
HART LEARNING GROUP 

QUALITY AND INNOVATION COMMITTEE 
A meeting of the Quality and Innovation Committee took place on Wednesday 17 July 2019 
in the Council Chamber, the old Town Hall, Letchworth. 

PRESENT 

Vernon McClure (Chair) 
Liz Calver 
Lynne Ceeney 

Kit Davies (Chief Executive) 
Liz Mitchell 
Jacky Price  

IN ATTENDANCE 

Rifaat Foufa (Head of Teaching & 
Learning (HE)) (Item 3 only) 
Kerry Pritchett (Head of Quality) 
Sarah Robins (Curriculum Director, 
Hitchin and ECC)  

Lindsey Sherring (Director, Hart Learning 
& Development) 
Robert Dale (Company Secretary) 

 
MEMBERSHIP MATTERS 

 Since the last meeting, the student governor (Daniel King) had completed his course 
and had stepped down from the Board.  A new student governor would be appointed in 
the autumn term. 

 Jack Tomlinson had also resigned from the Board as a result of increased pressure at 
work.  Jacky Price had recently joined the Board; with a background in teaching at the 
University of Hertfordshire (Principal Lecturer and clinical lead for the Advanced 
Practice pathway in nursing), she had agreed to join the Committee. 

WELCOME 

 The Chair welcomed Rifaat Foufa (Head of Teaching & Learning (HE)) to the meeting.  
Rifaat would present Item 3 (concerning HE and Office for Students developments). 

ITEM 1A: APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

 Nadia Hodges and Gary Phillips. 

ITEM 1B: DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

 None. 

ITEM 1C: MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING 

 The minutes of the meeting held on 15 May 2019 were agreed and signed as an 
accurate record of proceedings. 
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ITEM 1D: MATTERS ARISING 

 Actions had been completed as below: 

 Include the ECC in a discussion about strategic direction to take place at the 
Board awayday at the end of June 2019.  Action complete.  The Board had 
discussed the anticipated position of the various trade areas at the ECC and had 
agreed that it should discuss the options for future direction, including the costs 
and income from delivery and the constraints on change in the autumn term 
informed by continuing input from the Quality & Innovation Committee.  This had 
been included in the draft agenda for the second half of the autumn term. 

 The Board had been reassured that the Q&I Committee members was not 
anticipating a failure by departments at the ECC to progress in 2018/19 and 
2019/20 but did feel it was important to consider options. 

 Circulate diary appointments for 2019/20.  Action complete.  Diary 
appointments had been issued. 

ITEM 2: EDUCATION INSPECTION FRAMEWORK 

 The Board had been briefed in detail about the new Education Inspection Framework 
(EIF) at its meeting on 28 June 2019.  It recognised that Ofsted would apply a different 
lens when considering performance and progress in future and would pay more 
attention to staff development and workload during inspections.  Feedback from pilot 
inspections indicated that staff had welcomed the opportunity to have professional 
conversations with inspectors about the craft of teaching.  Providing opportunities for 
staff to improve their professional skills – for example, through communities of practice 
and research groups – would be important in developing the learning culture. 

 The leadership programme for senior and middle managers was also a key activity, as 
was enhancing opportunities for staff to speak up for example through the staff 
wellbeing action group (SWAG).  How the organisation responded to input about 
workload would be important for future inspections. 

 Teachers and middle managers also needed to understand better the rationale for the 
delivery of programmes and what we hoped to achieve – so student progression data 
was also important to share.  These developments necessitated some adjustment in 
the quality review model and work on this had begun at the staff development day. 

 The 2018/19 SAR was also being reviewed against the new EIF; the overall view was 
that there would be opportunities to showcase strengths through the new process. 

