
HART LEARNING GROUP 

QUALITY AND CURRICULUM COMMITTEE 
A meeting of the Quality and Curriculum Committee took place on Monday 13 July 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)

 
ITEM 1A: APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

 Niamh Krishman. 

ITEM 1B: DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

 None. 

ITEM 1C: MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING 

 The minutes of the meeting held on 11 May 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.  See update in Item 3. 

 Consider how to provide learning about on-site social distancing to apprentices 
and students on practical programmes.  Action complete.  This has been 
prepared for a September return.  See also Item 2. 

 Amend achievement rate data reports to show the number of learners as well as 
the percentage outcomes.  Action complete.  When these reports are produced 
in future, the number of learners as well as the percentage will be shown. 
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 Amend the draft revised Terms of Reference in line with members’ suggestions 
and share with the Board.  Action complete.  The revised Terms of Reference 
and new name for the Committee were approved by the Board on 8 June 2020. 

 Issue appointments for meetings in 2020/21.  Action complete.  Outlook 
appointments have been issued. 

ITEM 2: INITIAL THINKING ABOUT AUTUMN TERM – ENSURING THE EFFECTIVE 
DELIVERY OF THE CURRICULUM AND QUALITY PLANS 

 The situation in respect of September re-opening remained somewhat fluid with DfE 
and other guidance having changed frequently over the past weeks and further 
changes anticipated during the remainder of July and August.  However, working with 
other colleges locally and through national networks a decision had been taken that for 
the autumn term, a blended learning delivery model would be adopted.   

 When attending college premises, students would need to maintain 1m distance from 
each other and teachers would maintain 2m distance.  Classrooms would be laid out 
with forward-facing rows of desks.  The effect would be to reduce classroom capacity 
to c50%, but some areas would be brought into use as large teaching spaces (such as 
the sports hall drama studio and atrium at Hitchin).  Some minor capital works would 
be needed to provide for adequate ventilation in a few rooms at Stevenage.  

 There would be staggered start and lunchbreak times and students would remain in 
‘bubbles’ with limited contact between groups.  A ‘week A/week B’ approach would be 
adopted – although the precise balance between face to face and on-line delivery 
would vary between departments and qualification levels; Level 1 and 2 qualifications 
would have more in-college provision and less on-line delivery, with the reverse for 
Level 3.  A similar blended approach was being taken for apprenticeship and adult 
delivery with some ‘broadcasting’ of lessons – to other rooms on site – for evening 
classes to enable course groups to remain at normal sizes. 

 Support for wellbeing and mental health issues was being provided through a Big 
White Wall, and teachers were receiving training on software such as Microsoft 
Teams.  Staff development had explored resources available from providers such as 
the Open University and ETF.  When staff returned in August, the focus would be on 
effective pedagogy under these new circumstances, and safe working practice. 

 The team was not just developing practice in blended learning delivery, but was also 
working in improving teaching and learning quality through evidence-informed practice 
and staff support – with peer support being especially valuable. 

 The 2019/20 Self-assessment Review (SAR) process was under way, but would be 
somewhat delayed because of the uncertainty around outcomes.  Governors would be 
asked to participate in discussions at the end of September or start of October.  
Curriculum Intent statements and curriculum narratives were being refreshed. 

Question: Did the week A/week B model avoid DfE strictures on avoiding rotas?  Yes.  The 
plans were driven by curriculum content and did not simply involve week on/week off 
provision.  Some departments were considering longer blocks of delivery. 

Question: How were materials to be cleaned between practical sessions?  In the main, the 
plans would involve groups using materials on different days so that cleaning would be done 
between days.  However, teams were also intending to build-in student cleaning at the end 
of teaching sessions.  Trade area bubbles would be operated at the ECC. 
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Question: How would use of the Atrium and Sports Hall affect decant plans for the Hitchin 
redevelopment project?  Use of the Atrium would not affect decant plans at all; the Sports 
Hall was expected to remain available until at least November. 

Question: Would the government’s change of approach towards student entry into HE affect 
the college?  No assumption had been made about this; the college will still focus on offering 
the right programme to the right learner.  Student applications to FE might rise. 

Question: How effectively could data from the current year be used to assess gaps and 
development needs?  Regular catch-up meetings had been held by curriculum teams to pick 
up issues and support student engagement.  Teams were considering how to improve 
tracking – for example, identifying active participation not just attendance.  This could be 
achieved by requiring interactivity; options were being explored.  Student engagement 
tracking had seemed to work well; the link with Student Services had been especially useful. 

