
HART LEARNING GROUP 

QUALITY AND INNOVATION COMMITTEE 
A meeting of the Quality and Innovation Committee took place on Monday 20 January 2020 
in the Council Chamber, the old Town Hall, Letchworth. 

PRESENT 

Vernon McClure (Chair) 
Liz Calver 
Lynne Ceeney 

Kit Davies (Chief Executive) 
Liz Mitchell (by telephone) 
Jacky Price 

IN ATTENDANCE 

Georgie Burns (Sport and Public Services) 
Item 2 only 
Emma Clark (Sport and Public Services) 
Item 2 only 
Rifaat Foufa (Head of Teaching and 
Learning (HE)) 
Nadia Hodges (Curriculum Director, 
Stevenage) 

Chris Lawson (Sport and Public Services) 
Item 2 only 
Kerry Pritchett (Head of Quality) 
Sarah Robins (Curriculum Director, Hitchin 
and ECC) 
Robert Dale (Company Secretary) 

WELCOME 

 The Chair welcomed members to the first meeting of 2020.  The coming term would be 
critical to achieving targeted outcomes for 2019/20.  The Chair was also delighted to 
welcome members of the Sport and Public Services team to report on their experience 
of the new Curriculum Review process (Item 2).

ITEM 1A: APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

 Niamh Krishman.  Gary Phillips and Lindsey Sherring had also given apologies
because they were preparing for the impending Ofsted inspection of the Hart Learning
& Development Ltd apprenticeship delivery (the Lloyds Banking Group programme).

ITEM 1B: DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

 None.

ITEM 1C: MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING 

 The minutes of the meeting held on 25 November 2019 were agreed and signed as an
accurate record of proceedings.

ITEM 1D: MATTERS ARISING 

 Actions had been completed as below:

 Create overview of Committee oversight of apprenticeship delivery process.
Action under way.  A note summarising which committee is reviewing which
element of apprenticeship delivery will be circulated after the meeting to the
Board and relevant committees.
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 Include SAR on Board agenda and QIP on Q&I Committee agenda for
December and January respectively.  Action Complete.  The NHC SAR for
2018/19 was considered and approved by the Board on 9 December 2019.

 Arrange Governor Learning Walks for 2020.  Action under way.  Gary has been
working on some options and will ask governors for their views.  It was
recognised that a programme needed to be agreed quickly or the opportunity for
meaningful participation by governors would be limited.  Geoff Lambert and
Philip Moore had visited Hitchin, and Philip had visited the ECC shortly before
Christmas.  Geoff would be visiting the ECC at the start of February 2020.

ITEM 2: DEEP DIVE: CURRICULUM REVIEW PROCESS – FEEDBACK 

 A new Curriculum Review process had been developed and piloted with the Sport and
Public Services team, who were present to give their feedback on the experience.

 The new process replaced a previous Curriculum and Quality Review (CQR) and was
designed to identify what it felt like to be student on one of the College’s programmes.
An outcome would be an assessment of the quality of education in the relevant
curriculum area.  The process was led by the Teaching and Learning Quality team,
working with the curriculum team and was intended to be strongly developmental –
identifying how delivery and the student experience could be improved.

 The process was designed to take between two and four days (depending on the size
and nature of the department being reviewed, and so would be shorter than the CQR,
which lasted five days.  It was built around the new Education Inspection Framework
(EIF) and used interviews with learners and staff at all levels, learning walks and work
scrutinies to produce a short report covering (a) what it was like to be a student
undertaking learning in that area; (b) what the key strengths of the curriculum area
were; and (c) what actions needed to be implemented to make delivery better.

Questions: With whom were reports shared?  Reports were shared with the relevant 
Director and Curriculum head, and staff within the team would be briefed on the conclusions.  
It was anticipated that the Quality & Innovation Committee would also receive the reports. 

 As the head of the curriculum area undergoing the first pilot Curriculum Review, Liz
Calver reflected that she had felt that the process had been genuinely developmental
and had helped her deepen her own understanding.  It had been a less ‘paper-heavy’
process which had reduced the bureaucratic burden on teams.  A great deal of student
feedback had been gathered and was being used by the team to develop further.

