
HART LEARNING GROUP 

QUALITY AND INNOVATION COMMITTEE 
A meeting of the Quality and Innovation Committee took place on Monday 11 May 2020 by 
videoconference (Microsoft Teams) starting at 18.30. 

PRESENT 

Vernon McClure (Chair) 
Toni Beck 
Liz Calver 
 

Lynne Ceeney 
Kit Davies (Chief Executive) 
Liz Mitchell 

BY INVITATION 

Emma-Kate Henry 

IN ATTENDANCE 

Rifaat Foufa (Head of Teaching and 
Learning (HE)) 
Nadia Hodges (Curriculum Director, 
Stevenage and Springboard) 
Gary Phillips (Quality, Curriculum and 
Organisational Transformation Director) 

Kerry Pritchett (Head of Quality) 
Sarah Robins (Curriculum Director, 
Hitchin and ECC) 
Lindsey Sherring (Director of Hart L&D) 
Robert Dale (Company Secretary) 

 
MEMBERSHIP MATTERS 

 Since the last meeting, Jacky Price had submitted her resignation as she was moving 
away from the area.  Members wished her well for the future. 

WELCOME 

 The Chair welcomed a new Board member (Toni Beck) to the Committee.  Toni is a 
recently retired Director of Quality with 35 years’ experience in the FE sector and 
brings strong professional skills and experience in delivering and monitoring quality to 
the Committee. 

 The Chair also welcomed Emma-Kate Henry attending the meeting by invitation.  
Emma-Kate was Headteacher-designate of St Chris’s School, Letchworth, and had 
held headship positions in two other schools previously.  Her background and 
professional experience would also add to the Committee’s ability to provide effective 
challenge to the Executive team. 

ITEM 1A: APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

 Niamh Krishman. 

ITEM 1B: DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

 None. 
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ITEM 1C: MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING 

 The minutes of the meeting held on 9 March 2020 were agreed as an accurate record 
of proceedings and would be signed subsequently. 

ITEM 1D: MATTERS ARISING 

 Actions had been completed as below: 

 Report on enhanced Parents’ Evening proposals at a future meeting.  Action 
under way.  This action had been overtaken by subsequent events. 

ITEM 2: EXAMINATION AND ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES IN 2019/20 

 Since the previous meeting, more information had been released about how student 
assessment would be carried out this year following the cancellation of summer 
exams.  There would be no performance tables produced or national data published 
for 2019/20 and Ofsted would not use 2019/20 data in its consideration of 
performance.  Nor would 2019/20 data be used to inform teacher performance reviews 
to minimise the risk that results might be ‘generous’. 

 A process of assessment and review was under way starting with the preparation of 
teacher-calculated grades.  These would be supported by evidence from mock exams, 
formative assessment and other work done by the student, together with ‘professional 
judgement’.  Teacher assessments would be subject to scrutiny by subject leaders, 
who would need to rank the whole cohort in order of security and confidence about the 
grade assessment.  Academic boards (chaired by Kerry Pritchett and Jenny Condé) 
would review the data and ranking before consideration by the head of centre (Kit 
Davies).  It had been hoped that exam boards and awarding bodies would provide 
some help for colleges, where cohorts were much larger than schools and results 
generally clustered around grades 3, 4 and a few 5s – but this had not been 
forthcoming.  Guidance was that results were not expected to show significant 
improvements from the previous year. 

 For some qualifications (‘licences to practice’) ensuring competence had been 
demonstrated was more challenging and guidance was awaited.  Some apprenticeship 
end point assessments had been modified to permit remote completion. 

 Governors asked: 

Question: What evidence would subject leaders use during the second stage of the review 
process to ‘rank’ candidates?  As with teachers, subject leaders would use test data, 
evidence from classwork and formative assessments, supplemented by their professional 
judgement – which would consider where the teacher/subject leader believed that a student 
would have reached by the time of a summer exam. 

Question: How could the risk of over-generous assessment be minimised?  Any institution 
submitting data which was significantly better than 2018/19 must expect to be under 
considerable scrutiny, with the risk that its submission would be downgraded by the exam 
board.  At the same time, it was vital to be fair to students; if they were expected to do well in 
exams, that should be recognised. 