Question: What do students know about their progression opportunities and how is this 
conveyed to them?  Progress review meetings discussed progression and there are monthly 
drop-in sessions covering apprenticeships, visits to HE providers and other options.  These 
vary depending on the level of the course and where the student is along the timeline.  The 
approach is aimed at ensuring there is a good understanding of all the possible directions 
and to raise aspirations.  Some courses (eg Public Services, Hair and Beauty or Catering) 
have well-defined progress outcomes, but there are plenty of different routes there too. 

Question: Is the EIF better or fairer?  This is hard to answer objectively.  It does provide 
more opportunities to look at the whole approach to teaching and to examine how students 
learn and develop as people.  It retains an emphasis on examination outcomes, but 
broadens the focus, and examines what works in the classroom. 
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Question: Could the new framework change the overall outcome for NHC?  Possibly; the 
narrative would need to approach things slightly differently, but our data would still show 
improvements in most areas although apprenticeship achievements would have a negative 
impact in the short term, and some curriculum area judgements might move up or down.  
The team would continue to consider performance in a robust and self-critical way. 

ITEM 3: HE AND OFFICE FOR STUDENTS (OFS) UPDATE 

 Members welcomed Rifaat Foufa to present a briefing on the new Office for Students 
(OfS).  Under the Higher Education and Research Act 2017, this entity had replaced 
the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) – but was only involved in 
regulation, not quality or finance.  

 Supporting social mobility was a key priority for the OFS and it sought to develop 
better links between schools, FE and HE, building more and different provision for 
mature learners.  The Teaching Excellence framework was a key quality measure 
(NHC was currently at the Silver standard); teaching quality and the student 
experience were key components of this measure.  Other matters such as value for 
money and student complaints would be handled by two other bodies (the Office of the 
Independent Adjudicator (OIA) and the Consumer Marketing Authority (CMA)). 

Question: How will the OIA assess Value for Money?  This will be done by considering the 
price, the perceived value of the qualification offered and the marketing undertaken by the 
provider.  If qualifications are mis-sold, the student may have grounds for complaint.  The 
approach is intended to be more rigorous than that of the Advertising Standards Authority, 
and providers have to be careful not to offer a programme which has to be withdrawn 
because of low recruitment; a suitable alternative must be offered. 

 The college had duly applied for registration but had initially been rejected (in common 
with many other FE colleges).  It had appealed and, after an onerous process, had 
recently heard that its appeal had been upheld.  There were conditions on its 
registration – such as a cap on student numbers, and a requirement to seek OfS 
approval if provision was to be withdrawn.  Neither condition was unacceptable. 

 Policies, statements and processes had been provided that complied with OfS 
expectations.  There was an action plan for monitoring quality which would involve 
oversight by the Q&I Committee.  Visibility would also be needed at Board level. 

Action: Add HE Performance Update as a standing item for Q&I Committee agendas. 

 Governors noted that this provision was not identical to that delivered under an 
agreement with the University of Hertfordshire.  This registration permitted the college 
to deliver its own HE provision – largely Higher National qualifications. 

 The registration process had appeared to be unduly onerous for colleges, which the 
Association of Colleges (AoC) had been lobbying on.  A further criticism was that OfS 
charges were based on the quantum of Level 4 provision – which included much 
delivered as Further Education, not HE. 

Question: Would withdrawing from OfS registration stop us offering any level 4 course?  No. 

Question: Could the level of effort devoted to addressing OfS requirements be identified 
over the coming year to help assess the cost/benefit of continuing participation?  Potentially, 
although it might be difficult to separate this from ongoing FE activity. 
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Question: How might the Augar Report affect this picture?  The FE sector had generally 
been pleased with the content of this review, but there was no certainty at present that its 
recommendations would become policy.  There was strong support in the FE sector for 
setting a minimum qualification level for entry into HE. 

Question: What was the implication of the cap on numbers?  Growing HE provision by 
increasing the portfolio of Higher National qualifications was an aspiration, and other 
Hertfordshire College Principals were thinking along similar lines.  Good HE outcomes were 
expected this year and there was a reasonable prospect that the cap would be lifted. 