Question: Had there been any surprises?  This was a pilot process, so it was all a journey 
of discovery, but nothing that felt strange or burdensome.  Both the teams involved had 
learned from the process. 

 Three team members present endorsed the value of using for the review materials that
were already prepared for Performance Board meetings.  The face-to-face interviews
with other Directors and senior staff provided a good opportunity to showcase good
practice and helped participants develop their confidence.  Some teachers/tutors felt
the lack of direct feedback about their individual performance through this process.
The intention had always been to reflect on departmental/curriculum area performance
as a whole from the student viewpoint, which is why individual teacher feedback had
been reduced in the pilot.  Reinstating this output was being considered by the
Teaching and Learning Quality team.
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Question: How would actions/recommendations from the review be followed up?  The QIP 
should be used as the vehicle to incorporate actions and monitor progress. 

Question: How many departments/areas would be reviewed each year?  A schedule had 
been prepared and it was expected that most departments would have been reviewed by the 
end of 2019/20.  Overall, between 10 and 13 departments could be reviewed across a year.  
The review process for apprenticeships would necessarily be different. 

 As a result of the pilot, the Teaching and Learning Quality team had recognised that
feedback for teachers was important – though must not take away from the aim of
reflecting performance overall – and would amend its process accordingly.  They also
noted that the department’s preparation had been very good.

 Improvement actions were discussed.  There was a need to help students understand
what the purpose of the different elements of their programme was so that they could
explain why they were studying a particular unit; what impact that learning would have
for their future careers.

Question: Would this new review process identify if teams were not working well together?  
It was likely that gaps and inconsistencies would be more apparent; the process 
demonstrated the strength of teamworking in Sport and Public Services during the pilot 
review.  The increased input from students and staff at all levels would also be more like to 
highlight if there was too much variability in understanding and delivery. 

 Governors thanked members of the Sport and Public Services team for their feedback
and expressed confidence in the new Curriculum Review process; the mechanism for
reporting to the Q&I Committee would now be defined for future reviews.

 Sport and Public Services team members left the meeting.

ITEM 6: HE PERFORMANCE UPDATE 

 Numbers currently on programme remained ahead of the target for 2019/20.

 An update on two matters raised at the previous meeting (on the development of study
and research skills in HE programme learners, and on the use of plagiarism software
as a developmental tool for learners) was provided in the paper.  Governors noted that
the University pf Hertfordshire’s on-line study skills tool (HertsHub) was supplemented
by direct access to specialist staff who could provide learners with additional advice
and support.  HertsHub was available to all students at higher level, not just those on
degree programmes.

 The First Impressions survey of learners on HE programmes had been conducted.
Most responses were positive; there had been more negatives responses to questions
about learner awareness of processes for making complaints or submitting academic
appeals and actions had since been taken to raise awareness of these processes.

 A quality assurance review visit would take place shortly.  This was a normal process
conducted by the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA).  All
programme managers were preparing for the visit.  It would mainly involve desktop
review but would include some lesson observations.

Question: What would the visit cover?  All HE provision including non-degree programmes 
such as Higher National Certificate and Diploma (NHC/HND) courses – but not higher level 
apprenticeship provision. 
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Question: Would governor involvement be required?  This was not yet known; governors 
would be advised as soon as this became clear. 

Question: Would advice about complaints and appeals given as part of a student induction 
programme be regarded as sufficiently independent of the provider?  It was the provider’s 
duty to make students aware of what avenues were available to them in the event that they 
wished to make a complaint or submit an appeal.  Learners seeking advice on individual 
cases would need to seek independent guidance, perhaps from a Students Union. 

Question: Numbers on the Higher National Sport and Exercise programme were well below 
expectations.  What was the reason for this?  Retention had been excellent, but it had not 
been possible to recruit to a Certificate programme in 2019/20 because of uncertainty arising 
from the Office for Students’ initial refusal to accredit North Hertfordshire College.  By the 
time that position had been reversed (June 2019) it was unrealistic to recruit enough 
learners to run a viable Certificate programme from September 2019.  

 The Quality & Innovation Committee accepted the report.

ITEM 3: STAFF SURVEY AND STAFF WORKING GROUP UPDATE 

 Staff Survey data showed largely positive views.  Four areas showed less positive
results; our curriculum, pay and benefits, the work itself and working conditions.  The
declines in these areas year on year were all of less than two percentage points.