Question: Would student data have sufficient breadth and depth to support adequate 
monitoring and benchmarking?  Catching problems early was key, so continuing to monitor 
students, particularly those classed as vulnerable or at risk was particularly important; 
reintroducing face to face contact was already helping.  Data would continue to be collected, 
tracked and analysed but there would be limited opportunity for external benchmarking. 

 Different induction planning was being prepared, with materials also covering student 
behaviours.  The challenge of reminding learners about how structured education 
worked after six months away was not underestimated; there would need to be a 
sensitive approach to student conduct.  Module introductions were being made more 
interactive including an introduction to the course and some general careers guidance. 

Question: How might the classroom layout affect pedagogy? Because of the balance 
between on-site and distance learning, classroom layouts would only be one part of the 
learning process.  It was recognised that the planned layout favoured a direct instructional 
style, and that some new behaviours from teachers would be necessary; it was more 
important than usual to ensure that all class members had the chance to participate in these 
settings.  The teaching and learning coaches would support staff in developing their practice.  
Nonetheless, direct instruction was a valid and effective mode of delivery, complementing 
other forms of teaching and learning.  Collaborative work could be facilitated on-line. 

Question: To what extent was the development of the curriculum story also to be 
communicated to learners?  This was an important aspect; there had been examples of 
excellent practice from Sport and Public Services, who had sought innovative and creative 
ways of explaining to students why the curriculum was put together in a particular way. 

Question: How content were department heads and curriculum leaders with the plans for 
September?  All of the usual challenges – recruiting students, managing teaching resources 
and accessing the right learning environment – became harder to manage, but ‘huddles’ 
were an effective way of sharing good practice and concerns.  Staff had very much 
appreciated the clear communication from the SMT about how the college was intending to 
surmount the challenges posed by COVID-19 and what was expected of teams.  Keeping on 
top of changing government guidance had been the hardest part so far. 

 Members commented on the excellent and thorough preparation evident from the 
paper and presentation. 

 The Quality & Curriculum Committee accepted the report. 
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ITEM 3: NHC PERFORMANCE UPDATE 

 Since the previous meeting, the teams had been addressing a range of challenges, 
from preparing evidence to support calculated grade submissions, to facilitating 
adapted assessments and working with changing awarding body guidance.  Some 
learners had been attending at Hitchin and the ECC in Stevenage to complete 
practical assessments.  Awarding Body guidance on dealing with such matters had 
been late, had changed and had not always been helpful.  Nonetheless, good progress 
had been made with most students having been able to finish their qualifications; some 
Hair & Beauty students however might not be able to finish because of a need to use 
live models.  This might mean delaying the start of the new year for these courses. 

 Students at the ECC were also completing practical assessments; learners were 
generally following social distancing but needed some reminding.  These assessments 
were likely to be completed next week, with the final groups of adult learners 
completing on Saturday.  Opening the premises on Saturdays allowed longer 
assessments to be completed. 

 The Da Vinci extension at Stevenage had been used for on-line exams.  These could 
have been carried out remotely, but it had been easier and more effective for students 
to come into college premises.  The building had also been used for providing support 
to vulnerable learners.  There had been limited uptake of the one to one interviews 
offered but participants had found them useful. 

 Centre-assessed grades had been provided for all relevant learners following a 
thorough moderation process.  This had involved teachers in a massive effort 
providing evidence to support their decisions about ranking learners, which had then 
been reviewed by academic boards and by the CEO.  Submitted data would be 
moderated again by Awarding Bodies and there was a general expectation that results 
would be subject to downward pressure which might leave some disappointed. 

 Open events were taking place on a virtual basis, with contributions from curriculum 
heads, course team leaders and the marketing team.  These were popular and likely to 
continue on a monthly basis.  The HE open event was taking place next week.  Such 
activities aimed to cut through a wider sense of gloom associated with the COVID-19 
emergency while emphasizing the safety and wellbeing of the college community.  
Staff were also preparing summer transition materials for learners, some of whom 
might have had little structured education for six months.  This included a summer 
‘homework’ pack for learners – and some work was already being returned. 

Question: How did uptake for the virtual open events compare with last year? There had 
been better attendance and prospective students seemed to find it easier to ask questions. 

