
 

   

 

 

Notes Actions 

Strategic Board Meeting 

Monday 6 June 2022 

Present: Vivienne Porritt – Chair VP/ Helen Marriott - HMA / Seet-Ying Fan - SYF / Ashley Perridge - AP/ Joanne 
Fitzsimons - JF / Bob Drew - BD / James Page - JP (online) Nick O’Brien – NBR / Deborah Haworth – DH/ Elen 
Roberts - ER 
Notes: Nicola Janes 
Apologies: Maureen Okoye/ Richard Laws / Florence Fineberg 

A G E N D A 

1. Welcome – VP 
2. Matters arising - 10 
3. General report on key areas and KPIs (including Insights 

survey; ECF QA visit – Hub team; WSFG HMI visit; what 
have we learned?  What are we doing as a result?) – 30 

4. Update on draft strategic planning document.  How are we 
demonstrating impact?  Hub team – 20 

5. Comfort break - 5 
6. Issues from previous meeting and Thinkpiece: SLEs - 20 + 10 
7. CPD plan for 2022 – 23: 15 – AP Amalgamated 
8. Feedback from board members: 10 (This can include any 

feedback, but you may wish to explore the Insights Survey 
results, included in the papers) 

9. Dates and items for meetings next term: in person or 
online? 10 

 

 

1. Welcome – 10  
The Chair welcomed all to the meeting and for accommodating the 
TFL strike. 
Thank you for providing the Zoom link. 
 

 

2. Teaching School Hub Director – 10  
The DfE have written to schools regarding the way in which they can 
register their ECTs. There is a simplified system to reduce the 
workload of schools in this process.  
It was noted by the board members that it was a positive  
development that the system has been streamlined, but time was 
limited in terms of how quickly schools need to register their ECTs so 

 



Notes Actions 
there was still concern of a ‘bottleneck’ regarding the registration 
process for schools.  
Nick updated the board regarding ITT applications in the region. Nick 
gave details of the ITT applicants who had been in contact with the 
Hub to discuss future partnerships once ITT provision had been 
redesignated. Nick outlined that only one HEI had been in contact 
with the Hub (South Bank University). Although a conversation had 
been had with UCL/IOE, this had not been followed up further by UCL 
after our offer of further conversation. See below for further notes on 
ITT.  
NELTSH conversation with Cohort 3-6. NPQ refocused on those 
aspects of the work 
NELTSH Conference will be during autumn term. Agreed to wait to be 
fully informed. 
HUB team to review the offer not NELTSH. 
Arranged next SB meeting. 
 

3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

General report on key areas and KPIs (including Insights survey; ECF 
QA visit – Hub team; WSFG HMI visit; what have we learned?  What 
are we doing as a result?) – 30 
 
Feedback on Insight survey: 

• Survey sent to all Teaching School Hubs 

• Analysis received in April. 

• Positive feedback from hubs about UCL: they are 
flexible in their approach, keen to work with their 
hubs to develop materials and supportive of TSHs. 

• Y2 materials will be made available much more quickly 

• Feedback on conferences in May (national TSH 
conference and UCL / IOE Delivery Partner 
conferences) 

• Strong local network. 

• Our hub has met all our KPIs, but this is not true of hubs 
nationally. 

• KPIs – no updates  
 
Started to survey local areas regarding facilitation 

• A recruitment pack has been compiled for both ECF and 
NPQ. This has been advertised on the NELTSH 
website and the deadline for applications is 6th June.  

• ECF/NPQs presentation to WFSH meeting on Thursday 
9th June to promote these programme with schools 
in the region 

• DfE annual self-evaluation report due 22nd June. This 
has been completed and will be shared with the 
board, along with the Year 2 strategic plan and the 
Hub Improvement Plan in the Autumn Term.  
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ITT: 

• Many ITT providers have not had their accreditation 
renewed. 

• NELTSH have been approached by Teach London, 
NELTA and South Bank University. All will be naming 
us as teaching school hub and as a partner they 
would like to work with. 

• Very keen to work with anyone who wants to put an ITT 
bid together. 

• UCL had not asked prior to their submission to name us 
as a hub. NBR will chase.  

• JF stated that UCL do not offer Schools Direct but only 
offer the PGCE route.  Whitefields would like us to 
partner with institutions which offer the Schools 
Direct route. 

• ER stated that there are six different pathways through 
ITT, so she would welcome the hub partnering with a 
range of institutions which could offer all the 
pathways.  Ofsted visited WSfG as part of their 
research project into the impact of professional 
development in schools. Looked at CPD and current 
landscape. We included our ECF provision as a Hub.   

• SYF set up interviews with facilitators and mentors. It 
proved very helpful. 

