BOARD OF MANAGEMENT Ayrshire
ACTION TRACKER College

b

COMMITTEE: Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020 (Paper 1a)

DATE ACTION No ACTION OWNER STATUS™ COMMENTS

RAISED

* - /In Progress / Completed

1/1 7/106



1/3

Ayrshire College (Paper 2)

Learning and Teaching Committee

12 November 2020

Subject: Student Association Report

Purpose: To update Committee Members on Student Association

activity since the last meeting

Recommendation: That Committee Members note the content of the report and

1.

feedback any recommendations they may have

Background

Lauren Howieson, Student President, and Steven Oliver, Student Vice President,
have settled into their new roles this term and have already began putting plans
together for what will be a challenging yet promising year. Both officers are working
hard to ensure that the student voice continues to be heard.

Current Situation

During this period of challenge due to the COVID-19 situation, learning new
technologies and adapting to new ways of working, ACSA has set out its priorities for
the year ahead which are dominated by student mental health and wellbeing. Another
priority area for development is the delivery of the second year of the Student
Ambassador Model of student feedback.

The Student Association have established our own Virtual Student Association. This
has been through Wakelet which was a success with the Online Freshers event in
October. We will use this platform to inform and support students and to engage
through links to online clubs and social events.

The Student Association, along with the Head of Quality Enhancement and Head of
Student Experience will roll out the delivery of the Student Ambassadors model of
feedback for the second year. Ambassadors will conduct focus groups through

Qv

Microsoft Teams. I)<Q

b

Association Activity )§( ,\/O)

Staying Safe on Campus — Communication Strategy for COVID Awareness,O) >

<9

The Student Association created a video which shows the behaviours &8?@ when
arriving to campus. The video features both Lauren and Steven F})’ students,
entering campus and then giving a short tour whilst observing the;’i@s\ n site rules.

The video can be found on the college YouTube channel andm@b\e shared on social
media regularly.
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Fresher's Event

The Ayrshire College Virtual Freshers event went very well with the page getting
over 1000 visits within launch week. There was great feedback from the
entertainment side, with students chatting, playing games, and winning prizes. This
was evidence enough to carry on with both the Wakelet (Now rebranded Ayrshire
College Virtual Students Association) and the entertainment, at the very least until
Covid restrictions ease up.

Wear It On Your Sleeve

The Student Vice President, Steven Oliver, will be taking the Wear It On Your Sleeve
campaign forward and has ideas on how this can be developed. Over the coming
weeks, Steven hopes to re-launch the WIOYS Campaign with the help of our mental
health champions as well as the current staff champions.

We all agreed this will be an important campaign, especially coming up to the festive
period.

Student Mental Health Agreement

The Student Association met with Molly from NUS, along with Sara Turkington, and
hosted an online Q&A. We discussed the importance of the Mental Health Agreement
and the role of the Student Association in the agreement. This Q&A will be made
available to both staff and students shortly.

We hope from this that students are encouraged to open up about any mental health
issues they have and are made aware of the resources available to them.

Your Voice Matters

The recruitment period has now ended and the Student Association is working with
the Quality Enhancement Team and Head of Student Experience, as well as NUS
Scotland and spargs, to develop an online training programme and to roll out the initial
experiences survey in November. Over the next few weeks the Student Association
will be liaising with curriculum administrators from across the College to allocate each
Ambassador their classes. Once established, the Ambassador will be the named
contact for the class and will be there to support and engage with the class throughout
the year.

Future Activity %)

Clubs and Societies o D‘o) .

O .
The Student Association has issued a survey to students to find ou@%&fbnline
clubs/groups they wish to take part in. These groups will be set up witthﬁgbelp of the
Student President, but our goal is that students will be able to.\ the&se groups
themselves. We currently have previous LGBTQ+ officers that a}é&& n to continue
on with work from last year, so we hope to have this group upgpq(d ning as soon as
possible. Other groups will include Student Carers and Stud n{/ ith Disabilities, as

well as several interest groups including gaming and a book/film club.
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Wellbeing Champions

Following a successful pilot on Kilmarnock campus last year, the Student Association
plan to recruit Wellbeing Champions from across the College to assist with delivering
our commitments as laid out in the Student Mental Health Agreement. Last year’s
champions were recruited from the Health and Social Care curriculum area and we
will be in contact with the managers in these areas in due course to begin planning for
the recruitment of a new cohort.

Winter Break Support

The Student Association have been looking at ways in which they can help mitigate
the effects of the Covid restrictions on students’ mental health and wellbeing. As the
winter break may result in isolation for many students, we plan to keep our Virtual SA
and groups open throughout the winter break with a social event taking place on
Christmas day. We hope to work closely with the college in helping students with
issues around food poverty by coming up with a way in which we can provide a free
meal for students and their families who need it. Initial discussions have taken place
with College management regarding this.

4. Proposals
N/A
5. Risks

Due to the challenging issues dealt with within the SA there is a risk of reputational
damage.

6. Equality Impact Assessment

Due to the nature of this paper an equality impact assessment has not been
undertaken.

7. Conclusion

ACSA will continue to work alongside staff in order to best support and encourage
student and make the 2020/21 session, despite the unprecedented challenges it %’],
brings, both enjoyable and successful for students. D&Q

>
>0
Lauren H \%f ’e)>\r/1

Student,Bresitdent
23 October 2020
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Publication SRAN

This paper will be published on the College website A< \Q

N
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Ayrshire College (Paper 3)
Learning and Teaching Committee

12 November 2020

Subject: Addressing Digital Poverty

Purpose: To highlight to members the issue of digital poverty and how the

College is addressing this challenge.

Recommendation: Members are invited to note the contents of this paper.

Background

Vulnerable Learners

All colleges deal with fragile and vulnerable students where attendance at college
provides a vital lifeline. For example, 32% of full-time students in the College sector
are from the lowest SIMD percentiles; with 15% having a recorded disability. Now,
more than ever, it is essential that colleges retain and support students to achieve
successful outcomes, enabling them to progress to employment or further study.

Digital Poverty

With the requirement to deliver learning and teaching in a blended way, throughout
session 2020-21, digital poverty is a priority issue facing students and could be a
significant barrier to participation in successful learning.

The Scottish Funding Council (SFC) allocated additional capital funding for colleges,
for AY 2020-21, to support the provision of ICT equipment and expects institutions to
use these funds to help tackle digital poverty by providing fair and equitable access
to remote learning for students.

Digital poverty challenges are not just related to the requirement for more resource

to provide for physical kit and data allowances, but are also related to the limitations %’],

of the infrastructure for connectivity, as well as to support many of the vulnerabl&)
students to ensure confidence is at a level to allow blended learning to take ;r)%qé‘
successfully. Also, there is a requirement for continuous professional devel e@
to support staff to deliver in this new way.

0)

Current Situation O\\Q/\f')
U0

A process to administer these funds was agreed by the Colle Q Qj}ﬁtal Poverty

Group, which has representation from the Curriculum Dwector‘i‘tja of ICT, Head

of Student Experience, Student Funding Manager, and ‘Fiﬁ} ent Association.

Assessment of applications to the Discretionary Digital Poveft K, d is also overseen

by this cross-college group.
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Publication

As of 30 October, the College has received 1,250 applications to the Discretionary
Digital Poverty Fund. Applications have now closed but the scheme will reopen to
take account of recruitment to Winter programmes due to commence in early
February. A total of 680 devices and 70 data packages have been distributed to
students to date.

It is likely that the demand, from students for access to devices, will be greater than
the supply of both devices and data packages from the additional capital funding
allocated by SFC. In addition, there is a need to provide accommodation for
independent learning to take place as many students do not have an appropriate
space conducive to studying at home. The College has piloted providing small
numbers of students with access to its Learning Resource Centres, across all
campuses, in line with public health requirements. It is hoped that access can
continue to be provided for an increased number of students over the coming weeks.

Resource Implications

Assessing applications and distribution of devices has resulted in additional workload
for all staff involved.

Risks

There is a risk that the demand, from students for access to devices, will be greater
than the supply of both devices and data packages from the additional capital funding
allocated by SFC

Conclusion
Members are invited to note the contents of this paper.

Anne Campbell

Vice Principal - Curriculum

27 October 2020

(Elaine Hutton — Director of Curriculum)
(Julie Maxwell — Director of Curriculum)

This paper will be published on the College website D&Qq;]/
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Ayrshire College (Paper 4)
Learning and Teaching Committee

12 November 2020

Subject: 2018-19 College Leaver Destinations Survey

Purpose: To provide members with an overview of College leaver destinations
for 2018-19

Recommendation: Committee members are asked to note 2018-19 College Leaver

Destinations survey responses and the analysis provided

Introduction

Each year, all colleges conduct a survey to capture the destination of successful full-time
leavers. The information gathered is then provided to the Scottish Funding Council (SFC).

The College Leaver Destinations (CLD) survey includes further and higher education
students. Collation of this data provides a comprehensive picture of the destinations of
students who have completed courses successfully at College.

The most recent survey report focuses on students who studied a course during academic
year 2018-19 and who would have completed their course in June 2019 with a successful
outcome. The data reports on their position as at 31 December 2019.

Scotland has 26 colleges split across 13 regions and national data is presented at a regional
and College level. The SFC has not yet published the national data for 2018-19, therefore,
it is not possible to compare the College data with national data.

Student destinations are classed as either positive or negative. Positive destinations include
either securing employment or going on to further study.

Current Situation

Outcome agreements now have a stronger focus on the positive effects of college Iearningb’]/

on the lives of students. D<Q

>
Post-course destination data provides a key measure of the impact of undertaking a.coll
course and is monitored under National Measure 8 (number and proportion @ time
college qualifiers in work, training and/or further study 3-6 months after qu && in the
College’s Outcome Agreement. This measure does not take account of pzjr@%nﬁ{gudents,
many of whom progress directly to employment. 2

L9AQ0
N
The College achieved a return rate of 88.4%, confirming the desti@ Q(’)f 3,830 college
leavers out of a total of 4,333 and exceeding the SFC survey cqggp e\@n target of 80%.

S
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Table 1 provides a summary of the confirmed destinations of Ayrshire College leavers.

Table 1: Confirmed destinations of Ayrshire College leavers

Moved on to further Moved on to Other Moved on to a
study employment negative
destination
Full-time Part-time Full-time | Part-time
study study work work
3,009 58 495 88 76 104
79% 1.5% 13% 2.3%
3,067 583
80% 15.3%
3,650 76 104
95.3% 2% 2.7%
Positive Negative

The main point to note is that 95.3% of Ayrshire College confirmed leavers are in a positive
destination six months after completing their course of study, a slight decrease of 0.5% on
the previous year. The data, in Table 1, shows that, of known destinations, the majority of
students (80%) were undertaking further study six months after successful completion of
their full-time course, and that 15.3% had moved into employment.

Ayrshire College has a significantly high proportion of FE students and around 80% of all
College enrolments in 2018-19 were on a course at FE level. We would expect that a high
percentage of those students would return for further study at FE or HE level, particularly
as a large number of students progress through more than one year of study.

Table 2 provides a breakdown of the destinations of students who left the College sector.

Table 2: Destinations of 1,240 Ayrshire College leavers who left the college sector

Destination % Ayrshire

College Leavers

—— QCQI
FE to university 5.7% x
HE to university 33% I)Ebo)
FE to employment 22.3% % DY
HE to employment 24.9% QQ/‘ [)9
FE Unavailable for work 4.4% NZ2X
HE Unavailable for work 2.4% (/0 Q\'
FE to Unemployed 6% < Qq’
HE to unemployed 1.4% xS\ v
CR

Fewer Ayrshire College leavers (7.4%) were unemployed 6 months after the successful
completion of their course compared to the previous year (13.7%).

Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020 2
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A detailed breakdown of the underlying data will be provided to all curriculum teams and is
used on an ongoing basis to inform action plans and future curriculum delivery plans.

A glossary of definitions of the terminology used is included in Appendix 1.

3. Consultation
Due to the nature of this report, consultation was not required.

4. Risks
Robust collection of leaver destination data can be resource intensive, particularly when a
high response rate is required. Many leavers are unavailable to give feedback during
daytime working hours. Due to Outcome Agreement targets, there will be continued
pressure to maintain adequate college response rates.

5. Equality Impact Assessment
An equality impact assessment is not required for this paper.

6. Conclusion

Committee members are asked to note the 2018-19 College Leaver Destinations survey
responses and the analysis provided.

Ann Heron
Head of Quality Enhancement
29 October 2020
Publication
This paper will be published on the College website.
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Definitions:

All qualifiers: Refers to qualifiers who have confirmed destinations and those
qualifiers who remain unconfirmed.

Unconfirmed qualifiers: Qualifiers where contact could not be made.

Positive destinations are defined in the National Measure: Destination and Employment
as the number and proportion of college qualifiers in work, training
and/or further study 3-6 months after qualifying and refer to:

Further study or training: Qualifiers who are continuing with full-time or part-time study,
training or research at college or university.

Entering employment: For those in full-time and part-time work only (including self-
employed/freelance, voluntary/unpaid, developing a professional
portfolio/creative practice or on an internship). Also includes
qualifiers who were not currently in employment but who secured
employment that was set to commence by 31 March 2019.

Negative Destinations refer to:

Unemployed and looking

for work: This applies to qualifiers Unemployed and looking for work and
those Not employed but not looking for employment, further study or
training.

Unavailable to work: Qualifiers who are: taking time out in order to travel;, Permanently
unable to work/retired; Temporarily sick/unable to work/looking after
home/family.

National KPI 4: KPI 4 on Destinations & Employment for Developing Scotland’s
Young Workforce: The percentage of 16-24 year old college
students who have successfully completed a full-time course moving
into employment or higher level study. [Employment includes Cb’l,
Modern Apprenticeships and continued study must show upward&Q
progression in SCQF level.]

g .\,O’
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Ayrshire College (Paper 5)

Learning and Teaching Committee

12 November 2020

Subject: 2019-20 Performance Indicators

Purpose: To provide members with background information and technical
guidance on learning and teaching performance indicators. Also, to
provide members with information on the College’s interim 2019-20

Pls.

Recommendation: Members are invited to note the contents of this paper

1. Background

Performance Indicators (Pls) support quality enhancement and improvement, in the
College, by allowing curriculum teams to analyse and benchmark performance
against subject specific and national trends. Pl guidance is published annually by the
Scottish Funding Council (SFC).

The College counts student activity in two distinct ways — headcount and enrolments.
Headcount refers to an individual student and enrolment refers to the number of
course enrolments generated by an individual student. In most cases, one student will
generate one enrolment, but a student could enrol on a full-time course and a part
time evening class, therefore generating two enrolments.

The College records an outcome for every enrolment, and this must be one of the
options outlined in the table below.

Outcome Description

Completed successful | students who completed the course and achieve the
qualification that they were enrolled on

Partial success students who completed the course but did not gain the
qualification that they were enrolled on

Early withdrawal students who withdrew before 25% of their course had Q;I/
elapsed )

Further withdrawal students who withdrew from their course after the 2&%{ e
point \,

The four main Pls reported are: FE full-time, FE part-time, HE full-time {@%ﬁb‘part—
time. It should be noted that part-time provision, particularly at FE level, i e’ry diverse
and includes school-college partnership courses, evening cla ’]/ Commercial
training and community-based employability courses. \’]/

Pls are also reported for specific groups, related to Scotti @/ernment national
priorities, and detailed in the Regional Outcome Agreement, ucﬁas care experienced
students, those from SIMD10 postcode areas and students with a declared disability
receiving Extended Learning Support.

Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020 1

1/4 17/106



2/4

The timeline for auditing and publishing the Pls is detailed in the table below.

Date Activity

August — July 2020 | Course delivery

September 2020 External Audit

October 2020 Submission of Pls to SFC through FES (Further Education
Statistics) return

November 2020 — National Pls collated by SFC

January 2021

February 2021 National Pls published by SFC

Current Situation

Deferred Students

In response to the global pandemic and the requirement to move, completely, to online
learning from 20 March 2020, colleges sought to work with key awarding bodies to
ensure that alternative models of certification could be adopted which recognised,
fairly, students’ achievements, allowing them to progress to work or further study,
while maintaining the integrity of qualifications.

Due to colleges working with over 100 awarding bodies, there was variation in the
length of time which it took for each one to communicate their guidance to colleges.
In some cases, the guidance was not finalised until during the summer holiday period.

Within awarding body guidance, the term ‘deferred’ was introduced. A student is
defined as being deferred, ‘Where it is not possible for assessment conditions to be
adapted’. Colleges across Scotland, including Ayrshire College, had significant
numbers of students, for whom learning, teaching and assessment could not be
concluded at the end of academic session 2019-20.

These students were identified as a priority cohort and were re-enrolled in session
2020-21. Staff have been supporting these students to complete their studies since
the return to campus.

Importantly, in order to be included, positively, in 2019-20 performance indi
figures, learning, teaching and assessment had to be concluded and results sukmit
by the end of September 2020. For some subject areas, this was not possij @'to
late awarding body guidance and/or the substantial amount of learning, @%ng and
assessment that still had to take place — particularly in practical- Subjeet areas.
Students for whom learning, teaching and assessment continued b@y eptember
2020 will be included in performance indicators for the current\@&\ ic session —
2020-21. \\(9 Q(’)

A high-level summary of the College’s 2019-20 performancgns}kators is provided in
appendix 1.

Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020 2
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Further Education Full-Time — FE FT

Performance, with reference to completed successful, on FE FT programmes declined
by 2.3% from 66.2% in 2018-19 to 63.9% in 2019-20. In addition, partial success
figures increase by 2.3% from 8.7% in 2018-19 to 11.0% in 2019-20. Although many
variables contribute to the overall College position, it is worth noting that January start
programmes are included in this analysis. Many of these courses only had six weeks
of full-time learning and teaching prior to the move to online learning in March 2020.
Successfully completing these courses was not going to be possible and thus many
could not complete the full programme but did manage to complete some individual
units.

Further Education Part-Time — FE PT

Completed successful declined by 3.1% from 80.2% in 2018-19 to 77.1% in 2019-20.
As noted above, provision classified under FE PT is very diverse and, therefore,
analysing performance can be complex. It is, however, worth illustrating that the
further withdrawn figure increased by 3.3 % from 5.6% in 2018-19 to 8.9% in 2019-
20. This reflects a pattern that was evident in higher than usual further withdrawal
rates for school-college partnership programmes.