Question: Had the agreed pay increase of 1.7% been announced when the survey was 
undertaken?  The increase had been announced in November 2019 and backdated to 
1 September.  Staff had also benefited from an additional day’s leave at Christmas.  Work to 
benchmark pay and conditions against the sector norm was being undertaken as, in general 
terms, it was believed that the current position was competitive against other FE colleges.  
There was a long-standing gap with schools, of course.  Staff had appreciated the extra 
holiday Christmas as this allowed many to have a full two weeks’ break. 

Question: Would it be worth reminding staff of what they enjoyed in terms of remuneration 
and other benefits?  Yes, there were many advantages to working in the sector, not least job 
satisfaction, though it was worth recalling that not all of the college workforce had the same 
terms and conditions.  

Question: Should the decline in positive responses be of concern?  What could be done to 
mitigate this risk?  Detailed analysis of the questions indicated that lower responses were 
associated with remote working.  Some of the lower satisfaction data was associated with 
having adequate and effective technology. 

 Governors recognised the importance of good quality IT and communications
particularly for those working remotely.  They supported work to benchmark reward
against the sector and noted that the Staff Working Action Group was also examining
reward and recognition as a priority project this year.  Reminding staff of what the
college was doing to support sector efforts to improve FE funding could also be of
value.  It was understood, however, that the past year had been challenging and this
could be reflected in these results.

 There were some very positive messages to come from the survey as a whole,
including confidence in the future, which Governors were delighted to see.

 The Quality & Innovation Committee accepted the report.
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ITEM 4: DRAFT HLD 2018/19 SELF-ASSESSMENT REPORT 

 The Hart Learning & Development Ltd Self-assessment Review (SAR) report for
2018/19 was in respect one apprenticeship programme (for Lloyds Banking Group)
under its own UK PRN.  The programme had four cohorts with c60 learners.  First
outcomes were expected in April 2020, but there was no performance data at present.

 The SAR had been developed by Jennie Condé (a trained Ofsted inspector with
experience of inspections under the Education Inspection Framework (EIF)).  The
overall self-assessment was Good; assessments for Quality of Learning, Behaviour
and Attitudes and Leadership and Management were also Good.  The assessment for
Personal Development was Requires Improvement, reflecting the view that the existing
programmes could do more to contextualise issues such as Prevent.  Bringing the
employer’s own material on business-relevant examples – such as money laundering,
in the context of a major bank – would help ensure learners understood the relevance
and connection of elements of their programme to the EIF.

Question: How was Prevent training being delivered to staff?  There is a centralised 
programme of training plus specific context-relevant training.  For example, a number of staff 
had attended training about County Lines issues, and the police have attended recently to 
deliver training on hate crime and knife crime, all of which were of particular concern in the 
Stevenage area.  The focus was on what such risks looked like in our context.  Regular 
learning conferences also helped ensure there was good awareness across programmes. 

 For some learners, it was important to ensure that learned theory had an impact on
working practice.  This was not always straightforward to evidence especially at higher
levels.  Governors recommended that engagement with the employer to develop
programmes included a clear link with the Bank’s Compliance team.  A more detailed
programme report should be provided to a future meeting.

 The Quality & Innovation Committee endorsed the Hart L&D SAR for 2018/19.

Action: Provide report on Lloyds Bank apprenticeship delivery at future meeting. 

ITEM 5: HART L&D PERFORMANCE UPDATE 

 The report showed that forecast outcomes were currently in line with business plan
targets.  Forecast outcomes for the Lloyds Banking Group programme were
significantly higher than the average.

Question: Timely outcomes at the ECC were very low; what more could be done to improve 
this?  Because of withdrawals, past learners failing the programme and learners who had 
gone beyond the time limit for timely achievement, there was a ceiling to the proportion of 
timely achievements.  The maximum for all Group apprenticeship programmes this year 
would be c50% and the ECC ceiling was lower than this, reflecting past performance. 

 The Quality & Innovation Committee accepted the report.

ITEM 7: FIRST IMPRESSIONS SURVEY ANALYSIS 

 Governors considered the paper and asked:

Question: In relation to the question about an initial assessment of Maths and English skills, 
were there any specific reasons for the decline in positive responses?  It was possible that 
the question had been put to students on programmes that did not require such an 
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assessment; some students may also not have recognised the assessment process.  There 
had been no other changes in practice that might have given rise to a different result. 