• Year 2 strategic direction: will focus on developing 
participant journeys and better facilitation training 
to improve Quality First provision in year 2. 

 
Vivienne thanked everyone for feedback and asked whether 
there were any comments or queries 

• JP asked what NELTSH wants to be known for. 

• Nick outlined that there was a want to ensure that, 
across all programme, there was a quality of 
facilitation that led to a personalized and 
contextualised programme for each cohort of 
participants. This gives participants the best 
opportunity to work on ensuring these programmes 
have an impact on their classrooms and schools.  

• DH suggested that personalisation was important.    She 
also felt that effective quality assurance and 
monitoring were key.   

• Nick outlined that the experience of NPQs from a 
facilitator, participant and Delivery Partner 
perspective is less evolved and less detailed than the 
experience for ECF.  

• ECF is clear and very much up to the local facilitator. 

• An issue raised with the ECF materials was that 

 
 
 
Action: NBR to update the board 
on ITT partnerships at next 
meeting, including UCL / IOE 
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examples cited in the materials given, need to 
include a wider variation i.e. there might be too 
much focus on secondary examples or case studies 
and no primary examples etc. 

• NELTSH have budgeted for additional planning time to 
ensure each session for each programme will have 
additional funded planning time 

• JF: Raised an issue around the ECF having a lack of SEND 
focus  

• Seet-Ying and Nick fed back that NELTSH have plans to 
review ECF cohort in September. We will see where 
there is a need for an EYFS focus or SEN focus in 
clusters? These will be set up, cross borough, where 
needed.  

• Seet-Ying outlined that there was a need for more staff 
to get involved, as facilitators, who are not SLT. 

• Nick and Seet-Ying fed back that the DfE are reluctant 
to have a completely online cluster but open to 
applications. NELTSH would apply for an EYFS and/or 
SEND/Special cluster where the need arose with next 
year’s cohort.  

 
Vivienne asked if we must check our CPD programmes with 
the DfE. She asked if there were opportunities for bespoke 
support, i.e., women’s leadership.  
JP asked about the degree to which our vision and purpose 
are directed by the DfE. 
We must approve our official CPD with the DfE, but is that 
also the case if we create SLE positions across the Hub? 
HMA: Any official work in the delivery plan must go through 
the DfE but Hubs are unofficially pursuing other areas of 
work which are compatible with their overall vision.   
BD stated that it is worrying that the DfE are increasingly 
centralising more elements of the work. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4. Update on draft strategic planning document.  How are we 
demonstrating impact?   

 
AP presented her report on CPD  

• Update on EYFS course: this is on track to meet KPIs. 

• The CPD survey identified three main areas of need: T&L 
pedagogies/SEND – developing strategies to supporting 
SEND students in mainstream classrooms and Action 
Research. 

• We sent three proposals to the DfE which generated additional 
queries, but we are optimistic about the success of our bids 
which consist of: EYFS; SEND in the mainstream; Pedagogy 
and Practice. 

• Schools want to work together and would like more 
opportunities for collaboration. 

• BD asked if we would consider a professional reading group.  

• ER’s school is currently attempting Y6 primary moderation. She 
would be very interested in the hub exploring this as a 
strand for us for CPD. 

 
SYF: ECF 
SYF explained that we met our KPIs some time ago.  From the ‘drop 
ins’ she has conducted for ECF sessions, it is evident how ECTs have 
grown during the year. There has been some fantastic work and 
positive feedback.  It is now about planning for next year and 
ensuring everything is of a high quality. 

 
NBR: NPQ  
NBR went through the NPQ report, including the new NPQs being 
offered.  He explained that we have already commenced facilitator 
recruitment. 

 
Vivienne asked how we are demonstrating impact.  This can be seen 
in the metrics and our KPIs.    We have been working towards our 
strategic aims but there will be a sharper focus on evaluating our 
impact against these in the Autumn term. 
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5. Comfort Break 

 
 

6. Issues from previous meetings? 
All issues raised in the previous meeting were dealt with as part of 
the matters arising section of the meeting 

 
ThinkPiece – From your understanding of your own school and the 
local area, what is the best use of SLEs as an additional form of 
School Improvement? 
 

• NBR: presented his paper and outlined some strategies for 
moving forward.  

• JF said that she was conscious that this entails working with 
school leaders at the start of the journey with a clear 
understanding of context and area so that we bring about 
meaningful change. 

• SYF was a Maths SLE and one of her concerns was that there 
was a significant variation in quality assurance, wasn’t the 
same across the board. 

• Knowledge of current affairs within their specialism. 

• Empowering Maths Co-Ordinator, their vision and what they 
wanted to achieve. 