SQA Awarding Body messaging to schools and colleges was very different. Guidance
on National Qualifications confirmed that school pupils and college students
undertaking National 5, Higher and Advanced Higher qualifications would not be
required to undertake any further assessment from 20 March, while guidance for
college qualifications stated that students should participate in learning and
assessment opportunities until such times as sufficient evidence was deemed to be in
place for lecturing staff to make a holistic assessment judgement. Many school pupils
did not engage beyond the 20 March and so had to be withdrawn from school-college
partnership programmes.

Higher Education Full-time — HE FT

Despite the challenging end to academic session 2019-20, it is pleasing to note that
performance, with reference to completed successful, on HE FT increased by 2% from
66.8% in 2018-19 to 68.8% in 2019-20. SQA is the awarding body for many of the HE
FT programmes in the college. SQA guidance indicated that a holistic approach, using
course aims, could be taken to assessment. Initial feedback, from course teams, was

that this was a helpful approach as competencies assessed in engagement up until%f],

20 March 2020 could be used as evidence for units delivered later in the term. Q
b&%o)
% N
Completed successful, on HE PT, fell by 5.4% from 83.5% in 2018-19 @%8.‘3&) in
2019-20. Further withdrawn increased by 3.1% from 2.7% in 2018-19 to X 2019-

Higher Education Part-time — HE PT

20. Of the further withdrawn, 55% were from HNC Childhood Practice orts were
learning could not be undertaken due to placement constraints anc{@l pandemic.
X
Education Scotland Subject Grouping Aﬁgg(’)\
TN

A performance comparison, by Education Scotland subject grouping, is also provided
for information in the appendix.
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A full analysis of performance indicators will be undertaken through the area team
evaluation sessions scheduled to take place throughout October and early November.

Conclusion

Members are asked to note that the information provided in this paper is an interim

position. Pls will not be confirmed until after the FES return to SFC and the subsequent
audit process is complete.

Further reports and presentations will be brought to Committee later in the academic

year when the team evaluations have concluded and when the national sector Pls are
published.

Anne Campbell
Vice Principal, Curriculum

30 October 2020
Publication
This paper will be published on the College website.
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(Paper 5 - Appendix 1)
2019-20 Performance Indicators

High-level summary
FE Full Time

High-Level Summary

withdrawn Total

Early Withdrawn %o

Early Withdrawn % Further Withdrawn %

44

FE Part time

High-Level Summary

withdrawn Total

1

Withdrawn Total

Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020
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HE Full Time

High-Level Summary

Student Success % Partial Success % Early Withdrawn %% Further Withdrawn % Withdrawn Total

Student Success © artial 5 55 % Further Withdrawn wWithdrawn Total

Student Success % Further Withdrawn %o Withdrawn Total

95 i T

Further Withdrawn Withdrawn Total

Student Success % Withdrawn Total

Student Success % Withdrawn Total

4

HE Part Time

High-Level Summary

Student Success % Partial Success Early Withdrawn %o Further withdrawn %o withdrawn Total

Student Success % Partial Succes Early Withdrawn 2 Withdrawn Total

Student Success %

Student Success %

Student Success %

Partial Success %o

Early Withdrawn %o

Further Withdrawn %o

Withdrawn Total

Early Withdrawn %o

Further Withdrawn %o

;

Early Withdrawn &

Further Withdrawn %o

Early Withdrawn %%

Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020
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FE — Full Time Success by
Education Scotland Subject Grouping
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Ayrshire College (Paper 7)

Learning and Teaching Committee

12 November 2020

Subject: 2020-21 Credit Report (position at 4 November 2020)

Purpose: To advise the Learning and Teaching Committee of the current
2020-21 credit activity target position and projection to the end of

the academic year

Recommendation: Members are invited to note the contents of this paper

1. Background

A key strategic aim, of the College, is to meet the annual credit activity target agreed
with the Scottish Funding Council (SFC) as part of the Regional Outcome Agreement
process.

The activity target, agreed for AY 2020-21, is 124,877 credits which comprises a
combination of core and ESF credits. Table 1 provides a breakdown of credits.

Table 1
SFC Core credit target 124,086
ESF credits 791
Total SFC credit target 124,877
%’lx
2. Current Situation [>‘Q

b
Appendix 1 provides a summary of the current position and the anticipatés fmt‘al

position for AY 2020-21. Though the College is not funded for over deli ry)Qt is
necessary to ensure that the College has sufficient credits for its FES Q@\/ﬁa)’activity

audit. QO
3. R Implicati ‘\‘Q/q,@/g
. esource impiications
P SRAN

\
Members should be aware that, ordinarily, the SFC reserqe%) t % right to clawback
funding should the College not meet the agreed activity targét.” SFC has confirmed,
however, that it will not seek to recover funds, for AY 2020-21, for shortfalls against
Outcome Agreement targets where related to Covid-19. The College is not funded for
over delivery.

Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020 1
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4, Risks

The failure to meet the SFC credit activity target also presents a reputational risk to
the College and may affect future activity levels. These risks are included in the

corporate risk register.
5. Conclusion

Members are invited to note the contents of this paper.

Publication

This paper will be published on the College website

Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020

Anne Campbell

Vice Principal, Curriculum

4 November 2020

30/106



Curriculum Area

ACES, Computing, Games Development, Business

2020-21 Covid baseline

Current position as at 4
November 2020

Remaining Provision

including Travel & Tourism 43469 36119 6 441
Creative, Social Science, Sport and Hospitality 37 565 32 151 4275
Care, Essential Skills, Supported Learning and ESOL 31231 30534 792
Schools, Engagement and Widening Access 3559 1995 1564
Apprenticeships and Work Based Learning 2 550 87 2463
Community 1700 0 1700
One-plus 3100 0 3100
Deferred students 4101 4133 0
Sub-Total 127 275 105 019 20 335
Less UWS Articulation Agreement -150 ’],
Qo)
D‘\)
ota
Total 127 125 105 019 (b 20 335
L
Summary Total >§( Y
— Z b?’
Current Position 105 019 \Q/Q
A\
Remaining 20 335 (JO Q'\'
Total 125 354 \Q\(@,}/Qq/
Total Projected Delivery 125 354 \\‘{@\QO)\
Less UWS Credits -150 ?t\:\'
Credit target 124 877
Over/Under Target 327

1/1
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Ayrshire College (Paper 8)
Learning & Teaching Committee

12 November 2020

Subject: 2020-21 Student Support Funds Position as at 4 November 2020

Purpose: To update Members on the Student Support Funds position and
projections as at 4 November 2020

Recommendation: Members are asked to note the contents of this paper.

1 Background
The College is responsible for administering student support funds on behalf of
the Scottish Funding Council (SFC), the Scottish Government and Student
Awards Agency for Scotland (SAAS).

2 Current Situation

The following sections of this paper provide details of the position of each student
support fund as at 4 November 2020.

Members should note that while projected expenditure figures are included
within this report there are a significant number of variables still to be
factored including student retention rates, actual awards still outstanding
and Winter programmes due to start in early February 2021.

Financial projections will continue to be refined throughout the year for reporting to
both the Strategic Leadership Team and the Business, Resources and
Infrastructure Committee.

21 SFEC Funds provided for Bursary Support

Total 2020-21 SFC Student Support Funds are £10,607,955. Table 1 below 1
details the bursary support funds provided by SFC for 2020-21 together with Q‘b
projected expenditure figures as at 4 November 2020. %I%
>0
Table 1 >§<O)\'
o2 I
Projected N2
Student Support Fund Budget Expenditure Différenc
SFC Bursary £9,335,000 £8,933,882 £401)118
FE Childcare £517,138 £487,788 A\ £29)350
HE Childcare £278,459 £253,947 {9 {124,512
FE Discretionary £477,358 £451,240 o\ \™ £26,118
Total £10,607,955 £10,126,857 "yy £481,098

The above figures are based on the most up to date information on student
applicants based on all students continuing with the College. Student Funding will

Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020 1
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2.2

2.3

continue to review and revise the numbers to take account of student withdrawls,
once these have been confirmed by the curriculum areas.

The figures within Table 1 include initial projections for Winter 2021 courses.
These courses have however traditionally attracted students who would be EMA
eligible rather than eligble for Bursary due to their expected age.

The figures set out in Table 1 also include circa £1,700,000 which relates to 276
care experienced sudents. The College has actively promoted the additional
support available to care experienced students and continues to do so. Therefore
the level of support and the number of identified care experienced students is
expected to increase during AY2020-21.

In the current COVID-19 pandemic the ability to accurately forecast student
withdrawals and levels of engagement (attendance) has been significantly
compromised. The figures shown in Table 1 include estimations on withdrawal
rates and student engagement levels calculated in line with 2019-20 figures.

Student Funding will continue to monitor student numbers and projected bursary
support closely. Any significant changes or anomalies to withdrawals or
engagement levels will be reported to members as part of the regular reporting
arrangements.

Educational Maintenance Allowance (EMA)

EMAs are provided by the Scottish Government to support eligible 16 to 18 year-
old students. The College’s allocation for AY2020-21 is £800,000. The College is
currently projecting EMA spent of £721,020 at this time. Members are asked to
note that this figure includes January 2021 courses.

There is no financial risk in this area as actual amounts paid out are reimbursed in
full to the College a month in arrears.

SAAS Funds provided for Higher Education Discretionary support

The College is also allocated funding from SAAS for eligible students completing
HE programmes. This budget is administered in line with SAAS guidance.

Table 2 below details the HE Discretionary Fund Budget made available by SAAS

for 2020-21 together with expenditure as at 4 November 2020. Q_-,D‘
Table 2 %é(
o%
\\V
Student Support Fund Budget Projected Expenditure Ql&dtence
HE Discretionary : (
Addtional £242 268 £207,174 é\ \’1235 094
A
~a\
Total £242,268 £207,174 ?‘,\/’\, £35,094

At this stage cannot allocate more than the original budget of £242,268. The
College will however submit a request for additional funding support to SAAS in

Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020 2
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January 2021 in line with its timescales, if additional funding is required. The
level of additional funding requested will be based on the level of student
demand at that time. In adddition, the College can also provide financial support
to our most vulnerable students for essential costs, for example travel costs, from
other budgets.

3 Proposals
No further proposals are noted in this paper.

4  Consultation
No formal consultation is required given the subject of this paper.

5 Resource Implications
No further resource issues require to be noted in this paper.

6 Risks
The disbursement of student support funds and financial monitoring
arrangements are key areas of financial risk for the College. In addition, issues
arising from the management of the student support funds can impact
significantly on the reputation of the College.

7 Equality Impact Assessment

An impact assessment was completed in respect of the 2020-21 Student Funding
Policy and Procedures.

8 Conclusion
Members are asked to note the contents of this paper.
Michael Breen

Vice Principal, Finance
4 November 2020 Q)fl’

Q
(James Thomson — Director of Finance, Student Funding and Estate >
o))
%
e WO
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N
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A
N\ \Q‘o
v
N;»
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Ayrshire College (Paper 9)
Learning and Teaching Committee

12 November 2020

Subject: Apprenticeships and Work Based Learning Report

Purpose: To advise Members of the current position and provide an
update on the impact of COVID-19

Recommendation: Members are asked to note the contents of this paper

1. Background

The Scottish Apprenticeship family consists of three programmes - Modern
Apprenticeships; Foundation Apprenticeships and Graduate Apprenticeships.

Scottish Government’s ambition was to continue to expand apprenticeship
provision in Scotland to 30,000 new starts annually by 2020. In line with this,
the College continually develops the portfolio it offers to businesses to ensure
that the skills’ development and succession planning needs of our region’s
employers and stakeholders are met, increasing employment opportunities for
our communities.

COVID-19 has impacted on apprentice recruitment across Scotland, with some
sectors experiencing a larger impact than others. Much recent activity has
focussed on protecting the skills’ pipeline and supporting apprentices who have
had their learning and development or career prospects impacted.

The content of this report describes the current position, taking into account the
impact of COVID-19 on the College’s Apprenticeship and Work-Based Learning

provision.
St
)
>
>0

% o>
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2. Ayrshire College Apprenticeships Provision

Modern Apprenticeships (MAs)

Original Target - 220
Expected Starts — 183
Current - 35

Original Target - £600,000
Expected Value - £600,000
At Period 2 - £42,000

The Modern Apprenticeship contract year runs from April to March each year.
The volume of starts presented is in relation to the Skills Development Scotland
contract year, while the financial targets and claim values are presented in
relation to the College’s academic year.

Recruitment

Although the pace of new apprentice recruitment for 2020-21 has been
impacted by COVID-19 as companies were affected by lockdown, good signs
of recovery are apparent in most sectors. The apprentice pipeline looks
relatively strong, though pace of recovery is not consistent across different
sectors.

The following table details the starts signed up in the 2020-21 SDS contract
award over the industry sectors, alongside the 2019-20 achievement.

Sector 2019-20 2019-20 2020-21 2020-21 Current
Award Starts Award Pipeline %fl/
Automotive 12 20 22 10 D‘Q
Construction Trades 30 31 40 27 tib o)
—— %1y
Engineering 91 92 95 93 QQ' {)9
Food & Drink 12 7 10 &Q/Ki’)*
Hairdressing 22 16 21 ACJ%Q
Hospitality 22 9 22 (S
Sport, Health & Social L0
Care 7 8 10 Vt\«\g 7
Total 196 183 220 ™ 146
Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020 2
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The main period of sign-ups traditionally takes place for the college from August
onwards and this activity is now ongoing. The 2020-21 current pipeline levels
are very similar to the same period in 2019-20. It is anticipated that the pipeline
will continue to develop through 2020 and into early 2021 as industry recovers,
though dependant on government regulations in certain sectors. Although it can
be hoped that overall start numbers will be comparable to 2019-20, it is unlikely
that the full contracted volume of 220 starts will be achieved.

Currently, we have seen a positive level of enquiries in engineering and it is
hoped that this will translate to new starts at a level close to the contracted
volume. Although some companies who traditionally recruit have cancelled
their apprentice recruitment in 2020, others have continued and we have also
had enquiries from new or returning employers.

The automotive and construction sectors returned relatively early from the
lockdown period and we saw an upturn in interest for these apprenticeships
subsequent to that. Feedback from trade bodies suggests that recruitment will
return to near normal in construction trades, but that it is likely to be delayed by
a number of months, into the new calendar year. We will continue our work to
maximise recruitment in these sectors.

Sectors such as hairdressing, hospitality and sport returned to business after
the lockdown period and recruitment has increased, though the hospitality
sector’s recovery has again been impacted by recent restrictions.

The college successfully bid for a contract to deliver Modern Apprenticeships
to five South Ayrshire Council hospitality employees which will help offset the
impact in that sector.

The college will continue to work with businesses and partners to promote
apprenticeships to industry and young people, to maximise the recruitment in
2020-21 and minimise the impact of COVID-19 to the skills pipeline.

Claims

The majority of financial claims affecting this and next year’s funding from SDS
will be in relation to apprentices already on the programme. Although delayed
or reduced recruitment will have an impact on funding, the largest immediate
impact would be in relation to redundancy of current apprentices. Though a

large proportion of apprentices were furloughed during the lockdown period, @3

date we are not currently aware of any major apprenticeship redundan&es
related to COVID-19. This situation will be monitored on an ongoing basis, D‘o)’

Assessors continued to support, guide and assess their candidaé;@\eémcately
where possible when they are on furlough, helping progress their inning
knowledge. In sectors such as engineering and Construction\ﬁ@f fAwial claims
are made on the basis of quarterly progress reviews. The \1 Inued while
apprentices were on furlough. Some claims have be (s ect to delay if
employer corroboration of claims is delayed or apprentic "are uncontactable.
In these cases, claims are subject to a recoverable delay rather than a loss of
funds. This recovery is underway with delayed claims being processed.

Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020 3
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The apprenticeships team has continued to process claims remotely with
subsequent Skills Development Scotland payments being received as per
normal practice.

Sub Contracted Modern Apprenticeships

Original Target - 120
Expected Starts - TBC

Original Target - £250,000
Expected Value - £250,000
At Period 2 - £18,000

Alongside the contract held directly with SDS, the College also delivers off-the-
job training to significant numbers of Modern Apprentices via contracts held
with other training providers such as trade bodies and local authorities.
Approximately 350 apprentices are supported by these contracts.

Communication with trade bodies has been structured and is ongoing. Future
payment plans and recruitment for 2020-21 is being discussed through these
channels on an ongoing basis.

Feedback from trade bodies suggests recruitment will be relatively strong,
though delayed with much of it occurring at the end of the current calendar year
and early in the new one. This will continue to be monitored and reported upon
as the situation becomes clearer.

Foundation Apprenticeships (FAs)

Original Target - 200
Expected Starts - 114
Actual Starts - 114

Original Target - £627,000
Expected Value - £627,000
At Period 12 - £0

Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020 4
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Recruitment for the 2020-22 FA programme is as follows:

Framework Applications Current
Awarded Received Starts

Civil Engineering (2yr) (AC) 15 22 11

Engineering (2yr) (AC) 45 88 29

Children & Young People (2yr)

(AC) 40 64 28

Children & Young People (1yr)

(EAC) 15 18 10

Business Skills (1yr) (AC &

SAC) 30 10 9

Scientific Technologies (1yr)

(AC) 15 8 5

Food & Drink Technologies

(1yr) (EAC) 10 10 10

IT Hardware & System Support 15 5 0

(1yr) (AC)

Social Services & Healthcare

(1yr) (NAC) 15 20 12

Total 200 245 114

As reported previously, in most sectors, applications numbers were relatively
strong for the FA programme. However, there was a drop in applications
converting to starts on the programme.

For 2020-21 SDS and SQA recognise that work placements for Foundation
Apprentices are likely to be significantly impacted by the ongoing situation.
Alternatives are being implemented, including customised units less reliant on
access to workplaces and industry challenge projects for learners.

Pathway Apprenticeships (PAs)

In direct response to the significant disruption within the skills system caused
by COVID-19 and to ensure that young people are offered the best chance of

employment and accessibility to apprenticeships, SDS has developed Pathway, *

SV

Apprenticeships. Pathway Apprenticeships (PA) are designed to provids o)}

individuals with the opportunity to develop knowledge, technical skills and r?&g\/

skills that prepare and enable them to access Modern Apprenticesh'kge(
opportunities or progress to other positive destinations in line with tk{&,&/ﬁréer
aspirations. (/OQ
QY
These opportunities are aimed at 16-24 year olds asm\z% f Scottish
Government’s Young Persons Guarantee. PAs are a co n of college-
based and work-based learning, delivered over 6 months; with the initial phase
very similar to Foundation Apprenticeships. %

Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020 5
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)
. Other Activity C/,-I/Q

Pathway Apprenticeship opportunities are being procured in a number of
phases by Skills Development Scotland. Phase 1 is currently being procured
with subsequent phases expected soon after. The College is currently
analysing the Pathway Apprenticeships programme and the local demand for
it, particularly in relation to the UK Government’s Kickstart scheme.

