Message

From: Jon Coles [/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=D88DC1677D22412BB79F04979C6D50D9-JON COLES]
Sent: 22/07/2020 1:28:48 PM

To: SAXTON, Jo [Jo.SAXTON @education.gov.uk]

CC: DYSON, Michelle [Michelle.DYSON@education.gov.uk]
Subject: RE: Exams again - in confidence

Thanks, Jo.

I've offered, but | won’t hold my breath.

| feel I've done everything | possibly can to get a better result. I'll just hope I'm wrong now. Everyone knows where | am
if you need or want anything.

Jon

From: SAXTON, Jo <Jo.SAXTON @education.gov.uk>

Sent: 21 July 2020 23:35

To: Jon Coles <jon.coles@unitedlearning.org.uk>

Cc: DYSON, Michelle <Michelle.DYSON@education.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Exams again - in confidence

[** This message came from outside United Learning **]

Dear Jon,

Apologies for writing so late; just getting to emails at night most of the time.
Thank you for taking the time to update Michelle and | about your conversation with Mike.

In terms of appeals — yes, some of the avenues that Ofqual are working on may well bear fruit.

SoS’ focus is everyone doing their part to support Ofqual, so in that spirit it is probably most helpful if you re-state your
offer to Sally/Ofqual.

Kind regards, as ever,

Jo.

Dr J J Saxton | Policy Advisor to the Secretary of State for Education and Minister for the  School System
Department for Education | jo.saxton@education.gov.uk
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From: Jon Coles <jon.coles@unitedlearning.org.uk>
Sent: 21 July 2020 14:15
To: SAXTON, Jo <Jo.SAXTON@education.gov.uk>
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Cc: DYSON, Michelle <Michelle.DYSON@ education.gov.uk>
Subject: Exams again - in confidence

Jo
I've spoken to Mike Creswell as discussed and thought I'd report back.

It was a good conversation. As you’d probably guess, we basically agreed on the analysis. The difference is what you do
as a result. Mike agrees that my point that it may be possible to improve the model by including CAGs is a reasonable
one. His guess is that only a small weighting of CAGs would help and therefore the impact would be small; | think it may
be greater. However, we agree that it’s an empirical question which can only be decided by testing it.

The bigger disagreement in a way is more at the level of principle — if the priority is solely the protection of standards
over time and therefore you cannot introduce some meaningful inflation into the national distribution, then it is a zero
sum game and you can only give one person the benefit of the doubt by denying it to someone else.

I've also talked this through with a Professor of Statistics at Imperial who has been thinking about this for a while. Again,
we basically agree on the analysis, but his view is more bold than mine in the opposite direction from Mike’s —in favour
of quite light touch moderation of CAGs and then intervention in cases of egregious departures from historic norms. He
thinks that anything else is likely to introduce substantial injustice.

The larger trusts had a useful briefing from Ofqual this morning, which was clear but | don’t think has changed any
minds. No precise average number has been quoted, but it sounds as though the model has around 75% predictive
accuracy (with big subject level variations) when tested against 2019 results. Ofqual seem happy with this on the basis
that it is ‘no worse than normal marker error’. | don’t think this is a valid comparison and I’'m hugely concerned that this
line of thought is going to land them and possibly the whole exam system in serious trouble next month.

Obviously, I'm aware that decisions about the model are made. Ofqual sounded more open to discussions about
appeals. If there is value in discussing this with you, them (we have offered this to them) or anyone else, I'd be very glad
to. I’'m not sure what else can be done now.

I’'m very aware that I’'m probably now irritating everyone by continuing to pursue this. I'm hugely worried that we've
got something which is going to have a big impact on young people, cause an enormous row and perhaps have long-
term impact on Ofqual and the exam system. Obviously, you may think I'm wrong, but if not and | can contribute in any
way, | am at your disposal.

With best wishes

Jon
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