Question: What reasons were there for the much lower levels of engagement from 
Construction and Motor Vehicle learners?  In a significant proportion of cases, students had 
secured temporary employment, but this group was also generally harder to reach.  A higher 
proportion than average needed face to face support.  However, now that learners could 
come back into college, this group was particularly keen to complete outstanding work and 
practical assessments to achieve their qualifications. 

 The Quality & Curriculum Committee accepted the report. 
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ITEM 4: HART L&D PERFORMANCE UPDATE 

 Although apprenticeship achievement rates would not be published this year, the team 
continued to monitor them and to work with employers to support learners to achieve 
as soon as possible.  This had been made more complicated with breaks in learning 
and furloughs and so as being addressed on a case by case basis.  Most were now 
rejoining programmes and the team was working with larger clients on revision 
sessions.  A Co-op cohort was taking End Point Assessments (EPAs) in July rather 
than June, so it was not certain how many would complete within the year.  This would 
make the cohort sizes for 2020/21 harder to forecast..  80 EPAs had been successfully 
taken this month which would all go into this year’s outcomes. 

 The overall achievement rate this year was forecast to be 64% - up on last year’s 
outcome but slightly short of the national average (although if considering ONLY the 
newer standards, performance was above the national average).  Timely achievement 
was also improving (at 47%) but there was further to go.  This data related only to old 
frameworks and the poor performance was because of poor historic decisions on 
recruitment and selection of programmes.  There were some higher performing 
programmes as well. 

Question: Were there examples of best practice from high-performing programmes that 
could be applied more widely?  There were pockets of good practice but the main factor was 
the quality of tutor. 

Question: How were managers held to the account for performance?  Through the regular 
Performance Board process. 

 The Lloyds programme was performing particularly well with a group of 24 likely to 
complete before the year end (around half had already done so) with excellent results.  
Lowest performing programmes were those where sub-contracted delivery had had to 
be taken in-house (eg some of the Health and Social Care learners, where 
achievement would not exceed c40%). 

 Work on employability programmes was exceeding expectations at present, with 
‘bounceback’ courses targeted at people recently made redundant and often at the 
more academically able.  A blended delivery model would be adopted.  On-line 
learning programmes launched in March were being reviewed to see what had gone 
well and what might need improvement. 

Question: What was the position in respect of the Minimum Level of Performance (MLP) 
correspondence?  The letter from ESFA advised that no action was being taken; this might 
be because the Group had already decided to move away from this kind of delivery (health 
and social care at lower levels) and because, although below the MLP, NHC’s outcomes 
were actually above the national average and were likely to improve again this year.  Some 
providers had had action taken as a result of MLP breaches, but that was not the case with 
this correspondence. 

 The Quality & Curriculum Committee accepted the report. 

ITEM 5: HE PERFORMANCE UPDATE 

 The report showed recruitment for 2020/21was in line with the same time last year; 
Clearing would take place on 13 and 14 August.  All results for this year’s cohorts had 
been submitted.  Outcomes were good across all programmes. 
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 The new term would start on 14 September with Higher National students starting a 
week later.  Registration and induction would take place online and there would be a 
blended model of delivery using the ‘university’ model of lectures and seminars.  One 
day a week would be in college. 

Question: Had specialist teachers been appointed for the extended science programme?  
Yes.  Two new tutors had been recruited. 

 An approach had been made by an organisation (CECOSS) that was looking for a new 
partner to replace Milton Keynes College to help deliver Higher National outcomes; it 
urgently needed a partner with an OfS registration.  NHC would process student loans 
and deliver quality oversight, while CECOSS would undertake end to end delivery. 

Question: What would NHC get from the arrangement?  NHC would receive 18.5% of a 
c£1.5m funding stream. 

Question: What were the risks?  Due diligence was being undertaken, but no ‘red flags’ had 
yet appeared.  References from East Sussex and Milton Keynes colleges were positive and 
checks on past academic performance showed good retention, achievement and 
progression data.  CECOSS had a decent balance sheet.  NHC needed to develop its HE 
activity and this was a way of doing so which would complement AEB delivery in London (as 
this was where CECOSS was operating.  Approval would need to be obtained from OfS 
before this could be progressed. 

Question: How had the contact been made?  The college had a previous relationship with 
the CECOSS contract manager. 