. Commercial SVQs

Original Target - £150,000
Expected Value - £150,000
At Period 2 - £0

Original Target - 100
Expected Starts - 100

Assessment support for candidates undertaking commercial SVQs continued
throughout the lockdown period. The majority of these candidates work in the
Health & Social Care sector and continue to work. Although direct face-to-face
observation of these candidates is currently not possible, e-portfolio is used
which allows for ongoing assessment and support for uploaded evidence. Other
methods of observation, such as video, are also being utilised.

Recruitment of new candidates had not been possible through the lockdown
period. Since the return of staff and students to campus, we are now planning
the reintroduction of sign-ups to commercial SVQs imminently.

Prior to lockdown, a significant contract was being negotiated with East Ayrshire
Council to deliver SVQs to their care at home staff which was subsequently
paused. Discussions with East Ayrshire Council have been ongoing and we aim

XV

to begin delivering this contract by the end of the calendar year. D&Q

"

Discussions have also begun with South Ayrshire Council on a sirgi(I:?F»»q

opportunity. q@ D‘q .
N\

.\(Q/ Q
SVQ Units of HNC Provision in Health and Social Care and,%%eh}\ ears
Work based assessors in the Health and Social Care aaéﬂf fy“Years sectors
normally support over 400 students to achieve their I’-‘ane qualification.
Courses in these areas, particularly at HNC level, have SVQ units embedded

Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020 6
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which are assessed by work-based assessors in collaboration with the
Curriculum departments.

Current feedback suggests that a large proportion of the College’s network of
placements in the Health and Social Care sector will be unable to facilitate a
student placement this academic year. Work is ongoing internally, and with
SQA and SSSC to mitigate the impact of this constraint.

Apprentice Transition Plan

The College has been represented on a group comprising SDS, the SCQF
Partnership and other training providers to introduce the Apprentice Transition
Plan, a service designed to support apprentices who have been made
redundant as a result of COVID-19. The service is intended to help affected
apprentices either achieve their qualification if they are nearing the end, or
receive accreditation for the learning and development they have completed to
support their search for future employment.

Scottish Apprenticeship Advisory Board — Standards and Frameworks Group
The College continues to be the Colleges Scotland representative on the
Scottish Apprenticeship Advisory Board Standards and Frameworks Group.
This group oversees governance of the Scottish Apprenticeship Family.

To date, the SFG group has overseen a transition to a new approval process
for apprenticeship frameworks. This includes a development process that
ensures a focus on industry needs and a more consistent approval mechanism
undertaken by the new Apprentice Approvals Group.

Managing Agents Working Group

The College has been represented on a number of external groups looking to
mitigate the impact of COVID-19 on apprentices. As part of the Managing
Agents Working Group set up by Colleges Scotland, Ayrshire College has led
negotiations on a number of fronts.

After a successful renegotiation of the fee structure with CITB, the Managing
Agents Working Group is now in discussion with SECTT and SNIPEF, the trade
bodies for Electrical Installation and Plumbing and Gas respectively. This
negotiation is intended to establish a new fee structure to ensure the provision

of apprenticeships for these sectors is sustainable in the future. 0(9/
Fuel Change Q:)D‘
Ayrshire College is one of a group of colleges, Forth Valley, Fife and NES)%O?;»\/Q
who have worked innovatively together, using employer relationships’ @
develop a series of industry challenges for engineering Modern Ap, ices.
This is intended to keep Modern and Foundation Apprentices in
learning and creative thinking through the coming months of di tibn. The
project, named Fuel Change intends to see apprentice teams. industry
challenges for one of six sub-sectors of engineering. C %?g s focus on
finding low carbon solutions for real engineering probler%§\ @it is hoped that
the outputs from the challenge will align with the COP 2 onference planned
in Glasgow next year. SFC and SDS have lent their support to the project.

Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020 7
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Challenges have been set by large national or multi-national organisations
including Alexander Dennis, Spirit Aerosystems, National Manufacturing
Institute Scotland, BAM Nuttal, Scottish Power Energy Networks and BP.
More than 200 Modern Apprentices across Scotland are currently taking part in
this challenge and Ayrshire companies are well represented. The challenge is
now also being introduced to Foundation Apprentices across Scotland, to help
mitigate the impact that COVID-19 has had on work placements.
5. Conclusion
Members are invited to note the information contained in the progress report.
Gavin Murray
Director of Curriculum
November 2020

(Stuart Millar - Head of Apprenticeships and Work-based Learning)

Publication
This paper will be published on the College website

Learning and Teaching Committee, 12 November 2020 8
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Executivesummary

Summary of findings

This report draws upon a range of evidence, including stakeholder testimony
(generated in panel and individual interviews) and analysis of relevant
documentation (including government and SQA emails).

SQA, the government, local authorities and schools faced an extremely difficult
set of circumstances, within which there were no easy solutions. In this context, a
workable system for qualifications, the Alternative Certification Model (ACM), was
developed. This was based on three core principles and four stages.

All parties involved in the process were found to have acted with integrity, with
the best interests of students in mind.

Respondents (teachers, lecturers, head teachers and local authority officials)
generally found that SQA guidance was clear and useful.

The generation of estimated grades, while clearly undertaken with integrity in the
majority of centres, has been subject to variation (in the types of evidence
available, the processes followed for internal moderation and the support given
by local authorities), which has impacted on reliability and consistency of
assessment at this stage.

The statistical approach to moderation could have been more transparent earlier
in the process, and moreover it has led to anomalies in grade adjustment,
especially at the level of subject cohorts within centres and individuals.

There is widespread criticism by respondents of SQA for a perceived lack of
transparency and a failure to engage in participative development of solutions
with stakeholders.

While the application of the appeals process offered an in-principle technical
solution to address these anomalies, it paid insufficient attention to the severe
impact on those students obliged to undergo it (in terms of mental health and
wellbeing, missed opportunities to transition into Higher Education, etc.).
Principles relating to what data is appropriate to be held by certain organisations
at certain points in time.(i.e. SQA, the Scottish Government), which make perfect
sense in normal times (e.g. arrangements around data sharing), appear to have
impeded the development of actions that might have led to an earlier anticipation
and mitigation of subsequent problems.

The equalities implications of an over-reliance on a statistical approach, premised
on comparison with historical cohort data, had been raised repeatedly from April

onwards, but seem to have been under-emphasised by both the government an%‘cb

1%
Q‘b

SQA until late in the process. % \'

Many stakeholders believe that, subsequently, opportunities were missed (% o)
dismissed) to engage in qualitative moderation of the statistical process ( ©, -

sense-checking of anomalous cohort patterns by local authorities). <9
There has been an erosion of trust/confidence in SQA amongst tea %nd
young people, and damaged relations in some cases between yoqh ple and

their teachers.

Communications (with professionals and with young people\g?s;% @lr families)
has been a constant source of criticism.

Our overall assessment is that, despite the extremely difficult enwronment for

decision making, there are points in the process where different decisions may
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have led to better outcomes and at least partially avoided the controversy that
ensued in August 2020. Of course, we are making this observation with the
benefit of hindsight, thus our primary intention is to illustrate how the system can
benefit from lessons learned in 2020 to avoid a similar predicament in 2021.

Summary of recommendations

1.

2.

Suspension of the National 5 examinations dietin 2021, with qualifications
awarded on the basis of centre estimation based upon validated assessments.
The development of a nationally recognised, fully transparent and proportionate
system for moderation of centre-based assessment.

The development of more extensive approaches to collaborative decision making
and co-construction by professional stakeholders of assessment practices related
to National Qualifications.

A commitment to embedding equalities in all aspects of the development of
qualifications systems.

The development of more systematic processes for working with and engaging
young people, as stakeholders and rights holders in education.

The development of a clear communications strategy, co-constructed with
stakeholders, to ensure that the extraordinary arrangements for 2021 are as fully
as possible understood by all parties.

A review of qualification appeals systems, including consideration of the rights
and roles of young people, in the context of the incorporation of the UNCRC into
Scottish law.

The commissioning of independent research into the development and
application of the 2020 ACM, involving full access to anonymised attainment data
and the statistical algorithms used to moderate grades.

The development by SQA and partners of digital materials and systems for
producing, assessing and moderating assessment evidence, to ensure that
operational processes for gathering candidate evidence for appeals is less reliant
on paper-based systems.
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The Review
Context

In March 2020, in the face of the disruption caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, and
following the cancellation of the 2020 examinations diet, the Scottish Qualifications
Authority (SQA) was commissioned by the Deputy First Minister and Cabinet
Secretary for Education and Skills, John Swinney, to provide alternative means for
awarding qualifications, based on three principles.

e fairness to all learners;

e safe and secure certification of qualifications, while following the latest public
health advice;

e maintaining the integrity and credibility of the qualifications system, ensuring
that standards are maintained over time, in the interest of learners.

The SQA subsequently developed the Alternative Certification Model (ACM),
comprising the following steps:

Step 1 — Estimates

Step 2 — Awarding

Step 3 — Results and certification
Step 4 — Appeals

The release of results on 4 August, 2020, was accompanied by controversies and
considerable media attention, centred around issues of equity. Subsequently,
Professor Mark Priestley of the University of Stirling was commissioned by the
Scottish Government to lead an independent review of the processes through which
gualifications were awarded.

Professor Priestley established the following research team to undertake the review:
e Professor Mark Priestley — Principal Investigator

e Dr Marina Shapira — Co-Investigator (with responsibility for the statistical
aspects of the review)

e Dr Andrea Priestley — Co-Investigator (leader of the strand investigating the 1
experiences and perspectives of young people) ch

* Michelle Ritchie — Research Assistant Cbb‘

o Dr Camilla Barnett — Research Assistant % s ,\/O)

Additionally, the Review employed two independent external reviewers, to pr@(li%)@?‘
advice on process and preliminary findings and to review the final report \\ \,

* Professor Robert Davis — Professor of Religious and Cultural Q&ﬁ%} n, and
Director of the Robert Owen Centre for Educational Changié‘tgj;\? niversity
of Glasgow

e Associate Professor Gill Wyness — Associate Professork \)nomlcs and
Deputy Director of the Centre for Education Policy and Equalising
Opportunities (CEPEO) at the UCL Institute of Education.

.
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Work on the review commenced on 17™ August, with an interim report to the Deputy
First Minister on 15" September and completion of a final report on 30" September.

Remit

The following remit was agreed with the Scottish Government:

The review will include considering evidence, providing commentary and
recommendations around the following themes. A focus on those issues which are
most pertinent to consideration of awarding methodology in 2021 if there is further
significant disruption to learning and teaching and/or the cancellation of exams is
key:

1. Events following the cancellation of the 2020 examination diet.

2. Advice and support given by SQA and Local Authorities to awarding centres
on determining and quality assuring of estimates

3. Approaches to the gathering and quality assurance of teacher/lecturer
estimates, including where possible feedback from
teachers/lecturers/Directors of Education, prior to submission to SQA about
the perceived rigour in the evidence base for making estimates, e.g. prelim
marks, classwork, summative and formative assessment until the schools
closed in March. This will include consideration of local quality assurance
approaches taken by centres and Local Authorities to aid estimation; the
conclusions reached by centres about estimated grades; and decisions about
whether or not to share estimates with learners at that time.

4. Exploration of alternative approaches to grading and moderating national
qualifications in the context of the disruption caused by Covid-19, that would
maintain standards and the credibility of qualifications in Scotland and deliver
public confidence.

5. Impact on young people (and their families) who did not receive what they
believed their estimated grade submitted to be.

6. Feedback from teachers/lecturers on the estimation process and the
moderated grades which were awarded on 4™ August

7. Consideration of the post certification review process as a means to address
the issues in5 and 6 above.

8. Confidential draft report to ministers on findings by 15" September 2020.
9. Final report published by 30" September 2020. ch’)/
Methodology D‘%D(;)
| o | oY
The Review has been treated as a research project, involving the collection of ¢, D<O) :
primary data and review of secondary data, as well as due consideration of l.

issues. The following approaches were used to generate a wide range obat}tai’&
inform the review. o ’19
. \( Q

1. Review of documentation, including published materials, et{ﬁa\ﬁ\lgf}nd other

communication between Government officials, SQA, IOW rities and
other stakeholders. N
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2. Panel discussions with key stakeholders, including young people and
parents/carers, teachers, senior school leaders, local authorities, SQA and
government officials.

3. Interviews with key individuals (e.g. SQA, academics with specialismin
assessment/statistics).

4. Analysis of short position papers, submitted by stakeholder organisations.
These are listed in Appendix A of the report.

5. Consideration of how moderation was applied to centres’ estimated grades.
This included examination of processes set in place by local authorities for
supporting and moderating grades at the estimation process, and
consideration of the national moderation processes applied by SQA. The time
scale and resources available for the Review have not permitted an in-depth
analysis of the statistical approach used for moderation, and we have not had
access to the algorithms or anonymised datasets necessary to undertake
such a review?.

The primary source for recruitment of panel members was national stakeholder
groups, with a focus on people with direct experience of the awarding process.
These groups nominated people for the panel in question. With the exception of one
group of teachers (see below), and a small group of parents/carers, where contact
was facilitated by the parents’ advocacy group Connect, we have not been directly
involved in selecting participants for panel discussions. We note here that the views
expressed by panel members may not always agree with one another, or with the
SQA view of events. We report stakeholder views presented in our evidence as
perceptions of the process. It is important to do so, as these perceptions provide a
clear indication of how the process was experienced by different people, thus
providing insights into how the system might be operated differently in the coming
year, when COVID-19 is likely to remain a factor. The following illustrates the range
of stakeholders engaging with the review through panel discussions.

Discussion Panel Number of
participants

Children in Scotland 7

Scottish Youth Parliament 5

Children & Young People’s Commissioner Scotland 6

Student Partnerships in Quality (Spargs) 3

SQA: Where's Our Say? 2 cbq/

Parents (Connect and the National Parent Forum of 9 ) [)9

Scotland) [)(bo)

Head teachers 9 (+1 written 3% 1™

response)? 1O
Independent Sector Teachers 2
Non-affiliated Teachers Group (93\,\\)'\"
Qv
1 We initially expressed, to the government, an interest in conducting analysis of't(re rhset using the
algorithm employed for grading. It was made clear to us that, while the govern rﬂg@ Ild make a
request of SQA for the data, the request was pnlikely to be granteq in the s ;\' scales of a rapid
review. Subsequently, and due to challenges in resourcing and gaining uanEI’Sﬂ)y ethical clearance for
such an analysis within the timeframe, we did not pursue this option. We do, howewer, believe that
such an analysis is necessary to gain a full understanding of the processes undertaken, hence our
recommendation 8.
8
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College Lecturers

Teaching Unions

Subject Associations

Academics

Local Authorities

Scottish Government

SQA Technical

SQA Policy

N[O |~ |O1|00 (00|00

SQA Practitioner

Total 112 (109
individuals,
accounting for SQA
participants who
took part in more
than one interview
panel)

All panels and interviews were conducted via Microsoft Teams and recorded with the
permission of participants, who underwent a formal process of informed consent.
The research was conducted in accordance with the 2018 BERA Ethics guidelines?,
with due regard for the human dignity and safety of all participants, following
approval by the General University Ethics Panel at the University of Stirling.

Participants were guaranteed confidentiality as far as is possible in group interviews.
We have not attributed any statements made in the interviews to individuals and/or
particular schools and local authorities. Participants in group interviews were asked
to refrain from identifying co-participants or divulging details of others’ testimonies.
Scottish Government and national agency staff were not present at panel
discussions and interviews, and they will not have access to primary data (e.g.
interview recordings and transcripts) or details about participants other than that
which is public knowledge (i.e. named individuals publicly representing
organisations). Different stakeholders were interviewed in discrete groups, avoiding,
for example, a situation where teachers are nervous to testify frankly in the presence
of local authority officers, or young people in the presence of teachers. All interviews
and panel discussions were led by university researchers, who are independent of
the qualifications system and processes.

We were cognisant of the need for additional sensitivity in the case of some groups

of young people regarding confidentiality and anonymity, and access to the I)Eb
technology required to participate in the discussions. We were also aware of the %N
potential for this research to cause emotional distress for some participants, wi Oj‘

have been disadvantaged in the granting of awards and subsequent destinatgb;z).P‘
(e.g. missed university places). The researcher leading this strand, Dr An

Priestley, is highly experienced at working with young people, including the &din care
and other vulnerable situations, and was able to address these issue% young
people were representing third party organisations, they could usuéﬁ d\ receive
support from those organisations. A representative from the yo@é&@m le
stakeholder organisation was permitted to attend the applicable S€} ion with the

2 https://www.bera.ac.uk/publication/ethical-guidelines-for-educational-research-2018

2

N
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permission of all participants, in order to provide support for the young people.
Where applicable, we referred young people to CYPCS for additional support.

Findings

This section of the report commences with a brief overview of the findings, before
engaging in a more detailed analysis of the data related to a number of key themes.
These are:

Estimation and local moderation

National Moderation

Appeals

Equalities issues

Communication

Impact on young people and their families
Impact on teachers and lecturers

Each of the abovementioned sections provides the following: 1] an overview of
findings; and 2] some discussion of findings.

General overview of findings

There was a general acceptance amongst the majority of respondents, with which
we concur, that the SQA and government were faced with an impossible situation —
a ‘monumental task’ (Learned Societies position paper) of moving from a well-
established system of awarding qualifications based on exams and formal
coursework assessment, to a very different system based on teacher estimates. This
was exacerbated by the huge difficulties associated with being required at short
notice to work remotely from home. Respondents generally recognised the
professionalism, hard work and dedication brought to the task by SQA, inthe face of
formidable issues to resolve in a pressured and rapidly emerging context over a
limited timescale. The following extract is typical of sentiments widely expressed in
interviews and position papers.