• Then looked at the wider whole school. Empowerment now 
looking at the cycles with MLs (primary based). 

• There aren’t many specialist Hubs. 

• ER reiterated that we should ensure there is a clear contract in 
place from the start and that schools should communicate 
what they want to happen and what they want the impact 
to be.  Otherwise, it can feel unproductive.  This is easier in 
secondary school than in primary school – although she had 
seen good work at primary level. 

 
Vivienne suggested that the question ‘What’s the difference you 
want to make?’ is vital here. This must be clear in the contracting 
and agreement between HT and SLE.  There also needs to be clarity 
around what this looks like in practice. 

 

• JP: agreed that SLEs can be a positive resource but it is 
important that this is part of the bigger piece of school 
improvement work, including improvement and support 
partners and subject networks.  There should be a clear 
remit and agenda and should include agreements about 
how the SIP works with leaders so that there is a sustained 
model. 

• School improvement – this takes more than just SLEs.   
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• The whole system requires need for clear recruitment, support, 
development and clarity around remit.  There should be a 
razor-sharp focus on what needs to be improved and the 
intended impact. 

• HMA agreed with JP.  She raised the issue that this 
infrastructure doesn’t exist in LBWF.  She has had initial 
conversations with HTs in WF who are keen to set up a 
model of SLEs, she has been keen to emphasise that it is 
part of a bigger piece of work around school improvement.  
We would need a clear vision for school improvement 
across LBWF.  This could potentially be something we set   
up for LBWF and Redbridge schools – it already exists in 
Haringey through HEP.  However, it is not part of our official 
TSH remit.  Although stakeholders feel that it is the right 
time for this work, the vision needs to be clear and there 
would need to be a funding agreement. 

 
Vivienne stated that a piece of work around school Improvement 
was ambitious.  She recommended the Hub considers a smaller 
scale project.  Our focus should be on small projects and thinking 
about disadvantaged and vulnerable students 
 

• JP would be happy to discuss building on Haringey’s model. 

• BD suggested that an apprenticeship model would be effective.  
This would help to create development pathways, both for 
SLEs and in other areas, e.g., our facilitators.  This would 
also help to identify future senior leaders. 

• NBR agreed that we need to grow and sustain people and 
provide opportunities to become an impactful facilitator. 

• DH stated that a first step would be to identify staff already 
working as SLEs but then need to clarify what we want them 
to do in accordance with the HT agenda for their assigned 
school. 

• VP felt there should be a detailed, open and honest contract 
with the overall purpose being that the SLE is clear on how 
to make a difference. 

• HMA clarified the action points from the discussion. 
 

Vivienne agreed to send ideas and thoughts to NBR. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Action: NBR / HMA to formulate 
a smaller-scale plan around 
working with disadvantaged and 
vulnerable students; to liaise 
with HEP to explore how their SI 
work is structured; to explore 
BD’s apprenticeship model; to 
consider how to launch during 
the Autumn term. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Action: VP to send ideas and 
thoughts to NBR re: SLEs and 
school improvement. 

7. CPD plan for 2022 – 23: 15 – AP Amalgamated with previous item  

8. Feedback from board members: 10  
NBR outlined that TSHs will be sole provider of Appropriate  
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Body services, starting from September 2023.  This gives hubs 
only one year to prepare.   

• Consultation transition timeline – can be extended. 

• Role of assessment – making it in line with ITT. 

• Documentation – what would it look like. 

• Encouraging everybody to participate in the consultation 

• Set costs which could be passed onto schools. 

• Questions regarding finance, joining up with other AB’s, 
what happens to 2022? Policies, transferring, Gone back 
to DfE. 

 
Vivienne asked for clarification on how schools feel about being 
told that they will have a change in their AB provider.  How are 
NELTSH considering managing this transition? 

 

• NBR explained that there is huge experience in terms of the 
ABs in our local area.  We will need to work 
collaboratively and ensure that there is excellent 
provision in all three areas. 

• JP asserted that it was important to bear in mind that 
workload would be doubling in the second year of the 
ECF. He felt that it was sensible to start and to build 
capacity by working in partnership with what already 
exists and clarifying best practices. 

• AP stated that a webinar had already been held and there would 
be a fuller briefing this week, hopefully providing a clearer 
picture of the landscape.   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Action: NBR to provide an 
update on planning for 
transition to AB status in the 
Autumn term Strategic Board 
meeting. 

9. AOB  
Date of next meeting 

• Agreed to retain Mondays  

• Will find some dates – 1st Monday in October, February 
and June 

• In person preferable to online 
 

The Chair thanked everyone for their time and contributions. 
 

 

 