Question: Given that it was expected that construction sites were likely to be among the 
earliest workplaces to come out of lockdown, what support could we give to construction 
apprentices to handle social distancing expectations?  And would they be able to gain the 
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experience needed to complete qualifications if employers had more immediate priorities?  
These were both fair points.  There was a mixed picture for apprentices so far; some had 
been furloughed but had nonetheless been able to continue with written work; others had 
been asked to take on more shifts and would need to catch up with study in due course.  
Teams were being very creative about gathering evidence – eg some electrotechnical 
apprentices had been using body cameras to provide evidence of practical application of 
learning.  The question about advice about on-site social distancing would be considered. 

Action: Consider how to provide learning about on-site social distancing to apprentices and 
students on practical programmes. 

Question: What appeal mechanisms were available for learners dissatisfied with their 
grades?  Ofqual and the awarding bodies were consulting on this.  The current position was 
that appeals would be discouraged with November resits being offered as alternatives. 

Question: How were staff coping with ranking 500 students?  This was a real challenge.  
Teachers were being asked to rank their individual groups, but subject leaders had the much 
more difficult job of distinguishing between individuals with – in practice – only one or two 
grade boundaries (almost all students would be expected to achieve GCSE grades 3 and 4 
with a small number of grade 5s).  Teachers had received one to one support and team 
meetings were being used to inform ranking decisions based on the evidence specified.  
This was throwing up some ethical dilemmas, such as the student whose attendance was 
poor but where the evidence suggested they would have achieved well.  It was important to 
focus on the formative evidence and not ‘mark’ effort.  The sector had lobbied Ofqual about 
the volume challenge faced by colleges (which schools would not have) but without success. 

 The Quality & Innovation Committee accepted the report. 

ITEM 3: NATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT RATE TABLES – ANALYSIS 

 This data was published annually (though no data would be published in respect of 
2019/20.  The data for NHC reflected the overall judgement made in the Group’s Self-
assessment Review (SAR) for 2018/19 approved by the Board at the end of 2019 and 
showed good performance in most areas of delivery. 

Question: What assessment had been made of NHC data against diversity indicators?  The 
SAR had looked at forecasts and compared data with diversity indicators and found no 
significant gaps, with the exception that in Maths and English GCSE, there was a difference 
between students with Special Educational Needs and Disability (SEND) and those without.  
The Committee would return to this later in the year. 

Question: Could volume data be included in similar reports in future (as well as 
percentages)?  Yes, that additional information would be provided. 

Action: Amend achievement rate data reports to show the number of learners as well as the 
percentage outcomes. 

 The Quality & Innovation Committee accepted the report. 

ITEM 4: NHC PERFORMANCE UPDATE 

 The paper outlined activity undertaken since the lockdown to support students.  
including vulnerable and at risk learners.  More recently, work had begun to consider 
how students might return in future.  Staff had shown real commitment and ingenuity in 
establishing on-line learning arrangements and ensuring learners continued to be 
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engaged and had received excellent support from Corporate Service teams; the IT 
infrastructure had stood up to the test remarkably well.  Governors asked: 

Question: When colleges returned to face to face teaching, what could be done to integrate 
physical activity into delivery?  It was appreciated that the present emergency meant that a 
number of people had significantly reduced opportunities for physical activity and that they 
might need to be encouraged to be more active.  Sport and Public Service had already 
asked that this be incorporated into induction arrangements for 2020/21 and this could also 
be part of transition arrangements for other programmes. 

Question: What could be done to incorporate more on-line delivery into our adult learning 
offer?  The sector as a whole was experiencing a big modal shift in delivery and finding that 
it was well-received; this would be considered within the business planning process – but it 
also should be remembered that present circumstances meant that participants had fewer 
alternative options.  Restrictions of some kind were likely to be in place during the autumn 
term so on-line delivery and blended learning would be essential.  

Question: What had happened between 20 and 27 April to generate a substantial 
improvement in student engagement?  There was a mix of things happening.  Departments 
had got better at providing engaging and effective learning.  Students were also hearing 
from their peers about what was being provided and deciding that it was worth joining in.  
There was improved follow-up around absence as well. 