After the cancellation of the 2020 exam diet, announced in March, and given

the time constraints, it should be noted that the SQA were put in an

exceptionally challenging position. It was very unlikely that they would be able ch
to develop a solution that could replicate the current assessment conditions ¢y
and system. (ADES position paper) % D‘,\/O)

Moreover, SQA was faced with considerable capacity issues in moving to a nP‘O)
very different to what had previously been offered. Panel interviews with S \f’)

painted a picture of the challenges involved in bringing in external expe i
statistics (government secondments and private agencies) and develq@n new

system to receive estimate and rank information from centres. It is@@gﬁ ccepted
that no system could be perfect under these circumstances. Re 0 dents generally
agreed that there was no feasible alternative to cancelling the &5 diet (including
parents’ groups (e.g. NFPS position paper), and were supportive of this decision.
Evidence presented to the review indicates a rapidly changing situation, where

10
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decision making was exceptionally difficult in challenging circumstances, and often
undertaken as a reaction to unpredictable political and media commentary. The
following brief timeline illustrates clearly how emergent events effectively turned
decision-making into an extremely uncertain process. The examinations dietwas still
planned almost up to lockdown; on 18t March, the Scottish Government and SQA
joint statement on the Coronavirus, and impacton August 2020 certification stated:

The Qualifications Contingency Group agreed that every effort should be
made to ensure schools remain partially open to allow Senior Phase pupils to
complete learning and be able to submit coursework, in addition to being able
to open as examination centres during the diet, should medical and scientific
advice allow.

On 19th March, the examinations were cancelled by the Government. On 20th
March, schools closed and SQA called on schools to collate evidence, including
getting coursework completed. On 23" March, the First Minister announced young
people should not attend school to complete coursework. These examples illustrate
the difficulties in making decisions at this stage, when the COVID-19 pandemic had
many unknown dimensions, when concerns about safety were paramount and when
the situation was changing daily.

We have seen little criticism of the three principles underpinning the process:

e fairness to all learners;

e safe and secure certification of qualifications, while following the latest public
health advice;

e maintaining the integrity and credibility of the qualifications system, ensuring
that standards are maintained over time, in the interest of learners.

In general, the majority of stakeholders support the notion that SQA have acted with
integrity to realise these principles laid out by the government at the outset, in the
face of very challenging timelines in an unprecedented situation. Some
respondents, however, have questioned the subsequent realisation of the principles
in the ACM, and particularly whether the first principle was ultimately undermined by
an emphasis on the third. We will return to this issue later in the report.

We have found more disagreement with the decision not to continue with marking cbq/
and submission of coursework. Many respondents would like to have seen more [)9
consideration of how coursework could have been completed, marked and used to [)fbo)
contribute to grading/estimation. Again, we will return to this issue later in the repegt. . »,

Z D‘O) ’
Despite this broad in-principle support for the stance laid out by SQA and tl O i
government, the widespread view of most respondents in our review is t aﬁxy of
the subsequent problems encountered could have been mitigated had@i t
decisions been made. We wish to emphasise here that many of thes: rvations
are made with the benefit of hindsight; it may not have been possifie fo act

differently, given the circumstances, and it is also not always cl tP\ different
forms of action advocated would have made a huge difference. I\fe:?értheless, one of
the purposes of this review is to learn from the experience of 2020, given the high

11
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likelihood of continued COVID-19 disruption in the coming year, and reflection on the
issues that affected the 2020 qualifications is an important part of this learning.

In particular, the following issues have surfaced:

e the generation of estimates, while clearly undertaken with integrity in the
majority of centres, has been subject to variation (in the types of evidence
available, the processes followed for internal moderation and the support
given by local authorities), which has impacted on reliability of assessment at
this stage;

o the statistical approach to moderation could have been be more transparent
earlier in the process, and moreover it has led to anomalies in grade
adjustment, especially at the level of subject cohorts within centres and
individuals;

o there is widespread criticism by respondents of SQA for a perceived lack of
transparency and a failure to engage in participative development of solutions
with stakeholders;

e while the application of the Post Certification Review (PCR) process offered
an in-principle technical solution to address these anomalies, it paid
insufficient attention to the severe impact on those students obliged to
undergo it (in terms of mental health and wellbeing, missed opportunities to
transition into Higher Education?, etc.);

e principles relating to what data is appropriate to be held by certain
organisations at certain points in time.(i.e. SQA, the Scottish Government),
which make perfect sense innormal times (e.g. arrangements around data
sharing), appear to have impeded the development of actions that might have
led to an earlier anticipation and mitigation of subsequent problems.

¢ the equity implications of an over-reliance on a statistical approach, premised
on comparison with historical cohort data, had been raised repeatedly from
April onwards (e.g. CYPCS and NASUWT position papers), but seem to have
been under-emphasised by both the government and SQA until late in the
process;

e many stakeholders believe that, subsequently, opportunities were missed (or
dismissed) to engage in qualitative moderation of the statistical process;

e respondents reported an erosion of trust/confidence in SQA amongst

teachers and young people, and damaged relations in some cases between ",
young people and their teachers. Q‘b
IX
We note here that SQA has stated to us that there is no regret in respect of the Dacb

moderation approach used this year (in terms of its technical application), but thatk \'
the regret lies in the fact that the PCR process was not allowed to run its cours€y as
this component was designed to deal with the sorts of problematic results tl@/ 9
generated such an intense political and media focus after results day on@@@}just.
SQA has stated that the case for moderation was clear and unequivo d
should be seen in the context of commission from Ministers and the@ﬁp\fécedented
position faced by the system, including the time constraints withi ¢ ‘they were
working. Evidence from discussions with SQA indicates that thé organisation accepts
that the statistical approach to moderation used in 2020 would nobbe acceptable to

3 As reported by young people and the organisations representing them.
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the public in future, and there should be more emphasis on a qualitative element to
moderation, with a more active role for schools. We have also seen, in our
discussions with SQA, some agreement that messaging is important, and that better
communication around aspects of the ACM — in particular warning schools and
students that estimates would need a high level of moderation that might result in
individual and cohort level anomalies, and clearer messaging that the PCR stage
was an integral rather than a bolt-on part of the process — might have obviated a
great deal of the furore that erupted after results day. SQA had clearly debated the
pros and cons of releasing this information, and told us that the decision not to share
more details about the implications of the model was based on a perceived need to
avoid undue stress for students, parents/carers and teachers.

These issues are addressed in more detail in the following sections.

Estimation and local moderation

Perceived strengths Perceived weaknesses
e SQA established a system that e Difficulties accessing evidence.
obtained estimates from every e Variation in local moderation
centre for every candidate and contexts and practices, with some
subject by the specified deadline; limited input from some local
e Clear guidance for centres from SQA authorities.
(with caveats). e Complexity of enhanced banding
e Dedicated approach by teachers and scale and ranking processes.
lecturers. e Over-estimation and/or inaccurate
e Some excellent practice in some estimation in some centres.
local authorities to support and o
moderate estimation.

Overall assessment
Estimation and/or centre-based assessment would be greatly enhanced by the
development of systematic and consistent local moderation processes. While
this moderation is applied locally, it requires national development by SQA
working collaboratively with stakeholder groups such as local authorities.
Moderation should extend to the development of validated sources of evidence,
and internal and external verification of assessment.

Estimation by centres is the linchpin of the ACM. In this section we address some Q%’],
key aspects of this, including guidance, support for local moderation and the place otb‘)‘
evidence inthe process, including coursework. The evidence from our review X o))
suggests that the estimation process was taken very seriously by schools and \'
colleges, and involved a great deal of professional integrity, dedication and ha&’ ‘D‘O)
work by practitioners, working remotely from their usual workplaces, and \\Q/ He
experiencing formidable difficulties in relation to evidencing estimation. Te ?é and
head teachers have reported two sets of difficulties: 1] different approg@h@%
progression from subject to subject made a consistent approach a ‘Oentres
problematic; 2] difficulties in accessing evidence, particularly co (either in
cupboards in school or already sent to SQA). According to locakalthority evidence
presented to the review (ADES position paper), some centres ové?—estimated; this

was not due to teachers deliberately inflating grades, but was instead to some extent
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a consequence of an inability to do robust moderation (citing workload concerns,
lack of LA capacity/expertise, lack of evidence) and a desire to assess how each
individual would perform on the day of examination, given that all went well. We note
here that we have seen no evidence of accountability systems leading to grade
inflation grades — for example teachers experiencing pressure to enhance their
estimates. Indeed, we have seen evidence of the converse, as schools were
cautious in their allocations, and as local authorities in many cases moderated
estimates downwards. This is encouraging given previous research indicating that
cultures of performativity may lead to grade inflation in school-based assessment
(e.g. Cowie, Taylor & Croxford, 2007; Priestley & Adey, 2010).

Local authorities, head teacher and teachers have pointed to a sense of grievance in
many schools that teacher estimates are not trusted, exacerbated in the view of
ADES by a lack of consistency in communications regarding the balance in the ACM
between estimation and moderation. It is likely that stronger messages about the
need for some form of national moderation would have been helpful at the outset.
Existing research (e.g. Everett & Papageorgiou, 2011; UCU, 2015; Wilson, 2015;
Wyness, 2016; Anders, et al. 2020; Murphy & Wyness, 2020) indicates that
estimates (or predicted grades) have tended to be historically inaccurate (or at least
different from eventual exam results), something backed up by SQA’s own data
(SQA 2020). This literature indicates clear patterns of over/under-estimation
associated with particular demographic characteristics (e.g. students from
disadvantaged backgrounds and state schools are more likely to be over-predicted
whilst those in independent schools receive more accurate predictions). Significant
patterns of divergence — between estimation in 2020 and historical patterns of
attainment — should have come as no surprise, and yet we were told by SQA that,
until the teachers’ estimates were analysed after submission on 29 May, there were
‘hopes’ that teachers’ estimates might be close to historical grades and therefore no
(extensive) moderation would be needed?*.

We saw some grievance in LAs that higher estimates were not necessarily the result

of over-estimation, but rather a more accurate picture of student achievement than

that provided by exams — an evidenced-based approach, which focuses on more

than just exam performance, and ensures that the achievements of those pupils, for

whom an examination is a barrier, are recognised. Many students felt frustrated that

their wider achievement and contribution to the school was not recognised in their

awarded grades. They would like to have seen more diverse forms of assessment, qu’
which captured their efforts. Students who did not agree with their estimated grade D«Q
and who weren’t supported in the appeals process by their school felt particularly D“b
aggrieved and betrayed by their school, when they had contributed to wider schoc,gg< ’\'O)
life (e.g. charity work, sports teams, prefect duties). The SQA Future Report 2038" O, *
(Young Scot Observatory/SQA, 2018) committed the organisation to worki D‘

young people to co-design ‘a new approach to assessing competence in @ ski

highlighted in the report, particularly in the area of life skills’. In this veil&/ @1

people would have liked a more holistic approach to the ACM. \’1/0

4 We also note here that SQA provided additional guidance to centres and historical estimate and
results data, for the purpose of allowing centres to review at dept level whether they got it about right
or that they had a tendency to over or under estimate.
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SQA Guidance

With some strongly expressed exceptions (notably teachers in the independent
sector), the majority view of our respondents is that the SQA guidance for centres on
estimations was clear and helpful. One subject association stated that the guidance
was clear, but would have been useful earlier® (MSA position paper). In our view, the
SQA guidance on estimation provided clear and concise advice that identified key
issues — evidence, past centre performance, et cetera. It was clear that additional
prelims should not be set (although we note that the parents panel claimed that
some schools allowed pupils to sit second prelims) and there was no need to mark
coursework normally externally assessed (although this introduced some ambiguity
as to how this could be then used to inform estimation). The online training provided
by SQA to address unconscious bias was well-received on the whole.

According to some respondents and our own reading of the guidance, it had some
shortcomings, perhaps understandable given the timing and circumstances of its
production. First, while the paper suggested a wide range of evidence, it did not
explicitly preclude limiting estimation to the prelim grade (which some schools seem
to have done). The sign off system provided only a limited form of moderation, and a
more comprehensive set of guidance around local moderation would have improves
school-based processes for estimation. A subject association, reflecting a general
sentiment that teachers would like more engagement with SQA in the development
of processes for awarding qualifications, stated:

It was extremely disappointing, but not unexpected, that the SQA chose not to
engage with any professional organisations during the development of the
estimate process®. (SAGT position paper)

Moreover, itwas noted by some (e.g. the independent schools panel) that the
subsequent Post Certification Review documentation was more comprehensive —
and more specific on what constitutes evidence, including coursework. Some
respondents believed that the guidance had changed over time, creating difficulties;
in the words of one respondent, ‘moving the goal posts’ (head teacher interview).

The enhanced banding scale and ranking processes were found to be complex and
stressful by many teachers, including the subject associations (e.g. SATE) and the

teacher unions. ch’)/
The process was made more complicated, in our view, by the SQA’s D‘%D(;)

insistence on the sub-dividing of existing bandings and the creation of ranlggé< N

orderings. (EIS position paper) q@ D<O)
S %N
The refined grade and ranking system, however, was quite compl @}n as
often difficult for staff to quantify. (Colleges Scotland position papen)
A

5 SQA provided communications to centres on estimation on the 2™ April and 20t April.
6 SQA states that they consulted stakeholders on this, including subject associations.

15

.

69/106



17/53

We note here that some potential problems with the estimation process do not
appear to have been thought through in detail. Some were addressed by inter-school
collaboration, and local authority support, but this seems to have been variable.

1. Difficulties in accessing evidence (e.g. reported in the SSTA and SAGT
position papers, head teacher panel and several teacher panels), which in
turn made estimation difficult.

2. School size: 1] in small schools, not enough subject teachers to moderate
each other's work or a lack of teachers with a specific expertise (these issues
are exacerbated where staff are inexperienced, e.g. a new member of staff as
the sole subject teacher in a department); 2] in large schools with many
classes (e.g. maths), teachers do not know all students, and itis difficult to
rank them (reported in several of the teacher panels)

3. College sector specific problems (e.g. one course could be spread across
different campuses; lack of previous knowledge about students; lack of
previous attainment data for adult students — reported in the college lecturer
panel).

Again, more developed guidance on local moderation, a greater recourse by SQA to
local expertise in schools, colleges and local authorities and clearer messaging
about the necessity of national moderation may have mitigated these issues.

Local Authority support

The role of the local authorities appears to be crucial in respect of local moderation
of the estimation process’. We have found evidence of highly variable approaches to
local moderation (e.g. SLS position paper, analysis of LA documentation) — in some
cases exemplary, in other more minimal.

In some LAs, we have seen rigorous approaches to supporting estimation, including
guidance on evidence and cohort historical comparison, follow-up processes to

query high estimates, and use of data to account for previous concordance between
estimates and grades. In some LAs, analysis of results was undertaken post-award.

In at least two of the examples we examined, this analysis quickly allowed anomalies

in grading at a cohort level to be quickly identified. One Director of Education told us

that an analysis of results in the LA took only one hour and forty minutes, with the
implication that a national analysis of results, pre-award, would have been a %’]/
straightforward exercise that would quickly have identified anomalous results, Q
making qualitative moderation subsequently possible. Some LAs provided direct %
support to schools (e.g. those with low capacity, such as one teacher departmentgg N
and supplementary data on historical attainment and concordance patterns. ¢, D&O) :
Oversight allowed errors to be corrected at the local level, prior to estlmate

submitted. In at least one LA, grades were adjusted by the LA prior to submissten.

Some LAs established a common process of estimation/moderation fo séhq/

follow. In some cases, systems were developed in collaboration wit %ﬁs Wlth
occasional evidence of parental consultation. In one case, an esti ol was

v&\

7 We note that nearly 100 centres are not within LA jurisdiction.
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produced, which facilitated estimation and allowed analysis of post-estimation trends
in the data by schools.

In other LAs, guidance was more limited (e.g. supplementary guidance on processes
or even simply reiterating SQA guidance). In these LAs we saw little or no evidence
of checking results patterns prior to submission. Even in the best practice cases, LA
moderation could be limited in its effects; in one LA with extensive provision for
supporting and moderating estimation, it was reported to us that schools were able
to disregard LA advice press on with estimations (conducted by teachers and signed
off by HTS).

In some cases, LAs stated that they submitted rationales for variance to SQA.
Others collected data, and waited to be contacted by SQA — being concerned that
moderated grades would be subject to arbitrary moderation by the national
moderation process. According to one Director of Education, “The additional step of
asking the SQA to contact Directors [of Education] to discuss any anomalies would
have helped prevent this.”

We note that variance in approaches to moderation by LAs does not seem to be
exclusively linked to size/capacity — some of the most thorough systems were
evident in small LAS.

Coursework

Cancellation of coursework, albeit discussed and agreed with key stakeholders, has
been contentious, with many stakeholders suggesting that a greater effort could
have been made to assess it, to both contribute to final grades and to form a more
robust evidence base for estimation (e.g. ADES position paper, NPFS position
paper). For example:

There was potential for further discussion and thought around the use of
coursework and assessments, much of which SQA already had. Reasoning
for not using centred around the confidence of a carrier being able to
distribute to markers and return. Should this have been investigated further?
(ADES position paper)

Having considered the evidence, we accept that this was a pragmatic decision made %’]/
for a combination of good reasons. These include: equity (while some students had Q
completed coursework, in many cases it was not complete); logistics (getting >
coursework from schools to markers in face of disruption to courier services); anclgé< \,O’
safety concerns (due to fears about spreading the virus through distributing andy, D<O)

handling packages). O\@ <,)
. . 0
National Moderation 2 ’1,
\l\ \q/
Perceived strengths Perceived weaknesses
1. SQA designed a moderation system | 1. The moderatlo?rfgvgﬁ\ﬁnmanly
to adjust the centre’s estimates on based on a quantiative
centre/course/grade level, taking into
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account historical patterns of approach®. There was no

attainment for each centre engagement in a qualitative
discussion with centres and/or
local authorities in order to
understand and cases where there
was variance from historical
attainment. We note that centres
and LAs expected this to occur;
the subsequent failure to meet
expectations contributed to the
later sense of grievance.

2. Equity issues that might result
from the application of a statistical
moderation process could have
been also considered more fully at
this stage

3. Despite the early warning about
potential equality impacts, there
was little evidence of systematic
data analysis to identify
anomalies, drawing on
government and local government
expertise in statistics®.

4. Although the PCR system was in
place to address anomalies, SQA
do not appear to have fully
appreciated the impact that the
moderated results would have on
individual learners, their families,
teachers, public opinion, et cetera.

Overall assessment

After examining this evidence, we believe that more systematic engagement
between SQA and different stakeholders in a process of co-construction of the
moderation system and a better dialogue between the SQA, Local authorities
and centres might have resulted in developing a moderation system that was
more equitable to individual candidates. Creating a better understanding about

the moderation process could have mitigated the impact that the publication of %’]/
the results had on young people, their families, teachers and general public. We D«Q
appreciate that significant pressures caused by time constraints significantly (>Eb
limited possibilities for such engagement — but, in line with stakeholders such asg ’\,O’
ADES, we do not believe that this was impossible. e D
S
Q
X\ Y
XA

odel outcomes.