 Governors thanked Rifaat for his presentation and he left the meeting. 

ITEM 4: QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PLAN – UPDATE 

 The Plan was in the final stage of review with the last meetings taking place with 
curriculum areas.  Reasonable progress appeared to have been made but it was hard 
to be certain until results were received.  Apprenticeship Timely Achievement rates 
and Maths and English attendance needed to improve further.  Teaching and Learning 
performance was showing good progress including material improvements in Hart L&D 
and the ECC by trade, consistent with previous reports to the committee and Board. 

Question: Was the team sufficiently aspirational for improvements that would raise 
performance above the national average?  It was appreciated that there were variations in 
performance between curriculum areas, but only three were below the national average. 

Question: Was the improvement effort spread too thinly?  Could better outcomes be 
achieved by focussing on a smaller number of areas?  Priorities were already applied; in 
2018/19, the ECC had been targetted for support and the forecast suggested that results 
would be up this year by 9.6%; a remarkable improvement – even if there was further to go.  
ECC performance would remain a potential limiting factor, as would Maths and English, so 
continuing to work on these areas should remain a priority. 

Question: What could be learned from Colleges with Outstanding features?  Staff were 
looking for ideas and approaches that could improve outcomes and add value for students.  
There were good links with other colleges outside the Hertfordshire area and an update on 
what examples could be adopted would be presented at a future meeting. 

Action: Report on good practice examples that could help enhance student outcomes. 

Question: What sanctions could be applied to students failing to attend lessons?  This was 
covered in the Disciplinary Policy.  A range of different sanctions were applied; for example, 
students who failed to attend exams were likely not to be enrolled in the following year.  
Students could also be removed from a course, but this was very much a sanction of last 
resort.  Considerable effort went into supporting students. 

 Governors endorsed including relevant and value-adding short qualifications (eg 
nutrition or working at heights for sports and construction students). 

 Governors accepted the Quality Improvement report. 

ITEM 5: NHC PERFORMANCE UPDATE 

 Performance forecast data suggested that progress would be maintained across the 
Group, including at the ECC.  Attendance and retention rates were strong, although 
attendance at Maths and English remained below our target.  A new approach for 
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Maths and English was being implemented for 2019/20, including repeating the 
successful M&E week, but earlier in the year. 

 A new management team was in place at the ECC and refurbishment work would be 
undertaken during the summer break.  This would improve the teaching and student 
environments including a new Student Services area. 

 Several professional development projects were progressing and professional support 
roles had been advertised. 

 In 2019/20, a Student Council was proposed, with an intended six members, drawn 
from each of the three campuses.  Student members would undertake specific 
projects, support by staff from relevant teams.  Details were being finalised, but 
members would probably be chosen by election.  This would create new openings for 
student/governor interactions, and a project focus should make the activity meaningful. 

Question: Would governors participate in student voice events again?  Yes, this had been a 
useful action in the past and would be enhanced in 2019/20. 

Action: Develop and communicate to governors a plan for student voice activity in 2019//20. 

 Governors welcomed the report. 

ITEM 6: HART L&D PERFORMANCE UPDATE 

 This report included positive news about traineeship and Kickstart employability 
programmes, where the offer had been extended to include a relevant IT qualification. 

 There had been some improvement in apprenticeship achievement rates, overall 
expected to be c66% and timely achievement 45%.  This was monitored closely as 
there was a risk that outcomes might fall below Minimum Levels of Performance (MLP) 
which tracked the proportion of delivery on lower performing programmes.  The 
position was complicated because of transition between old frameworks and new 
standards and it was likely that the present year was the last in which this measure 
would be used; it was not clear how the agency would monitor performance in future. 