 Overall, the perception of the college shown in these data was consistent with other
student satisfaction measures and was very positive.  Governors were conscious that
the vast majority of performance measures reported at this meeting showed an
improving trend year-on-year and appreciated that this had been the result of a
sustained continuous improvement approach.  Curriculum teams had done well,
despite the challenging circumstances faced by the college in 2018/19.

 The Quality & Innovation Committee accepted the report.

Action: Report on review of question 10 data (initial assessment of Maths/English skills). 

ITEM 8: QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PLAN (QIP) UPDATE 

 Governors considered the report that showed good progress with most of the
improvement actions scheduled for 2019/20.  They asked:

Question: As there were 10 actions delayed or re-prioritised on the apprenticeship 
curriculum could progress in this area really be considered ‘reasonable’?  There was 
genuine progress being made in this area, and a conscious decision had been made to give 
work on apprenticeship achievements a higher priority.  The Committee would want to see 
more progress at its next meeting and a separate update on Apprenticeship curriculum and 
Maths and English actions (where two actions were overdue) would be provided. 

 The Quality & Innovation Committee accepted the report.

Action: Provide update report on delayed or overdue QIP actions. 

ITEM 9: NHC PERFORMANCE UPDATE 

 The paper reflected general confidence about progress and forecast outcomes and the
expectation that results would show another year-on-year improvement in 2019/20.
Results from recent Functional Skills and GCSE exams were strong.

 In Maths, student weaknesses over percentage, ratio and scale had been identified.
To help address these, teaching in the vocational areas was being used to help
contextualise teaching and support student practice.  The successful Maths and
English week in November 2019 would be repeated later in the year.  The curriculum
teams had been more directly involved in delivery and making sure all students
participated.  The activities had been well-received by students.

 Peter Giles (appointed as maternity cover for Rebecca Rutherford); had with a
colleague put in place more accessible analysis of student data to highlight gaps and
weaknesses for teachers.  This helped target intervention most effectively.  At ECC,
learners were keen to share their vocational strengths.

 There had been more regular Police Surgeries intended to help break down barriers of
suspicion and lack of knowledge.  Claire Cooper was leading a project involving a
number of Stevenage schools and the local police and would present a report on this
to a future meeting.  The first session covered County Lines and knife crime.

Action: Include a report on the ongoing project involving Stevenage Police and secondary 
schools on a future agenda. 
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 Students were responding positively to the encouragement to come into Student
Services for ‘tea and talk’.

Question: Was there an opportunity to engage more with parents on any of these issues?  
Consideration would be given to enhancing a future Parents’ Evening. 

Action: Report on enhanced Parents’ Evening proposals at a future meeting. 

 The Quality & Innovation Committee accepted the report.

ANY OTHER BUSINESS 

TES Award Nominations 

 North Hertfordshire College had been shortlisted for two national awards – for Teacher
of the Year (Cheryl Hall, a teacher in Nadia’s team) and for Specialist Provider of the
Year for our Supported Studies delivery.  Governors congratulated the college on its
nomination and offered good luck for the awards ceremony.

ITEM 10: DATE OF NEXT MEETING 

 The next meeting would take place on Monday 9 March 2020, in the old Town Hall
Letchworth, starting at 18.30.

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

ACTION LOG 

Date Item What Who When 

25/11/19 6. Arrange Governor Learning Walks for 2020. Gary Phillips 31/01/20 

20/01/20 4. Provide programme report on Lloyds Bank 
apprenticeship delivery at future meeting. 

Lindsey 
Sherring 

28/02/20 

20/01/20 7. Report on review of question 10 data (initial 
assessment of Maths/English skills). 

Kerry Pritchett 28/02/20 

20/01/20 8. Provide update report on delayed or overdue 
QIP actions. 

Kerry Pritchett 28/02/20 

20/01/20 9. Include a report on the ongoing project involving 
Stevenage Police and secondary schools on a 
future agenda. 

Gary Phillips 28/02/20 

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

Nadia 
Hodges/Sarah 
Robins 

28/02/20 
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