CH
& There was qualitative input from SQA'’s subject Principal Assessors, Quali@i r\§QManagers and
Heads of Senice into defining the Starting Point Distributions and reviewing hey%i
9 SQA’s position is that ‘to include any considerations of socio-economic status into the model and/or
seek to validate with Local Authorities, would have made the approach subjective and introduced
‘bias’ and perceptions of bias into the process’.
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The approach to moderation

The moderation of centre estimates was a part of the Alternative Certification Model
(ACM) developed by the SQA and is described in its Technical Report (SQA, 2020).
We note here that estimates were produced by teachers and lecturers, using both
the normal band scale 1-9 and the ‘refined’ band scale 1-19. Additionally, centres
provided a rank order of candidates within each refined band. SQA argued that they
requested more granular estimate scale and rank order to support more nuanced
decision making and to address two important aspects of teachers estimates:
absolute accuracy (where the grade is estimated against national standards) and
relative accuracy (a rank order of the candidate among other candidate who
achieved the same grade.

As we observed in a previous section of this report, existing literature on the
accuracy of teachers’ predictions highlights issues of accuracy. This, combined with
the fact that many centres had a limited amount of evidence upon which to base their
estimation (e.g. limited information about prior attainment and limited access to
coursework) suggests that the accuracy of the estimates could have been
problematic. Some form of moderation of estimates was therefore necessary.

SQA considered and evaluated several technical options for the moderation of
centres’ estimates and the awarding model. Full description of the options listed
below is a summary of the information provided in the SQA Technical Report (SQA,
2020), where detailed discussions of advantages and disadvantages of each one of
these options can be found. The possible approaches are as follows:

Directly awarding centre estimates.

Linear regression modelling.

Awarding using national moderation only.
Centre level moderation.

Awarding using centre-supplied rank order.

aRhWONPE

The SQA used the following assurance framework to develop their ACM.

e The application of extant existing policies and procedures whenever possible,
the application of the SQA risk management framework and review by heads

of services, directors and the Chief examiners. ‘bq/
e Oversight and approval by internal governance groups, including relevant Q
project boards and oversight by the Code of Practice Governing Group and D&% o

the SQA Board, supported by the Qualifications Committee and Advisory »¢ *,

Council. Q D<O)
e Independent review using appropriate sources of technical assurancs\@q%‘.
oY
Expertise in educational assessment and statistics was provided by pri N

deliverable approach for moderating estimates. SQA used key m of its
Qualifications Committee and Advisory Council to provide professi expertise at
key steps in the process. SQA also sought the advice of the Scaottish Government’s
Qualifications Contingency Group, which involves key system stakeholders, at key
points in the process.

contractors, AlphaPlus and SAS, who supported SQA in formulati?i‘agr t and
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https://www.sqa.org.uk/sqa/files_ccc/SQAAwardingMethodology2020Report.pdf

The moderation approach is outlined below (SQA 2020).

1.

A centre’s estimates (per grade per course) were assessed against that
centre’s own historical attainment on the same grade on that course with
allowance for variability beyond the previous years’ historic attainment;

The approach allowed for variability in attainment relative to historical
attainment through making wider the tolerable attainment range for attainment
at each grade.

The approach allowed for a historical variability in attainment at course level,
through undertaking assessment at each grade for each course (rather than
using total estimated attainment for each grade at the centre compared to
historical total attainment for the same grade at the centre)

Estimates were only adjusted when a centre’s estimated 2020 attainment for
a grade were outwith the tolerable ranges, including the allowances for
variability on historic attainment.

To ensure that the cumulative result of centre moderation was broadly
consistent with historical attainment by grade for each course nationally
starting point distributions (SPD) were used. SPDs were created, based on: 1)
proportional national attainment level for each grade in 2019 (with some
adjustments) for Higher and Advanced Higher qualifications; and 2) taking
averages of attainment data per course for years 2018 and 2019 for National
5 qualifications.

The ACM has been repeatedly stated (by the government and SQA) to be a mixture
of both quantitative and qualitative approaches and said not to rely wholly or even
mainly on historical comparisons at the level of whole cohorts. For example, the SQA

said:

The data we will be working with includes school and college estimates, rank
orders, historical results and estimates for all National Courses as well as
learners’ prior attainment data for many Highers and Advanced Highers. This
will allow us to explore the reasons for any apparent changes in the pattern of
attainment (compared with previous years) that are reflected in the estimates
submitted by schools and colleges. Such an approach needs to incorporate
multiple checks and decision rules to identify where adjustment may be
necessary. (Latest SQA statement to schools and colleges — Wednesday 3

June 2020) %’L
Q
On 6 June it was stated that: beb‘
O
After completion of the initial check, SQA will ... carry out a centre level o, D‘Oj’

21/53

moderation exercise Based on the above centre-level moderation e><§ e
SQA will explore if it is feasible, within the time available, to enga thy,
schools, colleges and/or local authorities to discuss any reasons

change in estimated attainment’. (Qualifications Committee GMS/YL@D 0
Alternative Certification Model for Diet 2020). é\(,)\

NN
?“\/\,\
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In fact, the developing of SPDs was the only part of the moderation process where
the SQA Technical Report mentioned a qualitative phase. Thus the report says:

This initial SPD was supplemented by a qualitative review by key SQA subject
expert staff and appointees including Qualifications Development heads of
service, qualifications managers and principal assessors. In some cases, this
review resulted in adjustment to the initial quantitatively-derived SPD based
on insight provided or trends highlighted by these subject experts...
Accordingly, the subject experts might advise that a slightly different national
distribution would be expected for 2020, relative to previous years. (SQA,
2020, p.29)

Subsequently, after analysing centre estimates, a decision was made not to enter
dialogue with centres and use a purely quantitative approach to the moderation.

Statements from SQA in panel interviews suggest that the decisionto move entirely
to a quantitative approach was taken once the scale of what was seen as ‘over-
estimation’ became apparent in early June — given the short timescales and the
sheer volume of work/limited capacity, qualitative checking as part of the moderation
as abandoned at this point. As one SQA official told us, ‘The sledge hammer was
because of the estimates and how different they were from historic distributions.’
(SQA panel). The main reason for using this approach was that there were not
enough data in Scotland about previous attainment at an individual level. Thus, a
pragmatic approach was taken with some tolerances built in to account for year on
year cohort variation; SQA maintains that this was the best approach in the
circumstances and that any candidate-level anomalies would be resolved through
the PCR process.

Some questions of equity were taken into the consideration at the outset of the ACM.
Thus, SQA acknowledged that not all young people have conditions at home to
continue to work on their coursework. These assertions are difficult to square with
the fact that the subsequent key process — the national moderation phase — was
entirely quantitative, based on a mathematical optimisation procedure, Mixed Integer
Linear Programme (MILP; see below), using prior data of cohorts on subject/level for
past four years in the same centres (except in the cases of first presentation by a
centre or very small cohorts of 5 or fewer students). We would argue that equality
and equity issues should have been also considered more fully at this stage, and
reflected in the methodology, not least because the research literature questions the D«Q
accuracy of the prediction of attainment, which varies not just between different >
types of schools, but also by students’ prior attainment, socio-economic backgro ’\/O)
and other characteristic (gender and ethnicity). For example, after controlling fOQpr('h‘Gj :
attainment and socio-economic background, students from state schools areéby)a y
less likely to be over-predicted than those in independent and grammar i:g@}ols,
(Wyness, 20161°). We believe that the government could have run some taé&tical
analysis of the data at the immediate post-submission stage to ideQE@( {tterns in
the data, and as requested by ADES. A«@QQ)
\

‘?};»
10 Although this is based on A-levels we do not have reasons to think that it operates different in
Scotland.
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Many respondents have suggested that it would have been possible to undertake
gualitative moderation to complement the quantitative approach used, for example
dialogue with centres, and this was initially considered by SQA, before being
rejected on two stated grounds: 1] the sheer scale of the task would be impossible
given limited resources and short time scales; and 2] to attempt to do so would
create inequity if not all centres could be involved in dialogue. A decisionto
moderate centre estimates using a purely quantitative moderation procedure
created, according to many respondents, a huge gap. Teachers, head teachers and
local authorities we have spoken to, felt very strongly that there was a need to have
a system in place for verifying evidence used for producing estimates, at least for
those cases where the centre estimates were in a stark contrast with historical
attainment trend, prior to moving to a national moderation phase. Although many
respondents agreed that this might not been feasible for the SQA, given the time
constraints, to engage in a dialogue with every centre, they felt that the SQA should
have engaged in dialogue with local authorities. For example,

In their position paper submitted to this review ADES said:

ADES continued to communicate with SQA over a willingness to support the
moderation process. They offered that every local authority would make
themselves available to discuss a ‘first draft of grades where patterns at
departmental level, school level or authority level were not in line with previous
trends. It was accepted that SQA could not be expected to work with individual
centres but could have worked with 32 local authorities. Despite a series of
conversations, SQA declined this offer giving reasons of potential unfairness. It
is our believe [sic] that this could have had a major bearing on the outcomes.’

Indeed, we have seen evidence that local authorities were concerned that centre
estimates would be subject to arbitrary moderation by the national moderation
process. According to one LA, ‘The additional step of asking the SQA to contact
Directors of Education in LAs to discuss any anomalies would have helped prevent
this.” As we have already described in previous sections, some local authorities
(although there was a considerable variation in these practices) told us that their
centres submitted rationales for variances between the 2020 centre estimates and
the centre’s historical attainment to SQA. Other local authorities collected such data
from the centres and expected to be contacted by SQA.

Based on the stages described above, the following procedure was applied (this is a Q%’]/
simplified description of the procedure; see the SQA technical report for a detailed Cbl)«

description): DX
ption) % .,\/O)
e Historical attainment data were used to calculate an upper and lower @ D<O) ’
tolerance for estimates for each centre, course and grade. \Q,qo)‘ .
e Foreach one of years 2016,2017, 2018 and 2019, centres were @@Gd\by
proportion of entries achieved each grade (per course) Q’],
e These rankings were split into ventiles (20 bands). \¥e);
e Arepresentative attainment percentage was derived for e&({ﬁ@ile, by
taking the four-year mean percentage for each ventile. &~ \
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e The acceptable tolerance for each school/course/ grade combination was two
ventiles higher than its historical best and two ventiles lower than its historical
worst performance??.

e Moderation took place if the estimate was outside the tolerance range

¢ In addition to centre moderation to ensure consistency with that centre’s
historic attainment, this approach also ensures that the cumulative moderated
outcomes across centres for a course are within pre-defined national
tolerances using the SPDs.

To implement this moderation procedure the optimisation technique based on mixed
integer linear program (or programming) (MILP) was used (SQA, 2020, p.40). MILP
is part of a family of Mathematical Programming techniques that optimise (by
maximising or minimising) a (linear) objective function subject to a number of
constraints. Mixed integer programming adds an additional condition that some of
the variables are integers. MILP has many applications such as production planning,
scheduling, et cetera. (Williams, 2013). SQA defined the optimisation problem as
follows: When adjustment was needed the primary linear objective function was to
minimise the number of candidates moved between the grades to meet the centre
constraints for each grade and A-C rate (SQA Technical Report, p. 40).

As explained previously, we have not had access to the student datasets and

detailed methodology and the detailed algorithm/computer code used by SQA (nor

the resources/time to undertake such an analysis in the context of a rapid review).

These would be needed to conduct a comprehensive analysis of the working of the

ACM, and/or examining in detail the overall suitability of using the MILP approach to

moderation, as well as exploring whether some changes in the definition of the

optimisation problem, including the formulation of the primary objective function,

could have produced better moderation results. The datasets and codes would also

be required to conduct modelling and evaluate alternative approaches. Such an

analysis would be necessary to address various questions raised by our review, for

example relating to evidence of unexplained variance in moderation between

different schools (with some centre moderation results for some subjects being lower

than they should, based on the centre’s historical attainment trends), between

subjects in the same schools (e.g. MSA position paper) and (anecdotally) between

candidates within the same cohort. We have, however, seen local authority and

school level analysis of trends in grade adjustment, suggesting a number of

problems highlighted below. Cb’],
N

Issues arising from the moderation process o
The first issue is the one that has received lots of media attention: the schools in _ >~ 0
areas with higher level of socio-economic disadvantage have been downgraded X O;f\/
more than schools in more advantageous areas. Concerns about the impact Q{[)a
statistical moderation on the outcomes of pupils from disadvantaged schoofs: :
voiced repeatedly before the publication of the results on 4" August. For(e ple, a
SAN
XA\ V
11 f any centre had only one or two years’ attainment history on a course for &@é had entries in
2020, then the historic range for that centre on that grade was extended in @c d\r ction, to provide a
range of five ventile bands. The additional allowance of two ventiles in each direction is then further
applied to this extended ventile range. Centres with no history (i.e. presenting entries for a course for

the first time) were therefore awarded the original estimates submitted by their centres (SQA, 2020,
p.36)
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letter sent to the DFM in July by Johann Lamont MSP, detailing comments made by
constituents — made the following points:

The SQA is going to change pupils’ grades to ensure attainment is in line with
“prior attainment” of that centre. This will disproportionately punish schools in
more deprived communities whilst simultaneously over rewarding schools in
more affluent communities. This is because the pass rate in the former is
historically lower than that of the latter. (letter from Johann Lamont MSP,
copied to the DFM, 15" July, 2020)

This outcome might have been anticipated. EXxisting research shows that there is a
large variation in the accuracy of the predicted grades between different types of
schools and by student socio-economic background (Wyness, 2016). There are two
reasons why the schools in areas with higher level of socio-economic disadvantage
were downgraded more than schools in more advantageous areas:

1. Schools in socially and economically disadvantaged areas historically have on
average lower levels of attainment than schools in advantaged areas.
Therefore, standardizing in line with prior attainment of the centre
disproportionately affects schools in more deprived areas. As a result, high
performers at historically low attaining schools would be disproportionately
affected by moderation based on historical record of the school because their
grades are out with the aggregate level historical performance.

2. Pupils in poor schools are more likely to be lower attaining. Lower attaining
pupils are harder to predict, and more likely to be over-predicted. Hence,
moderating grades based on the actual performance of their schools would
inevitably result in more downgrading for these pupils: students from the most
disadvantaged backgrounds are more likely to experience moderate to severe
over-prediction (from 2 to 5 grade points) than those from the most
advantaged background (ibid).

Therefore, if acceptable tolerance for each school/course/ grade combination is
based on the school's historical performance, then given the tendency of over-
predicting grades in these schools the estimates would need to be adjusted
(downgraded) more to meet the acceptable tolerances. This approach, which at a
centre level managed to produce plausible distributions in line with and often better
than a centre’s historical patterns, seemed to fare far worse at the level of subjects!2
and worse still at the level of individual pupils. Although, this year, the results of QU
schools in areas of socio-economic deprivation were overall better compared to ch
previous years, emerging evidence suggests that individual level injustices have
happened, with ‘outliers’, such as high performing pupils in these low performlng§§<
schools, who were arbitrarily downgraded. The evidence of the narrowing of th O)
attainment gap between the students from the least and the most disadvanta D‘
socio-economic backgrounds in 2020 has been praised, yet this feels like
focusing on a wrong metric, since this aggregate trend hides the fact tha(h
attaining students from lower socio-economic backgrounds and |mpr ools in
disadvantaged areas were downgraded more by the moderation p% , than
their more socially and economically advantaged peers in historiQéIy@ tter

\'

\'

12 Based on the information provided by head teachers and LAs. A full analysis of the datasets would
be needed to confirm this.
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performing schools. More research is needed to gauge the nature and extent of
these patterns.

Some schools presented data for this review (based on the analyses of the adjusted
grades in relation to the teachers’ estimates and historical trends) that shows that,
although the 2020 grade distribution at the level of schools broadly resembled
historical grade distributions, there were huge variations between the 2020 results
and the historical trends for some subjects, and from the evidence presented by the
head teachers, there were many candidates whose grades were moderated down in
an apparently arbitrary way. Conversely, mediocre students in high performing
schools may be unduly rewarded with higher than their estimated grades. While the
latter problem was far less discussed in the media than the former one, we saw that
many teachers felt very strongly, not only where their estimates were downgraded,
but also when their estimates were upgraded in an unjustified way.

The second problem suggested by emerging evidence was that some centres were
extensively moderated and ended up with attainment levels lower than they
expected or had achieved in the previous four years!2. From our conversation with
the SQA technical panel, it seems that this inadvertently resulted from trying to
prevent a creation of centre constraints that are too rigid and do not allow some
degree of variability for centres that might perform better/worse in 2020 than in the
past four years. To achieve this greater variability, the tolerance intervals estimated
for every centre (for each grade/course/level), first based on the centre’s
performance over the years 2016-2019, were expanded both upwards and
downwards. The rationale for allowing a tolerance both ways, rather than upwards
only, was to avoid unnecessary upward adjustment of estimates which were lower
than the historical performance. Yet, in some cases, where a centre was found to
have ‘overestimated’ compared to the historical attainment, it was adjusted
downwards towards the point lower than their historical attainment (although still
within their tolerance interval). We think it plausible that in addition to what was
mentioned, there were cases where centres had estimated better grades than in
previous years, yet still within the tolerance range, but might have been downgraded
anyway, because the national level corrections for the tolerance range were added,
which might have been lower than the centres’ historical attainment!4. Of course,
these are only hypotheses which cannot be tested without having access to the
computer code, used for the moderation algorithms, and the data. Yet, it seems that

introducing more rigid restrictions on the lower boundary of tolerances, which would ",
not allow the centres to be moderated below their historical averages, would have Q‘b
solved these problems. ‘bb‘
>0
X% Sy

13 Based on the information provided by head teachers and LAs. A full analysis of the dataset%@ou@
be needed to confirm this. & <? .
14 Distributions (SPD) to introduce adjustments to the tolerances, based on centre-level o@?strﬁi,n S.
The SPDs were estimated as a proportional national attainment level for each grade orcd n
course. Although the SQA (2020) Technical Report says that they “sought to take t(@'{gi;? ge of as
many recent comparable years of attainment data as was available for the cours s}\u equently
clarified the SPDs were based on two year (2018 and 2019) averages only for &é%ﬁ\ 5 courses,
while the SPDs produced for Higher and Advanced Higher courses were pr?@tp\i;\ tly based on
2019 data (p. 29). The latter means that, if the 2019 national result were partisulérly low for some
courses (which we know has been the case for some Higher courses), that could hawe affected the
acceptable tolerances for these courses and downgraded the centre results more than it should,
based on the centre’s historical attainment alone.
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Another potential source of the problem might be the way in which the optimisation
problem was defined. A linear program contains two elements: a cost/optimal
function and a set of constraints. The constraints must be met at all costs. The cost
function, on the other hand should be minimised provided that no constraint is
violated. The solution tells us the optimal value of each unknown, such that the cost
function is minimised and each constraint is met. If the priority is to prevent an
extreme grade movement this should have been set as a constraint. The cost
function, on the other hand, should depend on the difference from the historical
attainment patterns, since this is what the approach sought to minimise. Yet, SQA
did this the other way around. They set the cost function depending on grades
movement and assumed that giving high penalties to particular types of movement
(e.g. three or more grades) would prevent these movements; but this did not always
seem to be the case. High cost is unlikely, but it is still possible. Only if it was given
as a constraint could it never happen.

