 1% 1 1% 0 0% 0 0%
University of Manchester
SSERC 1 <1% 0 0% 46 45% 2 2%
STEM Learning 148 15% 16 23% 28 27% 18 18%
My school or.my school group (eg. 401 40% 10 14% 21 20% 27 28%
my multi-academy trust)
A university or college 24 2% 4 6% 10 10% 3 3%




Table 66 - Teachers accessing specific science CPD providers over the past 12 months by disadvantage

Proportion of

Number of teachers

Proportion of

Proportion of

Number of teachers . . . . Number of teachers .
e . . ) teachers in a school in a school with teachers in a school ) . teachers in a school
Accessed specific CPD providers in a school with low . . . . in a school with high L
disadvantage with low medium with medium disadvantage with high
e disadvantage disadvantage disadvantage e disadvantage

Association for Science Education 8 3% 15 4% 15 4%

The Ogden Trust 17 7% 26 7% 27 7%

Primary Science Teaching Trust 20 8% 28 7% 35 7%

The Royal Society 5 2% 13 3% 9 3%

Primary Science Quality Mark 12 5% 36 9% 28 9%

Science & Engineering Education

Research and Innovation Hub / The 2 1% 5 1% 4 1%
University of Manchester

SSERC 3 1% 26 7% 13 7%

STEM Learning 35 13% 75 19% 58 19%

My school or.my school group (eg. 101 39% 153 39% 131 39%
my multi-academy trust)

A university or college 4 2% 17 4% 11 4%




The following tables (67 - 75) show responses to the question “To what extent do you agree that you have sufficient access to the following resources for teaching

primary science?” The specific resources that teachers were asked about are indicated in each table title. Responses were rated on a 5-point scale where 1 = strongly

Table 67 - Teachers reporting on access to science teaching equipment and kits at their school by science leader status

disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree nor agree, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree.

Number of Proportion of DTl e Proportion of DTl e Proportion of Number of Proportion of
. . teachers who teachers who teachers who teachers who
Access to science teaching teachers who teachers who teachers teachers
. i i ) are not are not are not the are not the i i
equipment and kits are science are science . . . . without a without a
science science science leader | science leader ) )
leaders leaders science leader | science leader
leaders leaders but have one but have one
1 31 6% 56 8% 50 7% 6 13%
2 115 21% 154 22% 140 21% 14 31%
3 172 31% 217 30% 201 30% 16 36%
4 176 32% 221 31% 215 32% 6 13%
5) 64 11% 68 9% 65 10% 3 7%
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Table 68 - Teachers reporting on access to science teaching equipment and kits at their school by nation

Table 69 - Teachers reporting on access to science teaching equipment and kits at their school by disadvantage

v

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.
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Table 70 - Teachers reporting on access to outdoor learning spaces by science leader status

6% 28 4% 27
85 15% 114 16% 108 16% 6 16%
130 23% 166 23% 153 23% 13 23%
178 32% 236 33% 220 33% 16 33%
131 23% 172 24% 163 24% 9 24%

Table 71 - Teachers reporting on access to outdoor learning spaces by nation

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.



Table 72 - Teachers reporting on access to outdoor learning spaces by disadvantage

Proportion of Number of teachers Proportion of Proportion of
. Number of teachers . . . . Number of teachers .
Access to outdoor learning . . teachers in a school in a school with teachers in a school | . . teachers in a school
in a school with low . . . . in a school with high L
spaces disadvantage with low medium with medium disadvantage with high

e disadvantage disadvantage disadvantage e disadvantage
1 12 5% 17 4% 20 6%
2 39 15% 55 14% 62 17%
3 54 21% 78 20% 96 27%
4 79 30% 144 37% 107 30%
5 77 30% 94 24% 73 20%

Table 73 -Teachers reporting on access to science trip opportunities by science leader status

Number of P rti f
Number of Proportion of Number of Proportion of umber o roportion o Number of Proportion of
. . teachers who teachers who
Access to science trip teachers who teachers who teachers who teachers who are not the are not the teachers teachers
opportunities are science are science are not science | are not science _ _ without a without a
science leader | science leader . .
leaders leaders leaders leaders science leader | science leader
but have one but have one
1 50 9% 46 6% 36 5% 10 22%
2 102 18% 137 19% 130 19% 7 16%
3 182 33% 232 32% 218 32% 14 31%
4 156 28% 212 30% 201 30% 11 24%
5 68 12% 89 12% 86 13% 3 7%

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.
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7%
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Table 74 - Teachers reporting on access to science trip opportunities by nation

170 17% 23 33% 25 24% 20 21%
325 33% 21 30% 29 28% 35 37%
301 30% 11 16% 29 28% 26 27%
130 13% 10 14% 8 8% 8 8%

Table 75 - Teachers reporting on access to science trip opportunities by disadvantage

Responses are coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree/agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.

Vi




Table 76 - Teachers reporting on enrichment activities their school offer by science leadership status

Number of P rti f
Number of Proportion of Number of Proportion of UMBEro rezeinlen o Number of Proportion of
. . teachers who teachers who
Delivery of enrichment teachers who teachers who teachers who teachers who are not the are not the teachers teachers
activities are science are science are not science | are not science . . without a without a
science leader | science leader : :
leaders leaders leaders leaders science leader | science leader
but have one but have one
Clubs (lunch or after-school) 276 49% 306 43% 295 24% 11 24%
Activities with families 125 22% 110 15% 107 9% 3 7%
Trips (f'e'dwz,::’) residentials, 402 72% 521 73% 494 40% 27 59%
Visits (museums, etc.) 404 72% 508 71% 482 39% 26 57%
External provider workshops 289 52% 369 51% 354 29% 15 33%
h ich i I
Other enrichment options led 125 22% 143 20% 138 11% 5 11%
by external providers
My school does not offer 29 4% 37 59 30 2% 7 15%

science enrichment options
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Table 77 - Teachers reporting on enrichment activities their school offer by nation

lix



Table 78 - Teachers reporting on enrichment activities their school offer by disadvantage

Proportion of

Number of teachers

Proportion of

Proportion of

Delivery of enrichment muan;l:;ro: :;:::::3 teachers in a school in a school with teachers in a school i;‘it::;:r vt::: :?r:] teachers in a school
activities disadvantage with low medium with medium disadvantage & with high
e disadvantage disadvantage disadvantage e disadvantage
Clubs (lunch or after-school) 130 50% 171 44% 158 44%
Activities with families 41 16% 74 19% 66 18%
Trips (fiel k, resi ial
rips (fie dw::c,)re5|dentla s, 198 76% 288 24% 254 71%
Visits (museums, etc.) 189 72% 278 72% 261 73%
External provider workshops 143 55% 199 51% 190 53%
h ich ions |
Other enrichment op.tlons ed 53 20% 88 23% 69 19%
by external providers
My school L
y school does not offer 10 4% 14 4% 14 4%

science enrichment options
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Table 79 - Teachers reporting on access to specific resources by science leadership status

I
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Table 80 - Teachers reporting on access to specific resources by nation

Ixii
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Table 81 - Teachers reporting on access to specific resources by disadvantage

Ixiii
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