 The Quality & Curriculum Committee accepted the report and approved the 
continuation of due diligence on the proposed relationship with CECOSS.  Should this 
prove acceptable and OfS approval be secured, developing HE delivery in this way 
was a good way forward. 

ITEM 6: QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PLAN (QIP) UPDATE 

 Although achievement rate data would not be published for 2019/20, and Ofsted would 
not refer to it during inspections, the college was continuing to collect data for its own 
purposes.  A range of factors including the inability of some students to complete 
during the year (eg because of Awarding Body requirements relating to practical 
assessments) and the loss of additional qualifications normally delivered during the 
summer term would make comparisons very hard to make, but a report would be 
shared with the Committee in due course. 

 Progress in this report was similar to the position in May and outstanding actions 
would be carried forward into the 2020/21 QIP, if they remained appropriate.  Where 
continuing work on actions had been possible (eg Prevent) this had carried on, and 
some excellent work on curriculum design and planning had been completed or was 
under way.  However, most of the remaining actions needed students to have returned 
to be completed. 

Question: Were there key improvement areas from last year’s SAR that had not been 
completed?  In the main, the outstanding actions related to measuring the impact of 
improvement work that had been implemented earlier in the year. 

Question: What was the balance of improvement actions between those that corrected 
weaknesses, or helped maintain a good position, or improved matters?  The balance varied 
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from curriculum area to area.  In general, stronger performing areas had more improvement 
actions and weaker ones had more corrective actions.  There had been good work 
completed across all areas in 2019/20 however. 

Question: Should non-completed actions receive resource priority to complete sooner if 
possible?  Because many of the outstanding actions were about measuring impact, these 
would be very hard to implement properly with the current cohort, given the level of 
disruption they had experienced; it would be better to undertake the review with ‘clean’ – or 
at least ‘cleaner’ - student data. 

Action: Consider the points made by the committee and reflect on how these might be 
reflected in the next SAR and QIP. 

 The Quality & Curriculum Committee accepted the report. 

ITEM 7: APPOINTMENT OF NEW CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR 

 Vernon McClure had chaired the committee since it was set up in 2015, giving calm, 
clear and professional leadership on quality matters during some very turbulent times.  
Throughout this period, his considered and collegiate style helped the committee grow 
in confidence and to offer rigorous challenge to executive leaders on curriculum 
development, teaching and learning quality and the student experience. 

 Vernon had participated in at least two Ofsted inspections of the college during his 
time as Committee Chair.  The fact that he had a good knowledge of how we work and 
how students feel because he had been a regular visitor to college premises 
undoubtedly helped reassure inspectors that our leadership and governance is at least 
Good.  He had also expected high standards of corporate governance based on his 
long professional experience in the University sector. The Committee had been very 
fortunate to have had such a qualified and competent volunteer in the Chair.  Vernon 
had agreed to continue to serve on the committee under a new Chair. 

 The Board had appointed Lynne Ceeney (also a long-serving member of the 
Committee) as Chair and asked Toni Beck to support her as Vice-chair.  A role 
description had been drafted with input from the retiring Chair; members were 
welcome to share any feedback. 

 The incoming Chair proposed to work with Gary Phillips to develop a survey for 
Committee members to assess their levels of knowledge and confidence about topics 
considered at meetings to help identify any gaps or weaknesses.  Committee 
members and staff attendees would also be asked how well they felt the committee 
was doing and whether there were any other matters it might usefully consider.  
Identifying subjects for deep dives would also be a priority, with Equality & Diversity an 
early subject.  Members were encouraged – when circumstances permitted – to be 
visible around the college. 

 Committee members thanked the retiring Chair for his commitment and service to the 
college during a challenging period.  His conduct had been an example of how 
effective challenge and support could be provided by governors and he had made a 
big contribution to the improvement journey to date.  In response, Vernon thanked 
non-executive members and executive attendees for their support and said that he had 
always been impressed by the quality of papers they had been asked to consider. 

 The Quality & Curriculum Committee accepted the report. 
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ITEM 8: DATE OF NEXT MEETING 

 The next meeting would take place on Wednesday 23 September 2020, by 
videoconference, starting at 18.30. 

 

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

ACTION LOG 

Date Item What Who When 

13/07/20 6. Consider the points made by the committee and 
reflect on how these might be reflected in the 
next SAR and QIP. 

Gary Phillips 31/08/20 
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