The third problem lies in small numbers of entries in many courses!® and the
resulting problem of over-moderation of some courses'®, which were big enough to
be included in the moderation procedure, but still far too small to obtain reliable
statistical estimates. Thus, relatively small numbers of candidates distributed across
many centres means itis challenging to make statistically significant decisions
across centres and nationally in some low-uptake subjects (ibid).Yet, the SQA states
that, for the approach adopted in the moderation process for setting centre
constraints, sample sizes are not critical (SQA, 2020). SQA believed that the
problem of year on year variability of the outcomes for small centres was solved by
setting the tolerance range for each grade/course/centre as the minimum to
maximum attainment of the centre on this grade for this course, for years 2016-2019,
plus additional tolerances to allow for year-on-year changes inthe centre
performance. Yet, it seems that the latter still did not solve the problem of year-on
year variability. This is to a large extent because teachers’ estimates for small uptake
courses are less based on the historical patterns and more on teachers’ knowledge
of the pupils whose grades were estimated this year (after all teachers know that six
students who they taught last year might be very different to six students they teach
this year).

The fourth problem — downgrades of more than one grade or from pass to fail — has
been referred to as the waterfall effect (which was downplayed by SQA in reporting
of the national trends). What we have seen in the local authority data analysis looked ",
more like an avalanche effect— the smallest number of entries moved from A to B, Q‘b
then larger numbers from B to C and still larger from C to D. One local authority ‘b
specifically mentioned that the largest number of moderations were for grade C17. [x
We posit various reasons for this. First, when adjustment was required, entire baPi&Ig)
were moved up or down. @

W <o
(JO N
Q’lx

15 In 2019 for National 5, at least half of class entry sizes were made up of 19 ;% ﬁb andidates; for

Higher, at least half of class entry sizes were made up of 14 or fewer candi or Advanced
Higher, as least half of class entry sizes were made up of four or fewer cand (SQA 2020).

16 Based on the moderation vs result data provided by teachers.

17 Based on the information provided by head teachers and LAs. A full analysis of the datasets would
be needed to confirm this.
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... Where it was necessary for entries in a refined band to be moved into
another refined band in another grade, those entries previously in the
recipient refined band were displaced, rather than the two groups of entries
merging. (SQA, 2020, p.34).

This had a knock on effect on the lower band’s entries, which were respectively
moved further down (when A grades become B grades, the lowest band of B grades
may have to become C grade, etc.). Thus, for entries in a refined band (e.g. band 5
in grade A) to be moved into next refined band (e.g. band 6 in grade B) those entries
previously inthe band 6 were displaced, rather than the two groups of entries
merging (SQA 2020). That might result in too many entries being moved down.

We think that one way to avoid this was to use ranking of students within the grade
bands (submitted by centres) and to move a minimum amount of lowest ranked
entries from the bottom of a higher band to the top of the next band when required,
and merge them with the entries which are already within this band, with moving the
lowest ranked entries from this band to the next one only if the total number of
estimates within a refined lower band exceeded the centre’s historical proportion
with tolerances.

A related problem is that students in lower grade bands paid a price for
overestimation in higher grade bands. The following example illustrates this. The
total number of estimates within grade A exceeded the centre’s historical proportion
with tolerances, while the total number of estimates within the grade B corresponds
with the centre’s historical proportion with tolerances. Yet, when one moves entries
out the grade A and down to grade B, then as the result of this is to move the lowest
band(s) of B grades into C grade bands, and so on. As a result, although the original
number of entries achieving grades B and C were within the tolerance interval, the
students would be downgraded (including from pass to fail) because their teachers
‘overestimated’ their higher performing classmates.

The potential inequity here lies inthe arbitrary nature of the approach; its inability to
deal with cohort by cohort variation and particularly its effects on individuals. The use
of an appeals system is a technical solution that fails to appreciate the impact on
individuals and subsequently on public opinion. As stated by CYPCS in their position
paper to the review:

However as a method it appears to have ignored the fact that each statistical %’],
point on the graph is an individual young person whose work, effort and Q
attainment have been moderated based on factors entirely outwith their cbb‘
control and which have no bearing on their individual abilities. It succeeds i D‘\?)
creating an overall perception of fairness but fails to deliver actual fairne% cm)’o
individuals. (CYPCS position paper) \QJQ%.P‘
Email correspondence between the SQA and the government suggests @ﬁ\@l}
issue and its explosive implications for public opinion appear to have, pét l@qzn fully
grasped by SQA, other than through its recourse to appeals, until t was
finalised in July, nor by the government until after the results an
the end of July. Even at this late stage, the focus seemed to reSt: resenting a
positive picture (the attainment gap had closed in general terms) rather than seeking
a fuller understanding of the nuances in the data.
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The DFM has asked that we do lots of digging in the stats to show how young
people from deprived backgrounds have not been disadvantaged by the
results. (Government email, 61" August)

We concur with SQA’s position that it was not possible, to engage in dialogue at a
centre level. We do, however agree with many stakeholders that the following would
have been possible:

e Analysis of data to identify anomalies, drawing on government and local
government expertise in statistics.

¢ Dialogue with local authorities to discuss and moderate in a qualitative sense
(for example engaging with the rationales for cohort variance collected by
local authorities.

After examining this evidence, we believe that — despite the constraints of time and
resources — more systematic engagement between SQA and different stakeholders
in a process of co-construction might have resulted in developing a moderation
system that was more equitable to individual candidates. This could have mitigated
the impact that the publication of the results had on young people, their families,
teachers and general public. It is a view reflected in the evidence submitted by
stakeholders, for example:

A stronger commitment to genuine partnership working may well have headed
off the subsequent debacle. It would certainly have eliminated the bulk of
individual discrepancies (EIS position paper)

Post Certification Review and Appeals

Perceived strengths Perceived weaknesses
e The original PCR process was e PCRwas perceived widely as an
technically appropriate with clear appeals process, rather than an
guidance, based on a review of integral part of the awarding
individual candidate evidence. process.
e PCRwas free-of-charge and thus e This was exacerbated by SQA not
there were no cost disincentives for publishing details of the statistical
centres. moderation process and its likely
e The priority ‘fast-track’ PCR process implications.
was designed to address the needs | ¢ While technically appropriate, the qu/
of students whose university offers PCR took insufficient account of D«Q
were dependent on their grades. equity, especially the impact of the (>fbo)
process on individuals. X '\
e The revised appeals process ~& [)9
following the decision to re q{@
teacher grades narrowe \'
grounds for appeal, wj
subsequent proble@ chools
and young peo
e Appeals can oﬁl’y |n|t|ated by
centres, with no ﬁg t of appeal for
young people.
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Overall assessment
The likely impact of the PCR process, and its public reception in relation to
equity issues, could have been thought through more carefully. Clearer
messaging!® about the role of the appeals system, and discussion prior to
results day about the ACM model and its implications would have helped
mitigate the subsequent political furore. Use of qualitative moderation after the
submission of estimates, to complement the statistical approach, may have
greatly reduced the number of cases requiring recourse to appeal. In line with
the recently announced incorporation of the UNCRC into Scottish law,
consideration needs to be given to whether young people should be able to
initiate appeals (as rights holders).

The processes outlined for appeals — Post Certification Review — and associated
documentation, were clear and technically appropriate in the view of many
respondents. Many teachers found, for instance, that the additional guidance on
what constituted evidence to be helpful (e.g. independent schools panel).
Nevertheless, the appeals process lies at the heart of the fundamental problem with
the ACM, and is subject to a number of caveats raised by different stakeholders.

The view of many respondents, echoed to some extent in our discussions with SQA
relates to the manner in which the appeals stage of the ACM was presented.
Typically, appeals are a recourse available to small numbers of young people, for
example to question a grade on the grounds of extenuating circumstances. In such a
scenario, it is entirely correct to present the appeals system as a bolt-on part of the
process. In the circumstances of 2020, when estimates might be unreliable, and
when a statistical approach to moderation might even amplify this, and/or create
inequity ata cohort or individual level, an appeals process serves a very different
process. In this case, itis an integral part of the ACM, intended for large scale
application to “fixX problems that are a consequence of the system of awarding
grades itself. In this scenario, the final appeals stage should, in the view of many
respondents, have been more strongly emphasised this year as pre-award part of
the awarding process, rather than its usual function as a separate post-award
process affecting only small numbers of candidates.

Clear understanding highlighted to the country that the awarding of grades
was only a step of the overall process. It should have been communicated

that this was not the final step to determining grades and that the appeals %’]/

process both at authority and school level was the final process. (ADES D«Q

position paper) Dibo)

o | % Yy
This is an issue of messaging, but one that seems to have had profound Q D<O)
consequences due to the expectations created. SQA communications did i m\
(JO N

18 SQA guidance for centres (Post-Certification Review — Information for centres), r @fl(n June

and revised in July stated: ‘The alternative certification model is based on teach 2&'\3 cturers’
estimates, which havwe been moderated by schools, colleges and SQA. The pr y lead to a
candidate or group of candidates being certificated with a grade that’s differ??(gc their estimated
grade. To be as fair as possible to candidates, we are providing a post-certi cagi, review (appeals)
senice to allow centres to request a review of the grade awarded for a candidate or a group of
candidates.” While this clearly indicates the possible effects of moderation, it conveys a message that
PCR is an appeals process rather than an integral stage in the process.
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position the ACM as a four stage process — but the high numbers of respondents
making the above points indicates clearly that the messaging could have been more
effective. Moreover, the view of many respondents (local authorities and teachers) —
and one we share —is that expectations could have been different, had there been
publication in June of more detail about the national moderation process, as called
for by the Scottish Parliament Education and Skills Committee.

This would have allowed an explicit acknowledgement that under the unique
circumstances, such a process would not only be needed, but was to an extent
unavoidable to deal with inevitable issues of students being penalised unfairly.

The second point relates to the likely number of appeals that would have been
necessary had the original PCR system being carried to its conclusion — numbering
in the tens of thousands. Head teachers perceived this to be a shifting of the burden
of appeals from SQA to schools, with significant workload and capacity issues (head
teacher panel). We note here the strong view of many respondents that a qualitative
supplementary approach to national moderation may have mitigated this.

We share the view that addressing anomalies at the level of individuals was not
possible given the pressures on the system, but agree with ADES and other
respondents that the number of appeals could have been reduced greatly had there
been more analysis of data trends in June, relating to anomalies and dialogue at
local authority level (for example to explain variance at cohort and subject levels??).

Head teacher and local authorities have reported issues arising from the revised
appeals system, introduced once the DFM announced the decisionto honour centre
estimates, in response to the controversy that erupted following results day. The
decision to exclude academic judgment (e.g. where new evidence questions the
original estimation) from the revised appeals process has removed recourse to
students to pursue appeals where estimates were inaccurate, and placed large
pressures on schools2?. Many respondents have stated that where schools accept
the right to appeal on the grounds of bias/discrimination in the original decision, this
places schools at risk (e.g. litigation). This in turn may create conditions where
appeals are denied because they are not inthe school’s interest to pursue them:

In this situation young people are dependent upon the school or college
agreeing that they have discriminated against the young person or have made %’]/

an administrative or procedural error and submitting an appeal’ (CYPCS Q
position paper). Dibo)
R4

We have seen significant evidence that this situation is severely damaging relatio
between schools and parents. The decision to limit grounds for appeal see @

to be both unnecessary and counter-productive. First, following the deci

to estimated grades appears to place only a small number of students if/ﬁ/

report typically 3-4 cases — at a disadvantage, and yet these small nt % have
created a great deal of controversy, out of proportion to the numbqro
v \,\

19 Noting that not all centres sit within local authorities)
20 SQA'’s position is that meant that any appeals process that did not award based on the original
centre estimate was contrary to the Ministerial direction on the 11 August 2020.
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Second, SQA has repeatedly emphasised to us that many centre estimates were
inaccurate; and yet, the system put in place by SQA denies students an avenue to
appeal against inaccurate estimates.

A related issue raised by some stakeholders, especially young people, is the view
that the appeals process continues to deny young people the option to personally
instigate appeals. Only a school can lodge an appeal. According to CYPCS,

Being denied a direct right of appeal, where they believe they have
experienced discrimination, breaches not only the young person’s right to an
effective remedy under Article 13 and the prohibition on discrimination in
Article 14 of the ECHR, and Article 2 of the UNCRC and in the case of
disabled young people Article 23 of the UNCRC. (CYPCS position paper).

We suggest that, following the announcement by the First Minister on 15t September
2020 that the UNCRC will be incorporated as far as possible into Scottish law, the
time has come to review the rights and role of young people in the examinations

appeals process.

Equalities

Perceived weaknesses

EQIA and CRIA documents were
produced very late in the process,

Perceived strengths

e The principle of ‘fairness to all o
learners’ was clearly stated as

underpinning the ACM.

EQIA and CRIA documents were
produced by SQA.

There was a clear focus on biasin
assessment, and well-received
training on unconscious bias.

with only limited evidence that
equalities issues had been fully
considered at the development
stage of the ACM.

SQA does not routinely collect
equality data about candidates.
SQA'’s position that it does not
have a sound legal basis for
routinely collecting information
about protected characteristics
appeared to impede analysis of
data in relation to equalities
issues.

The nuanced impact of the ACM in o
relation to equalities seems to b
have been obscured by a debate® )

as to whether the ACM .
advantaged or disadvanta ,\f’)‘
cohorts in low SES centies:. ¢

R

. Q
Overall assessment XM\
There need for more systematic and robust systems in future W‘SS
equalities issues, particularly in relation to the collection and?h\§ is of data,
and in the central role of equalities impact assessment in the deSign and

implementation of awarding systems.
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It is clear that equalities issues were considered at various stages of the process of
developing and implementing the ACM. We have, for example, seen evidence of
discussion relating to bias in the estimation process as early as March (followed by
the well-received unconscious bias training), and (following an offer of support from
EHRC on 9% April), ongoing dialogue between SQA and various organisations such
as the Scottish Youth Parliament and EHRC regarding equalities issues. A primary
focus on equalities work seems to have been in the area of bias in assessment, with
less focus on how the moderation process itself might produce inequity. For
example, the following extract from a presentation to the SQA Board suggests that a
focus on bias may even have prevented analyses related to identifying equalities
issues, by anonymising data.

Measures built into moderation and validation process e.g. all data
anonymised for analysis, analysis at aggregate level. (presentation to the
Board, 9t July)

Moreover, we found only limited evidence that equalities issues were systematically
considered or built into the development of the ACM from the outset, other than the
sorts of instances related above and through general commitments to and
acknowledgement of equalities issues. Concerns about the absence of an Equalities
Impact Assessment (EQIA) were raised as early as May by the Scottish Parliament
Education and Skills Committee and Equalities and Human Rights Commission. At
this point, the DFM stated it was a matter for the SQA (email correspondence).
There is little evidence that this was undertaken comprehensively until July, after
results were finalised. SQA (in its technical report published in August) described
equality impact assessment as being developed ‘in parallel with’ the development of
the ACM, rather than it being an integral part of the process. A meeting note on 11
July indicated that ‘SQA have committed to completing and publishing an EQIA to
support the certification model, but have not given an indication of a likely date yet’
(Scottish Government 2020 Awarding Presentation to the Deputy First Minister, 11t
July). The EQIA and accompanying Children’s Rights Impact Assessment (CRIA)
documents and associated processes for their development attracted considerable
criticism from interested stakeholders. .

The draft CRIA was not considered by the SQA Board until 30th July and the
published document does not address the full range of rights engaged or

properly assess the impact of decisions. This meant that the predictable qu/
negative impacts of the alternative certification model were not identified and O
no mitigations were put in place. In particular, the application of a statistical >
modelling approach at school level resulted in clear and obvious unfairnes

and disadvantage for many young people. The CRIA should have identifig O)

this. (CYPCS position paper) \\Q/@Q)

From the start of this process the NASUWT also pressed for the §Q %
publish the details of any equality impact assessment, partic \&k ,}%respect
of the extent to which equalities issues were taken into effe ideration
throughout the design and implementation of the moder&@z \:@)cess for
2019/20. It is very difficult to understand how decisions eing taken in
the absence of any completed equality assessment and the late arrival of the
EIA only served to further undermine teachers’ confidence in the process.
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(NASUWT evidence to the Scottish Parliament Education and Skills
Committee, 7" August 2020)

The EHRC has also been critical of SQA for shortcomings in its treatment of
equalities issues, while acknowledging the constraints on this:

SQA did act upon much of the information we provided. However, their
effectiveness in meeting their duties was hampered by a lack of embedded
structures and practice, which would have allowed them to fully consider
equality in the development of the ACM. They were constrained in what they
could do not only because of the very tight timescales they were working to
but because:

e There was limited existing knowledge and expertise in meeting the
PSED, which meant awareness of equality and an understanding of
their statutory equality duties were not built into their decision-making
structures;

e They do not routinely collect equality evidence, including equality data
about candidates and the views and lived experiences of people with
protected characteristics; and

e There was no systematic process to ensure such equality evidence
and data was used to inform decision-making. (EHRC position paper)

A lack of access to equalities data is evident in correspondence between SQA and
the government in July 2020 — ‘a request to perform analysis to support an Equalities
Impact Assessment they are performing on their Alternative Certification Model’
(email from government official to John Swinney, 24 July. SQA requested
government assistance to analyse attainment patterns using protected characteristic
data. SQA do not have any records of the individual data for pupils apart from grades
and estimates (and postcode).