Question: Would the retention figure be achieved?  Instructions were that students should 
not be disadvantaged by the COVID-19 emergency and although withdrawals were not 
banned (there could be genuine reasons) this could not be done simply because of the 
COVID-19 emergency.  There was confident that the retention figure was soundly based. 

Question: What was happening with our most vulnerable students?  This group was a focus 
for support and lack of contact was followed-up rigorously by the student support team.  A 
message to say that no contact would result in a referral to our Designated Senior Person 
(DSP) usually had the effect of prompting immediate contact from the learner.  Youth worker 
and parent contact was made where appropriate.  A central tracker ensured that contact was 
made effectively – ie learners were neither under- nor over-contacted.  In some cases, 
support from the virtual school was used. 

Question: How was the system of bank transfers to students entitled to free school meals 
working?  The college had opted to continue this rather than join the government scheme 
which had experienced initial teething troubles.  This was now working for schools but was 
not well-suited for colleges. 

Question: Where did students progress onto after finishing learning at NHC and what 
problems did we anticipate for them this year?  We normally tracked learner destinations 
and would do so again this year, recognising that fewer employment opportunities might be 
available.  The Association of Colleges was lobbying on what it called its “September 
Promise” which called on government to ensure that continuing learning and training would 
be possible for those that wanted it.  The four Hertfordshire colleges had discussed the 
suggestion that young people could stay in education for another year, but this was 
logistically very challenging.  No firm conclusions could be drawn yet. 

 The Quality & Innovation Committee accepted the report. 
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ITEM 5: HART L&D PERFORMANCE UPDATE 

 Apprenticeships had been significantly affected by the current emergency with several 
major clients requesting ‘breaks in learning’ for their apprentices and some learners 
being furloughed or diverted to other tasks.  Nonetheless, there was evidence to 
support improved year-end forecasts with particularly good outcomes for 
apprenticeships using the new standards (frameworks were being phased out) and 
excellent End Point Assessment (EPA results).  At the Engineering and Construction 
Campus, staff had made significant inroads into the backlog of apprentices behind 
schedule and there was good feedback about the quality of learners going forward for 
industry exams – significantly better prepared than in the past. 

 Work with Henley Business School continued to generate good results and a positive 
working relationship; the Hart L&D team had supported the Business School through a 
recent Ofsted Monitoring Visit (as the bulk of delivery affected was done by Hart L&D) 
and the outcome had been ‘Reasonable Progress’ – the same as our own result earlier 
in the year.  Business School colleagues had appreciated the support. 

 In the area of health and social care qualifications, where we had expected outcomes 
to fall below minimum level of performance (MLP) standards and had advised the 
regulator accordingly, we had taken steps to reduce or stop the delivery of weaker 
programmes – which we anticipated would be the sort of response expected by the 
regulator.  The team was also using learning from the very good delivery seen on the 
Lloyds Bank and other successful programmes to enhance quality in this area.  On-line 
learning was also being developed. 

Question: What was the background to the poor Timely Achievement (TA) rate?  Because 
of historic drop-out the maximum achievable TA rate this year was 50%.  This reflected 
problems in retaining learners on very long (four year) Engineering programmes and the 
high levels of worker mobility at lower levels in the health and social care sector; these were 
issues not confined to NHC or Hart L&D delivery.  As the focus of delivery had moved away 
from these sectors, the position would improve. 

 The Quality & Innovation Committee accepted the report. 

ITEM 6: HE PERFORMANCE UPDATE 

 Applications for HE courses starting in September 2020 were at a similar level to the 
same date in 2019/20 including provision through the consortium with the University of 
Hertfordshire (UoH) and the Higher National offer made by the college itself. 

 Teaching and learning had adapted quickly to the need to deliver on-line; UoH learning 
tools and resources were being used along with Microsoft Teams and Zoom to 
continue delivery.  In common with schools, there would be no summer exams and 
university policies were being applied to ensure that no student was disadvantaged. 

 Work to improve the delivery of the Chemistry module for the combined science 
degree offer had been undertaken including additional support for students. 

 The consortium was considering offering extended degrees in Sport and Psychology in 
addition to the existing Science programme. 