 The Committee expressed concern about the continuing under-performance of 
apprenticeship programmes, recognising that problems with some healthcare 
customers had been identified and that these contracts were being wound down.  
Current ECC performance was also an issue, reflecting poor recruitment choices in 
2015/16.  The team was now ensuring learners were getting the right experience and 
were able to complete the right combination of units in a way that had not been the 
case before.  Some apprenticeship standards were no longer being offered because 
the learners could not acquire sufficient workplace experience to achieve them. 

 End-point assessment (EPA) was working well, with high levels of distinctions 
achieved.  However, limited provider capacity meant that completion could be delayed 
because some tests could not be completed when expected.  External Verification 
(EV) visits also needed to be properly planned and employer expectations managed.  
Management information was being enhanced to help manage these processes better. 

Question: Could governors be given a more detailed briefing on the whole apprenticeship 
provision picture?  Yes, Lindsey Sherring would arrange a visit for any interested governors.  
Providing a diagram of qualifications mapped against our provision would be of interest, 
together with a curriculum map for the different provision. 
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Action: Timetable a ‘deep dive’ on apprenticeship provision for the autumn term, including a 
governor learning walk and discussion with the relevant leadership team. 

 The team was preparing for a monitoring visit to Hart Learning & Development looking 
at the Lloyds apprenticeship programme.  This was relatively new – part way through a 
19-month programme.  There was good retention and data appeared to be strong at 
present.  The programme had been devised specifically for Lloyds and had attracted 
positive feedback.  Gary Phillips would report on Hart L&D governance including any 
distinctive policies and put together a separate SAR in preparation for the visit. 

 Governors looked forward to a further report on apprenticeships later in the year. 

ITEM 7: OUTLINE SAR PROCESS 2019/20 

 The Self-assessment Review process had been reviewed following the introduction of 
the EIF, with the intention of making our approach more holistic.  The process had 
been mapped against the new framework and aligned with our seven expectations (set 
out in the paper).  This year’s review would ask curriculum areas to review progress 
against those expectations – with data as valuable evidence but not the only way of 
demonstrating what difference the college was making for students.  Some curriculum 
areas might need to reset their grade expectations, but no areas were ‘Inadequate’. 

 As a result, the Quality Improvement Plan (QIP) for 2019/20 would differ from previous 
years and would focus on what the curriculum area aimed to improve in the year (such 
as Maths and English, or work experience).  Objectives would be specific, realistic, 
prioritised and impact-assessed.  Plans would be live documents shared with the 
Committee during the year.  In making improvements to the process, the quality team 
had reviewed practice at Outstanding colleges and incorporated relevant learning. 

 Professional development plans would be timetabled and ‘owned’ by department 
heads.  They might include vocational as well as teaching and learning development.   

 The Quality team wanted the SAR process to be useful and supporting of 
development.  The seven expectations were our standards, and were relevant to our 
students, but were also aligned with the expectations of the EIF. 

 Governors welcomed the report. 

ITEM 8: DATE OF NEXT MEETING 

 Members agreed to revert to the earlier start time of 18.30.  The next meeting would 
take place on Monday 23 September 2019, in the old Town Hall Letchworth, at 18.30. 

THANKS 

 The Chair thanked members for their commitment during a very busy year; 
considerable progress had been made, and more was expected in 2019/20.  Governor 
support for conversations with the FE Commissioner’s team had been especially 
important and very much appreciated. 

 

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

Date Item What Who When 

17/07/19 3. Add HE Performance Update as a standing item 
for Q&I Committee agendas. 

Robert Dale 31/07/19 

17/07/19 4. Report on good practice examples that could 
help enhance student outcomes. 

Gary Phillips 30/09/19 

17/07/19 5. Develop and communicate to governors a plan 
for student voice activity in 2019//20. 

Gary Phillips 30/09/19 

17/07/19 6. Timetable a ‘deep dive’ on apprenticeship 
provision for the autumn term, including a 
governor learning walk and discussion with the 
relevant leadership team. 

Lindsey 
Sherring 

30/09/19 
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