SQA do not hold equalities data and therefore cannot examine the 2020
approach for impact on protected characteristics. (Note attached to internal
government email dated 3" August)

Two alternative approaches to this analysis were not subsequently possible: SQAs

view was that they could not take receipt of equalities data from government in the cbq/
absence of a ‘legal basis on which to hold and process pupil characteristic data’; and _ )

the government deemed that it could not undertake the analysis prior to results day q

as this might be seen as unwarranted interference in the workings of an mdependgnt

exams regulator.

Q,@
This means that for the analysis to proceed we would have to tak of
SQA grade data. We would not otherwise receive the pre- mode ata
and there could be some concern about us having access t ven the
independent role of the SQA in using this data to award quai ns.
However these concerns are somewhat reduced as (i) not be in a

position to take receipt of the data from SQA until after resyltS day on 4th
August and (ii) the relevant documentation would make it clear that the data
was shared only for the purposes of this analysis and that it would be deleted
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immediately upon its completion. We have also consulted with [Redact s30(c)]
who have advised that there is no legal impediment to proceeding with the
analysis. (email from government official to John Swinney, 24 July)

Our data (interviews with teachers and parents) suggested that some protected
groups were disadvantaged more than others, for example children with learning
difficulties, and yet the full extent of this was unknown at the time due to a lack of
analysis by SQA and the government. More research is necessary to explore these
patterns.

The circumstances outlined above seem to have led to a situation where some of the
Impacts of the moderation model were not fully anticipated or mitigated. We have, for
example, found little evidence in email communications between or public
statements by SQA and the government that the equity nuances had been
anticipated or publicly acknowledged (even fully understood) prior to the furore that
erupted after the publication of results. Emails (for example those sent internally on
4th August) suggest a government priority to defend the position that the system is
fair on low SES students, in the face of accusations that low SES centres were more
likely to have had awards downgraded (e.g. emails about suggested lines of
argument to justify the position). Within this dichotomous argument, some
implications were clearly grasped (e.g. general pattern of rising attainment in low
SES schools??), but the focus on this, combined with a lack of systematic statistical
analysis at a fine grained level, seems to have obscured other effects (e.g. reported
negative effects on high performing students in low performing schools??).

Another equity issue lies in variation in the evidence used to underpin estimation by
centres. Although estimates were largely based on the evidence submitted prior to
the closedown, there is evidence that, in some centres, later evidence was taken into
account, which to cite one respondent was ‘incredibly unfair’ (local authority panel).
Moreover, the evidence for appeals was considered up to 29 May (teacher panels) —
this created an issue of inequity since there was a huge variation in the ability of
young people to work from home and submit additional evidence (and there was a
variation between schools in the amount of available support, virtual teaching, etc.).
According to one Director of Education, there needed to be a clear statement that
evidence should not be generated after lockdown — this caused ambiguity and
unfairness — but neither SQA nor the government provided such a statement.

&V
Communication and transparency DaQ
'\cbq
Perceived strengths Perceived weaknesses %N
e Extensive approach to e Unclear and inconsistent Z \D?)’
communication developed by SQA. approaches to communica b@q o
e Some guidance was clear and well- | e An apparent reluctance A to
received. share some informatio y
e Some evidence that SQA is seen as a lack of tral ncy.
developing approaches to working (960
with young people. VA\\
xY
22 As stated earlier in the report, more analysis of data is needed to explore these emerging patterns.
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e SQA did not take up some offers
of partnership working.

Overall assessment
In the context of the pandemic, SQA should continue to develop its work with
young people (as stakeholders and rights holders) and to develop greater
partnership working with other stakeholders. There needs to be greater
transparency in relation to processes for awarding qualifications.

While it is clear that SQA invested considerable resources in communicating key
messages, and while guidance was in general welcomed as being clear, other
aspects of communication were experienced in a less positive fashion.

There is a general perception by teachers that SQA communication throughout the
process was not always clear or comprehensive (for example important updates
being included in an FAQ). Some respondents (teacher and local authority panels)
complained about a tendency to send out important updates on a Friday evening
after schools had closed, especially when these generated high numbers of parent
gueries over the weekend.

Young people experienced SQA and school communications as ambiguous, unclear

and inconsistent. Many young people and their families saw shortcomings in
communication from schools and local authorities. This included: the decisions of

LAs not to reveal estimates to children and parents, which due to lack of other
communications added stress and anxieties; and young people and their families did

not always understand what estimates mean (there was a conflation between the
predicted grades, used for UCAS applications and estimates). All this added to the

scale of the uproar after the publication of the results, since predicted grades could

be more generous than the estimates. While we understand the decision (made by

local authorities) to treat estimates as confidential, we are of the view that better
communication with young people and their families from the start, including clearer
communication about the implications of a statistical moderation system and the use

of the appeals system to mitigate these, may have lessened the strong reaction to

the published grades in August. We note here SQA’s stated position of withholding

some information to avoid causing undue confusion and stress, but emphasise that

the majority view of young people and parents in our panels was that they wished for
clearer and more comprehensive information on the awarding processes and their 1
implications. For example, young people stated that they would have welcomed
communication regarding the SQA timeline/development process; even if the SQA b‘
did not have the answers in a shifting landscape they would have appreciated bei )ggb‘ O
kept up-to-date with the thought process behind decision-making and ongoing
developments. q

Many respondents see SQA as lacking in transparency, and resistant to ,g/@ng with
stakeholders in a genuinely collaborative manner.

Previous concerns about SQA lack of transparency, and R
organisational resistance to open communication came 16 fore — lack of

clear communication on how grades would be determined, |th the SQA
publishing their methodology on results day in a technical way which was not
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in clear language for young people or parents/carers. (Connect position
paper)

Some respondents reported a perception of SQA as remote from, and lacking in trust
in teachers. This feeling has been reinforced by an apparent reluctance to share the
technical details of the moderation model and its effects on estimates, despite
multiple calls for this to be done.

Had SQA provided stakeholders with early sight of its proposed
methodologies as had been recommended by the Scottish Parliament’s
Education and Skills Committee, this would have provided an opportunity to
consider the extent to which they were fit-for-purpose and to put in place
measures to address any unintended consequences. (Learned Societies
position paper)

SQA justified this approach through a desire to avoid causing uncertainty:

I wonder if we should have been more overt about the profile of estimates
versus historical distributions. It would have been difficult and it would not
have been popular, but it would have certainly managed expectations. But it
could also have unsettled teachers and young people. (SQA panel interview)

We have some sympathy with SQA'’s position, which can easily be criticised with the
benefit of hindsight; we are aware that the full technical aspects of the methodology
were iteratively developed through the analysis of data, and that there were genuine
concerns about causing undue anxiety for young people. Nevertheless, we are of the
view that it would have been constructive, for the reasons already outlined in this
report, to have published relevant information about the methodology and its impact
on estimates as soon as the estimates had been submitted by schools. The fact that
this was not done has contributed to a widespread view — expressed repeatedly by
respondents in our panel interviews — that SQA lacks transparency and does not
trust in expertise that resides outside of the organisation. We reiterate the point that
effective communication is effective insofar as it is experienced as such by its
recipients; the fact that so many stakeholders experienced it otherwise should send
a clear message to SQA.

We suggest that, given that COVID-19 has created a situation, presumably %’]/
continuing into the new academic year, where whole system approaches will be D«Q
needed for the foreseeable future. This can be achieved through dialogue and co-
construction of systems required to award qualifications in the coming year in theg% \/O)
face of a continuing pandemic. Stakeholders expressed a view that final deCISIQQSD‘Q
regarding qualifications need to be made by SQA, as the body with the forr%|
responsibility for awarding qualifications (e.g. local authority panel). SQA.¢a qw e

rightly point to its well-developed networks of practitioners, who provid

consultative function for the organisation (although we note that ma &ers

perceive these to be an inaccessible and closed clique; e.g. SAG n paper).
Nevertheless, testimony presented to the review conveys stron%:bel\&ptlons that

SQA is an organisation that is resistant to working with stakeh
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A meeting was brokered by ADES at beginning of April attended by SQA, EIS,
SLS and ADES representatives to discuss methodology for determining
grades. Support was offered from experienced practitioners across the
system to help determine an appropriate methodology. SQA listened to the
offers being put forward but felt they had the expertise and knowledge
required within their own organisation. (ADES position paper)

We also note that SQA had developed some dialogue with young people during the
summer of 2020, building on earlier initiatives since 2018 to involve young people
more in decision making and communication (e.g. SQA 2018), and recognise young
people as stakeholders. SQA has acknowledged the need to develop a more
systematic approach to working with and engaging young people. These early steps
provide good foundations for further embedding engagement with young people in
their organisational processes, including over the coming year in the likely
eventuality of continued COVID-19 disruption to qualifications.

In general, we see considerable potential for a greater involvement of stakeholders,
especially in the context of the unprecedented situation caused by the pandemic. We
agree with the view expressed by some respondents, that no one organisation could
possibly have developed the best set of responses in such an unusual situation, and
that this necessitated greater degrees of participative planning and decision making,
which would draw more effectively on the collective expertise and contextual
knowledge of professionals and young people.

We will return to these issues in our recommendations.
Impact on young people

An important aspect of this review was to better understand the impact of the
cancellation of the exam diet on young people. The perspectives of young people
were gathered through online discussion panels and position papers submitted by
key stakeholder groups. Young people were recruited through national stakeholder
organisations including Children in Scotland, Scottish Youth Parliament, Children &
Young People’s Commissioner Scotland, Student Partnerships in Quality Scotland
(SPARQS) and the ‘SQA: Where’s Our Say?’ social media campaign. The young
people were all sixteen and over and diverse in terms of geographic spread, level of
gualification and type of centre. It should be noted some invited national stakeholder
organisations were unable to participate due to the time constraints of the review.

We report on these experiences and perspectives in the following sections. >§§<
cb

Events following cancellation of the exam diet \\Q/@

There was a visceral reaction to the cancellation of the exam diet. You %q&)le
the

described a ‘meltdown’ situation, with students crying and screami
announcement was made. There was uncertainty surrounding W ed as
evidence and the amount of evidence required. Students repor Were

confused by the method by which grades were to be awarded — about the
uncertainty of coursework. Some students, whose schools had submltted
coursework to the SQA for marking, had no access to it for evidence.
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Inconsistent approaches to applying the Alternative Certification Model were
described at school level. Different approaches were noted between teachers within
and across departments. Some students reported that approaches varied between
subjects, with traditionally academic subjects such as STEM subjects being more
rigorous in their estimates than Arts based subjects. Students felt more confident in
subjects where their teachers had a comprehensive record of their coursework (e.g.
folders of evidence, tracking). Some students reported that their estimated grades
would be based solely on prelims, and others on a mixture of evidence that had been
collected. Moreover, some students reported that they had been told their estimated
grades or there was an intimation of a grade band, whereas others were told this
was not permissible.

Overall, the young people reported that the messages they received about their self-
worth are based on their school performance. In short, grades matter in their

lives. The fact that young people experienced inconsistent estimation processes
regarding their estimated grades matters, when they experience the pressure that
grades matter. The ongoing stress emerging from the cancellation of the exam diet
cannot be underestimated.

Equity

Many young people felt that extenuating circumstances were not taken into account
during estimation. For example, students reported that extended periods of illness
around the time of the prelims were not considered. Young people, who had
experienced extenuating circumstances during the spring semester, such as
bereavement, taking on caring responsibilities (young carers) and being care-
experienced young people (whose home circumstances can be precarious due to
their temporary nature), may not have generated much evidence for estimated
grades, and hence were disadvantaged.

Students reported that the impact of poverty and the lack of funding in certain places
for digital technology meant that often young people were working with mobile
phones to write essays and access materials. Moreover, access to Wi-Fi is an issue
within certain families. Young people will tend not to disclose these issues, because
of the stigma surrounding poverty. The young people were aware that some private
schools continued online teaching throughout lockdown, with fewer issues around

technology. Young people reported being unable to hand in jotters with homework, qu’
or take jotters home. This disadvantaged students working on paper. D«Q
e
Wellbeing % D"\'O)
>

The societal impact of the anxiety, confusion and ongoing uncertainty of th Q/@Z
pandemic needs to be acknowledged, as young people reported it is av%;o N
challenging situation for them. ’1/
NS
Parents also reported negative effects on wellbeing — especially V(@%sg\ead anxiety.
For young people with Additional Support Needs (ASN) Yhe:ée pressures have

been amplified. Some parents have reported that during the school closures
there was a lack of support, and this in turn created additional anxiety and
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pressure for children with ASN, and has had a long-term impact on their
confidence, mental health, and well-being. (NPFS position paper)

Some parents report that their children now lack confidence in the system,
lack motivation, and some relationships with schools and teachers have been
detrimentally affected by the estimation process. (NPFS position paper)

Transitions

There was a feeling that SQA had not considered the personal impact of the ACM on
young people’s lives, for example their school subject choices, university offers,
college places, et cetera. Young people, who attained poorer than expected results,
changed their university courses based on the results released on 4" August. When
the decision to award estimates was made, and as A level results were released,
they reported no communications from the Universities about their confirmation of
the place, causing further stress and anxiety for them. It was reported that students
who went through clearing, following poorer 4" August results, were not able to go
back to their original course choices following the reversion to teacher estimates (i.e.
it was too late to go back if their grades were upgraded). This has altered their
study/career trajectory.

Students expressed concerns about the possibility of inflated university entrance
grades for 2021, due to the number of students applying for places. Respondents
urge flexibility (e.g. that offers are made based on two sittings because of the
detriment they experienced in S5). It has also been reported that entrance grades
have been inflated because of the increase in demand for places as a consequence
of the number of students achieving high grades (e.g. we were told that Law at
Glasgow has increased from 5As to 6AS).

Future exam arrangements

There is support amongst our respondents for the following:

e Direct appeals process. Young people are frustrated by the limited nature of
the of the SQA appeals process for 2020. Young people have expressed that
they were unable to challenge the decisions of their presenting centre and
that they would like to see a direct appeal process available to individuals in ch’)/

2021. This would account for the extenuating circumstances mentioned D
above. I)Eb
e Continuous assessment. Young people would like to \/O)

see achievement captured throughout the year, rather than the ‘two terrr@ O)
dash towards examinations (in particular for Higher).

¢ A more consistent, transparent moderation process. The rep @‘rcm)
students regarding the variation in how grades were estimated | s, the
nature of coursework and prelims, and the internal deadline éc ework
have led them calling for a clear, consistent and transpare cﬁ\ ss of
moderation. This could address the variation in moderat \&esses and the
potential for teacher bias. It is also more likely to engendemntr st in the system
and avoid erosion of teacher-student relationships in schools
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e Flexible plans, clearly communicated. The young people suggested that we

need flexible plans, that are clearly communicated beforehand and that these
should be in place now for the coming year.

Involvement of young people in meaningful engagement

The young people participating in our review advocate a greater recourse to co-
construction of policies and documentation. They see a need to be meaningfully
involved in the process of policy development and enactment. This may have
mitigated some of the issues which emerged in 2020. Relevant information, to guide
young people through the process of awarding, could have been developed with
young people and shared through media that they access. Keeping young people
informed and connected seems key to building a system based on trust and mutual
respect. Clear, consistent, transparent lines of communication are considered to be
crucial by young people. The points mentioned above all feed into making this
happen. Moreover, the young people were clear that telephone helplines do not suit
all children and young people. The young people felt that instant messaging is often
a less threatening medium rather than a telephone line?3.

Longer term impact of this experience on young people

Our review has highlighted a number of concerns raised by the young people,
regarding the future:

« The ongoing impact of COVID-19 on courses, particularly practical subjects
where social distancing and health & safety measures have impacted on
course content (e.g. PE students reported that they are unable to play indoor
sports);

« Mental health/wellbeing — this is and has been a period of prolonged anxiety,
compounded by uncertainty relating to arrangements for 2021;

e Impact on relationships with teachers — students embarking on further study
with teachers whose estimates they did not agree with;

e Mistrust in the qualifications system;

o Impact on the 2020 cohort — many young people expressed concern that their
grades/achievements are devalued and would be looked upon unfavourably
for entry to FE/HE and by future employers;

« Financial hardship — many young people have fallen into poverty as a result of
the pandemic (e.g. parental job losses, increase in applications for free school
meals and school clothing grants). It has been reported that many young

people can no longer afford to go to university. XN

A
A
OO
23 We note here that SQA offers a range of ways in which candidates can c Qact including
phone, email, Facebook, Twitter, MySQA Sam, Candidate Enquiry Webform. m consistent
perceptions of young people inteniewed, that SQA communication is confusing, perhaps indicates
the need for greater engagement with young people (building on existing work) to co-construct
communication channels and promote their wider use.
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Discussion

We commence this section of the report by reiterating the extremely challenging
conditions under which the ACM was developed, implemented and subsequently
received. This is the majority view of respondents, and such sentiments prefaced
most panel discussions. Moreover, while this review has made critical observations
about aspects of the process, itis not our intention to apportion blame; instead we
see the review as an opportunity to offer constructive criticism which will inform
future responses to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, and especially to ensure that
young people undergo a consistent, rigorous and [above all] equitable approach to
the award of qualifications in 2021. Award of qualifications in such circumstances is
clearly a whole system issues, and requires whole system responses. We also
preface our observations here with the following points:

e Young people, their families and teachers and lecturers deserve as much
certainty as can be reasonably given in the face of an uncertain set of
circumstances. This entails clear and transparent communication as soon as
possible about the arrangements for 2021, and the rapid development of
appropriate support and systems for making them happen.

e |t has been communicated very clearly to us — by head teachers, teachers
and local authorities — that it will not be possible to both prepare young people
for examinations and work comprehensively to generate evidence to be used
if they cannot run. This is a case of either/or — but not both. The general view
that we need to prioritise a focus on the rigorous evidence base.

The development of the ACM required the establishment of quite different
approaches to those employed normally — moving into unknown territory. It was clear
that centre estimation would be needed as the foundation for awarding, and that
some form of national moderation would be needed, given the historical issues of
accuracy with predicted grades — exacerbated in this case by a lack of access to the
full range of evidence and under-developed systems for local moderation that could
not be easily set up in the available timeframes. This combination of factors created
the ‘impossible situation’ described by many respondents. Within these constraints, a
coherent approach was developed enabled the award of qualifications to proceed —
and we note here that in 75% of cases, estimates submitted by centres were not
adjusted.