 The Office of the Independent Adjudicator (which dealt with student complaints) had 
released a draft Annual Statement for NHC’s HE provision confirming that for another 
year there had been no complaints about the college. 
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Question: What was the relationship with the University like now?  The four consortium 
colleges had jointly renegotiated the arrangements resulting in a substantially reduced fee, 
and the relationship was generally good.  A consideration for some members of the 
consortium was the volume/geography advantage enjoyed by Oaklands because of its 
proximity to the University campus.  This left colleges like NHC and Herts Regional feeling 
like ‘poor relations’; it was hard to overcome the natural advantage of proximity. 

 The Quality & Innovation Committee accepted the report. 

ITEM 7: QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PLAN (QIP) UPDATE 

 The COVID-19 crisis had caused the quality team to review its priorities, some of 
which could not be completed until the emergency had come to an end.  The paper 
showed where improvement plans had been delayed or deferred.  Nonetheless, the 
vast majority of actions had been completed as planned.  Governors asked: 

Question: Could some of the additional qualifications it had been proposed to offer to 
learners be delivered on-line?  In some cases, that was so – but some required physical 
workbooks to be handed in or practical tasks completed.  As far as possible, the extra 
qualifications were being delivered but there were limitations. 

Question: Was it necessary to continue to deliver safeguarding learning while in distance 
learning mode?  A good proportion concerned on-line safety, so was highly relevant. 

 The Quality & Innovation Committee accepted the report. 

ITEM 8: REVIEW OF TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 The Q&I Committee approved the proposed revised Terms of Reference subject to: 

 specifying in the quorum provisions that at least two of the four members should 
be non-executive governors; 

 including a provision that the Committee could consider ‘any other matter the 
Chair should reasonably consider to be appropriate’. 

Action: Amend the draft revised Terms of Reference and share with the Board. 

ITEM 9: PROPOSED CALENDAR OF MEETINGS 2020/21 

 Governors discussed the proposed plan and outline agenda schedule and asked: 

Question: Should the agenda schedule include curriculum intent?  It was planned to bring 
forward a paper about curriculum intent as part of business planning discussions; engaging 
the Q&I Committee in this would be added to the schedule at a suitable time. 

Question: Was the proposed agenda schedule complete or could other items be added 
during the year?  Yes, the outline was a guide and not a complete list.  Regular reports 
would be made covering the main areas of delivery as shown but extra items would be 
added when needed, including at the request of governors.  The Chair’s preference was for 
agenda items to be notified in advance. 

 The Quality & Innovation Committee approved the proposed calendar of meetings 
for 2020/21. 

Action: Issue appointments for meetings in 2020/21. 
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ITEM 10: DATE OF NEXT MEETING 

 The next meeting would take place on Monday 13 July 2020, by videoconference, 
starting at 18.30. 

 

 

.……………………………………………………….   …………………….. 
Signed as an accurate record   Chair   Date 

 

ACTION LOG 

Date Item What Who When 

20/01/20 9. Report on enhanced Parents’ Evening proposals 
at a future meeting. 

Nadia 
Hodges/Sarah 
Robins 

28/02/20 

11/05/20 2. Consider how to provide learning about on-site 
social distancing to apprentices and students on 
practical programmes. 

Gary Phillips 29/05/20 

11/05/20 3. Amend achievement rate data reports to show 
the number of learners as well as the percentage 
outcomes. 

Gary Phillips 29/05/20 

11/05/20 8. Amend the draft revised Terms of Reference in 
line with members’ suggestions and share with 
the Board. 

Robert Dale 29/05/20 

11/05/20 9. Issue appointments for meetings in 2020/21. Robert Dale 15/05/20 

 


	quality and innovation committee
	prESENT
	by invitation
	in attendance
	membership matters
	welcome
	item 1a: APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
	item 1b: DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
	Item 1c: minutes of the previous meeting
	item 1d: matters arising
	item 2: Examination and assessment procedures in 2019/20
	item 3: National Achievement Rate Tables – Analysis
	Item 4: NHC Performance Update
	item 5: Hart L&D Performance Update
	item 6: HE Performance Update
	Item 7: Quality Improvement Plan (QIP) Update
	Item 8: Review of Terms of Reference
	item 9: Proposed calendar of meetings 2020/21
	item 10: date of next meeting
	action log