2
That said, we believe that certain decisions could have been taken differently, and [>‘Q
that this may have led to different outcomes, and prevented the subsequent negativgfbo)

reaction that led to this review. These decisions relate to the following: % Dy
Z D‘q ’

e A greater recourse to partnership working in the early stages to dewv =3
ACM. It is clear from our evidence that such working was on oﬁer(ﬁj hat it
was not taken up by SQA. (@ Q’],

e Greater transparency, as requested repeatedly (e.g. by the S@b ish
Parliament Education and Skills Committee) around the W n system
and its implications. <

o A different presentation of the PCR as an integral part of the awarding
process, rather than as a bolt-on appeals process (as is the case usually). It is
worth reflecting here on how the use of different terminology might shape
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perceptions of this phase of any future ACM. We also note here the potential
for inequity in a system that intentionally puts large numbers of candidates
through a post-award process with impacts (as noted in this report) on
transitions.

e A greater level of embeddedness of equalities impact assessments in the
development of awards systems, atthe outset.

e Greater levels of cooperation between agencies, including between the SQA
and Scottish/local government, for purposes including analysis of data and
national moderation.

e More systemic engagement with young people, as stakeholders and as rights
holders, to inform the development of systems.

In reviewing the 2020 award of National Qualifications, we have engaged with a very
wide range of respondents, offering their perceptions of the process and sharing
their experiences. We have also reviewed a wide range of written evidence. This has
allowed us to form views on the development and application of the ACM, and has
informed the recommendations we make in the final section of the report. We
conclude this Discussion section with some observations.

First, we see a lack of appreciation, by key bodies throughout the process, that the
issue of perceived fairness to individuals might become a toxic political issue if not
handled with sensitivity and forethought. This has been exacerbated by the lack of
clear processes for: 1] embedding thinking about equalities into the initial design of
the ACM; 2] limited engagement in collaborative decision making and co-
construction at the outset in the development of the model; and 3] a lack of targeted
analysis of emerging data trends at key points in the process (compounded by a lack
of equalities data at SQA and data-sharing agreements to permit closer working
between the government and SQA).

One of the core issues emerging from this review is the apparent focus on the
primacy of preserving previous years’ distributions. A statement from SQA in one our
panel discussions would seem to reinforce this view:

At the end of the day the bigger picture is preserving the value of the
certificate (SQA panel interview).

This concern seemed, in the view of many respondents, to override the other two cbq/
principles (Fairness to all learners and Safe and secure certification), meaning that, _ po
once the estimates arrived at SQA at the end of May, insufficient attention was paidhy o)
to the impact on individuals. For example, one head teacher stated that of the three *,
principles, the focus was more on system integrity, and less on young people —@n@?) ’
that this is wrong (head teacher panel). \\Q,@%‘ .

oY

We are not arguing here against the idea that national moderation nec%g’
the converse, infact. However, in our view, the main problem with o [
approach to the moderation was that the task of maintaining inte {Fby credibility
of the qualification system was treated as largely technical exe t aimed to fit
the shape of this year's estimates’ distribution into the shape of the historical grade
distribution. To achieve this, the procedure was developed that moved ‘entries’
(neglecting the fact that ‘entries’ weren'’t just figures but represented real people)
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down the grade scale until the optimal distribution was achieved. Therefore, we
would like to shift here the attention from ‘how suitable the algorithm was for the task’
to whether the task was operationalised in a valid way. Does a shape of the
distribution that follows the historical patterns deliver fairness to individual learners
and ensures that their grades reflect their effort and achievement? We do not think
so. In fact, there was no way to achieve this task, because the statistical procedure
did not use any information whatsoever about the individual candidates. So the main
guestion here relates to what the moderation algorithm was supposed to do; and to
do what it needs to do the algorithm needs adequate input (data). The algorithm
does not ‘care’ that the data are individuals; it would move the data around until the
‘optimal’ distribution was achieved. But the solution is ‘optimal’ only in terms of total
distribution, not because it reflects any attributes of individual learners; therefore, the
solution could be unstable interms of individuals. This is why there should have
been adequate procedures for sense-checking of data at the level of centres and
even subjects (e.g. analysis of data to identify outliers and anomalies), and manual
adjustments based upon the qualitative information in the system (e.g. local authority
rationales for variance). The appeals process provided a technical solution to this,
but one limited by the resources needed to undertake massive members of appeals;
more especially, it failed to account for the very real impacts on those large numbers
of young people, including impact on mental health and wellbeing, and negative
outcomes in relation to transitions to Higher Education.

We welcome the action by SQA to provide mitigation for the 2021 qualifications diet,
and suggest strongly that arrangements are published as quickly as is possible, to
obviate concerns in schools, where teaching of courses is already well-developed.
This is essential to remove uncertainty and restore teacher and student confidence
in the system. We also note that what is necessary this year will not be the same as
long term consideration of the future of qualifications in Scotland. Nevertheless, we
have some concerns about the draft proposals published in August, and the revised
document due for publication at the time of writing.

e The proposals appear to be premised on an assumption that the
examinations in 2021 will proceed as planned (and therefore seek to reduce
the assessment burden to compensate for missed teaching and learning).
This is by no means a given. There seems to be little consideration of the
need to create a robust evidence base in the event that exams are not

possible, and estimation once more becomes necessary. The removal of qu/
coursework components in many subjects will further erode the existing D«Q
evidence base. be

e The review has uncovered concerns that the proposals will lead to a N

narrowing of courses, with significant implications for education. Relateddob‘o)”
this, it has been communicated to us that the proposals may impact\@@ *,
negatively on attainment, particularly for disadvantaged students gé@) m&gﬁt
perform better in coursework. Several respondents have suggest A&t the
issue with the divergence of estimates and historical perforr:g&? this year
may not be due entirely to inaccurate estimation by centrei A have
consistently stated), but instead may also be influenced a\&mbination of
recent policies to close the attainment gap and a possib Iitsa?hat teacher
estimation actually provides a more accurate assessment of achievement
than exams (which are said to disadvantage some learners).
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 The SQA proposals have been criticised for offering a piecemeal approach,
which differs from subject to subject. While there is some merit in addressing
the contextual nuances of different subjects, there is also considerable merit
in a set of proposals that offer a more holistic approach across the system.
The BOCSH position paper, submitted to SQA in response to the
consultation, and outlining a set of radical proposals — including suspending
exams for N5 to allow more space for the arguably more important Higher
exams diet — should be seriously considered. We have found widespread
support for this sort of action from teachers, head teachers and local
authorities, as we took evidence for the review.

In the longer term, and beyond the remit of this review, we wish to offer some
observations about the future of qualifications. There is widespread support across
all of the stakeholder groups, with whom we engaged during the review, for a
fundamental rethink of the long-term approach to awarding qualifications. Many
spoke of the ‘opportunity’ presented by the current disruption. The review has found
consistent support from all stakeholders (including young people and parents, for a
reduced emphasis on terminal examinations as the basis for qualifications. There is
widespread support for continuous assessment and its benefits (including the
potential for assessments to be used in a more formative way than at present), when
teaching to the final test — often in highly formulaic ways — seems to be the norm. We
do not hold with a prevalent discourse which frames this debate as an either/or-ism —
e.g. either exams or coursework. Exams have their place in any qualifications
system, as a valid method of assessment, albeit (as is the case with other methods)
with particular strengths and weaknesses. We do, however, advocate a mature
debate about the future of qualifications that involves enhancing assessment literacy
amongst education professionals, as well as challenging stereotypical attitudes
amongst the wider population about what constitutes valid assessment. This debate
needs to be balanced against the literature that points to the potential unreliability of
teacher assessment and variable levels of assessment literacy amongst teachers,
particularly in highly performative cultures that can encourage grade inflation (e.g.
Priestley & Adey, 2010; Willis etal., 2013; DeLuca et al., 2016). This in turn raises
broader questions about the governance of education systems and particularly the
place of accountability mechanisms in creating perverse incentives that might distort
educational decision making (e.g. see: Cowie at al., 2007; Biesta, 2010; Priestley et
al., 2015).

2
This, in turn, sheds light on the continued viability of a ladder of qualifications D«Q
approach, characterised by the ‘two term dash’ and a competency-based ‘mastery’ \
approach to assessment. We would argue, on the basis of the evidence from our N
review, that the Covid-19 crisis has stimulated some valuable debate in this areg, O *
including amongst young people and their parents, and that the time is ripe f@b D‘
meaningful debate about larger scale reform. We note here that many yo @p’e@ple
want the opportunity to sit exams next year and said that physical mea L¢é5>'(/%hould
be put in place to allow this to happen (i.e. socially distanced exams/ é%ﬁ;é
screens). We suggest that these discussions are taken up by the @ﬁ? eview and
subsequently through a national conversation. ?A\'\Q

\'
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Recommendations
Summary of recommendations

1. Suspension of the National 5 examinations dietin 2021, with qualifications
awarded on the basis of centre estimation based upon validated assessments.

2. The development of a nationally recognised, fully transparent and proportionate
system for moderation of centre-based assessment.

3. The development of more extensive approaches to collaborative decision making
and co-construction by professional stakeholders of assessment practices related
to National Qualifications.

4. A commitment to embedding equalities in all aspects of the development of
qualifications systems.

5. The development of more systematic processes for working with and engaging
young people, as stakeholders and rights holders in education.

6. The development of a clear communications strategy, co-constructed with
stakeholders, to ensure that the extraordinary arrangements for 2021 are as fully
as possible understood by all parties.

7. Areview of qualification appeals systems, including consideration of the rights
and roles of young people, in the context of the incorporation of the UNCRC into
Scottish law.

8. The commissioning of independent research into the development and
application of the 2020 ACM, involving full access to anonymised attainment data
and the statistical algorithms used to moderate grades.

9. The development by SQA and partners of digital materials and systems for
producing, assessing and moderating assessment evidence, to ensure that
operational processes for gathering candidate evidence for appeals is less reliant
on paper-based systems.

Rationale for recommendations

1. Suspension of the National 5 examinations diet in 2021, with qualifications
awarded on the basis of centre estimation based upon validated
assessments.

This recommendation draws on the oft-repeated statement in our panel
discussions that schools lack the capacity, especially in the context of an already
disrupted school year, to both prepare students for exams and develop a robust cbq/
evidence base for centre estimations, should they be needed. It reflects to some [)9
extent the BOCSH position paper submitted in response to the August SQA X 0
consultation on arrangements for 2021. It is based on the following rationales:3% .

e National 5 is not a leaving gualification for the majority of candidates#; qjﬁa ’

.

therefore less high-stakes for most. \\Q/ e

e National 5 involves large numbers of candidates — cancelling s
examinations diet would enable considerable space to be fr Qhe
arguably more important Higher and Advanced Higher exatxi ns (both
of which involve smaller numbers of students, and can tQ%’ ersed more
readily across school building). ?i\/\

24 For the 2018/19 school leaver cohort, 24.5% of school leavers’ highest qualification was at SCQF
Level 5 (Nat 5 lewel) (source Scottish Government).
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. A commitment to embedding equalities in all aspects of th

e The cohorts currently entering school year S3 and S4 have already
experienced considerable disruption to teaching time; cancelling the
National 5 examinations would allow for additional teaching time in the
summer of 2021 for both cohorts.

2. The development of a nationally recognised, fully transparent and

proportionate system for moderation of centre-based assessment.

There is a need for a nationally recognised, fully transparent and proportionate
system for moderation of estimation (and teacher assessment in general if
required), with a number of stages and co-constructed by stakeholders with SQA.
This will develop validated assessments for use in National 5 (see
recommendation 1), address the current high variance in the capacity and
expertise of local authorities, and draw upon the expertise that clearly resides in
many LAs. We stress here that moderation is much more than simply
adjusting grades. It should include: 1] clear identification and validation of
evidence sources, along with development of protocols for their use (including
protocols for using historical data showing both individual prior attainment and
cohort variance); 2] proportional internal verification procedures (e.g.
sampling of decisions and underpinning evidence); 3] nationally agreed
external verification procedures, based on sampling of decisions and
underpinning evidence; and 4] statistical moderation to identify variance from
trends, accompanied by further qualitative verification (with clear messaging that
this will focus on candidates not the system). We note here that such a system
needs to be ‘owned’ by teachers, including teacher unions (due to concerns
about workload and professional trust inteachers). Its development could be
enhanced by fully utilising the experience and expertise of continuous
assessment and moderation that resides with the FE college sector. Effective
professional education to enhance assessment literacy is essential, and should
be developed by SQA working with local authorities and the Regional
Improvement Collaboratives as a matter of priority.

. The development of more extensive approaches to collaborative decision

making and co-construction by professional stakeholders of assessment

practices related to National Qualifications.

A clear message from the review is that because COVID-19 is an unprecedented

threat, normal processes are inadequate to deal with this. We heard strongly

expressed sentiments that no single organisation can solve this issue. We have

seen evidence that normal protocols and ways of working, including a perceived

tendency for SQA to eschew external involvement inits technical processes, qu’

have actively hindered actions which might have mitigated the problems Q

experienced this year. For the coming year, there needs to be proactive approa

developed which enables a greater degree of collaborative decision making b ’\/O)

actors across the system, including where necessary the establishment of o, D&O) :

systems for data sharing and analysis. Such an approach will ensure hi%@ .,

degrees of ownership of solutions developed in the coming months, N

moreover ensure that knowledge — different ways of thinking, local 8/ al

knowledge and expertise, et cetera. — can be pooled more readily& Q
{ﬁ@}&bpment of

qualifications systems. 3 \Q

Considerations of principles of equity, ensuring just decisior%»{g’?all individual

students, should inform all processes for the award of qualifications. This means

ensuring that Equalities and Children’s Rights Impact Assessments are
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conducted at the outset of developing arrangements for the coming year, and that
the principles contained therein should be at the heart of all planning and
development. We would strongly endorse the idea of the government and SQA
continuing to work closely with CYPCS and EHRC to realise these principles

. The development of more systematic processes for working with and

engaging young people, as stakeholders and rights holders in education.
Young people, as stakeholder and rights holders, are at the heart of a
qualifications system for schools and colleges, and need to be involved fully in
decisions that affect them, in line with Scotland’s obligations to the UNCRC. This
entails thorough consultation with young people as both a precursor for
development and as a sense-checking mechanism during development. We
recommend that young people are involved in the co-construction of a more
effective communications system, whereby SQA, Local Authorities and schools
might better disseminate key messages about qualifications. We also
recommend that the final report of this review is accompanied by a young
people/family-friendly briefing that clearly communicates the key messages in the
review. Young people should be actively involved in the publication of this
briefing.

. The development of a clear communications strategy, co-constructed with

stakeholders, to ensure that the extraordinary arrangements for 2021 are as
fully as possible understood by all parties.

The effectiveness of communication is ultimately measured by how itis
experienced by its recipients. Despite extensive channels of communication
developed by SQA, many respondents reported that they did not experience this
communication as effective. We therefore recommend that SQA engages in
dialogue with practitioners and young people to develop their channels of
communication further, to highlight the key priorities for communication in the
coming year (i.e. what recipients would like to know) and to identify key points in
the year when messaging is needed.

. Areview of qualification appeals systems, including consideration of the

rights and roles of young people, in the context of the incorporation of the
UNCRC into Scottish law.

Current appeals processes should be reviewed to consider the following: 1]

appeals which allow estimation to be revisited where new evidence becomes
available; 2] the possibility of direct appeals by young people, in line with the
principles of the UNCRC, particularly Article 12. According to CYPCS (position
paper), ‘Many of the negative impacts relating to the cancellation of the 2020 Cb’]/
exam diet are the result of a failure to recognise young people as rights holders D«Q
and as the key stakeholders of the Scottish education system. Similar failings %
must be avoided in the future through transparent and pro-active consideratior of
children’s human rights at all stages of SQA and Scottish Government decisjon-O *
making in future models for assessment and certification of young peop@oj‘
achievements.” We endorse this view. N

. The commissioning of independent research into the developm d

application of the 2020 ACM, involving full access to anonymis

attainment data and the statistical algorithms used to mogg;?@% rades.
As stated in the Learned Societies position paper, ‘While w: p@c:late that it
would be very challenging to undertake such an evaluation wi in'the timeframe
of the review, there is a need to generate a detailed understanding of the
methodological approach used in order to plan improvements for the future.” We
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endorse this view. There needs to be a thorough independent analysis of the
application of the ACM, using the estimation/attainment data and the specific
codes/algorithms employed by SQA in 2020. This should include the following: 1]
modelling of the algorithms used and alternatives; and 2] analysis of patterns of
attainment, linked to demographic characteristics. This will enable fuller
understanding of the issues relating to the use of statistical approaches to
moderation (strengths and limitations), avoiding problems in future cohorts, and
especially its impacts on the cohort of 2020. Analysis should include the effects of
the 2020 awards on student transitions and destinations. This process should be
achieved through the commissioning of independent fully-funded, accompanied
by the publication of the full and transparent technical details of the approach
employed, alongside the anonymised dataset, which would also facilitate analysis
by independent researchers. We believe that the transparency involved in such
an exercise would go a long way to restoring trust in the system.

9. The development by SQA and partners of digital materials and systems for
producing, assessing and moderating assessment evidence, to ensure that
operational processes for gathering candidate evidence for appeals is less
reliant on paper-based systems.

Young people and other stakeholder groups (e.g. College Scotland, University of
Glasgow Educational Assessment Network) have called for digitisation of
coursework and other centre-based assessment materials, which would mitigate
the problems caused by hard copies being inaccessible for estimation in 2020.
This development would need to be accompanied by an evaluation of whether
and how a digital divide in terms of access to hardware and software by young
people might impact on disadvantaged young people.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Position papers submitted to the review

Organisation

Paper submitted

Publicly available?

ADES Position paper No
COSLA Position paper No
BOCSH Position paper Published online
SLS Position paper Published online
NASUWT Submission to the No
Education and Skills
Committee
EIS Position paper No
SSTA Position paper Published online
Connect Position paper No
National Parent Forum Position paper No
Scotland
Colleges Scotland Position paper No
University of Glasgow, Position paper No

School of Education

Learned Societies Group on
STEM Education

Position paper

Published online

CYPCS

Position paper

Published online

Scottish Youth Parliament

Scottish Youth Parliament
SQA Equality Impact
Assessment and
Alternative Certification
Model Project Report-
June 2020

Published online

Modern Studies Association | Position paper No
(MSA)
Scottish Association of Position paper No
Teachers of English (SATE)
Scottish Association of Position paper No
Geography Teachers
(SAGT) %}
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