John Wheatley College

Board of Management

Executive Committee

Minutes of the Executive Committee held on Tuesday 23 June, 2009 at 

1 pm in Room MF15, East End Campus.

1. Sederunt

The meeting commenced at 1 pm and was attended by:

A Woolley (Chair);  
H Ostrycharz (Vice Chair); 

E MacArthur;

M Forsyth; 
B Rooney; and
Professor A Allison.
In Attendance

I Graham (Principal)

A Kirk (Depute Principal);

A Sherry (Assistant Principal); and

L McEwan (for recording purposes only).

2.
Apologies

M Forsyth;

J Gow (Chief Finance Officer); and

R Stewart (Clerk to the Board).

3.
Terms of Reference  

Members noted the terms of reference for the Executive Committee. It was confirmed that the meeting was quorate with 6 (six) members in attendance.

4. Declarations of Interest

There were no declarations of interest at the meeting held on Tuesday 23 June, 2009.
5.
Minutes of the Previous Meeting held on 18 May, 2009 
The Principal offered to leave the meeting room as a consequence of Item 8 – Retirement of the Principal which was considered at the previous meeting of the Executive Committee.   Members felt that this was unnecessary.  
The minutes were accepted as an accurate record of the meeting held on 18 May, 2009.

6.
Matters Arising from the Minutes of the Previous Meeting
There were no matters arising from the minutes of the meeting of 18 May, 2009.

7.
Langside College – Board of Management Agenda

a)
31 March, 2009

b)
16 June, 2009
Members of the Executive Committee agreed to note the contents of the above agendas.
8.
Stow College – Outstanding Achievements

The Principal spoke to the contents of the correspondence which sought to inform of Stow College’s recent achievement at the Quality Scotland Business Awards. 
A discussion then followed in respect of quality awards and the means by which they may be achieved.   Some concerns were expressed about the correspondence from Stow College.   It was noted that the College’s assertions about the quality of its provision had not been necessarily validated by the findings of its most recent HMIe Review.
Members of the Executive Committee agreed to note the contents of the correspondence.
9.
Anderson Fyfe – Ground at Haghill Road / Carntyne Road

The Principal spoke to the contents of the correspondence from Anderson Fyfe which sought to apprise members of the response from Glasgow City Council’s Department of Legal Services in respect of the sum of £100,000 which was owed by the Council to the College.
I Graham confirmed that the College would continue to pursue the recovery of this debt (by legal means if necessary) and opined that the College is confident of success in its recovery.
Members of the Executive Committee agreed to note the contents of the above correspondence.
10.
Audit Review – Advice to Colleges

The Principal spoke to the contents of his report which sought to bring to the attention of the Committee recent ‘Advice’ from the Scottish Funding Council (SFC) following a College-specific review undertaken by the Council’s Internal Auditors (understood to be KPMG).
The Report also sought the Executive Committee’s endorsement of the College’s proposed approach to address the issues raised in the SFC’s ‘Advice’ given that the SFC deadline for responses was 30 September, 2009. 

Members were provided with recent correspondence from Mr Mark Batho which followed a College-specific SFC Internal Audit Report (believed to be related to Stow College in Glasgow).

The Principal spoke to the SFC correspondence which required Colleges to ensure that:

· all material contracts were described in formal documents;

· child protection requirements were adhered to as required by statute; and

· Boards of Management avoid actual or perceived ‘conflicts of interest’ at all times.

In addition, I Graham informed members that the Council required that all Colleges confirm that they were content that they conformed with specific guidance related to provision made in collaboration with other organisations (as defined in SFC Circular: 40/2007).  (The relevant section of that Circular had previously been provided for the information of members).

The Principal proposed that the College would prepare a response to the Scottish Funding Council (as outlined in Mr Batho’s letter) and that this response be considered by the Board’s Internal Auditors (to ensure that the Board’s response is capable of an objective, evidence-based justification).

Members noted that this proposal was not likely to be included in the Board’s Internal Audit Plan for academic/financial year 2009/10.

Members further noted that it may, in these circumstances, be necessary to repriortise some of the Internal Auditor’s plans for that year or to commission additional audit days based on a proposal in this respect from Wylie Bisset (recently appointed as the Board’s Internal Auditors).  This proposal would, of course, require also to involve some discussion with KPMG (the Board’s External Auditors) to ensure that, if reprioritisation was necessary, that the proposed scope of Internal Audit function was still considered to be adequate and reliable for their purposes.

A lengthy discussion followed on ’non-trivial’ contracts.  The Principal informed members that in most cases (with the exception of School Links) the College already had a contract in place with partner organisations.

In response to a question from a member I Graham confirmed that it would be a disproportionate reaction for KPMG (the College’s External Auditor) to include measures to address the issues raised in the SFC’s ‘Advice’ in their Audit Plan since they are not the External Auditors for every College.   He opined that the steps the College was proposing should satisfy the needs of External Auditors (since it was not unreasonable that they should be expected to place reliance on the findings on Internal Auditors in this respect).
The Chair informed that he had some difficulty in respect of the letter from Mr Batho.   He stated his concern that as a consequence of one College’s alleged ‘poor practice’, all Colleges in the Sector would now be affected and would face disproportionate ‘opportunity costs’ in their operation.  Members noted that the correspondence from Mr Batho was sent to Principals only and Chairs were not included in the distribution list.  Given the apparent seriousness of the issues raised and the need for Boards to provide the Council with ‘comfort’ in these respects, this was considered to be inappropriate.
A Wooley reiterated his confidence in the process being proposed by the College.  This was endorsed by members.
Members of the Executive Committee agreed to:

i) 
note the contents of the Principal’s Report;

ii) 
note the Audit Review Advice recently received from the Scottish 
Funding Council;

iii) 
agree to the College’s approach, as outlined in this report, to 
responding to Mr Batho’s letter;

iv) 
agree that the Internal Auditors be requested to validate the College 
Management’s response; 

v) agree that the Chair of the Audit Committee endorse the College Management’s response; and

vi) 
refer this report and any related documentation to a future meeting of 
the Board’s Audit Committee.

11.
College Sector Student Support and Fee Waiver Grant Policies: 2009-10

A Sherry spoke to the contents of the report by the Chief Finance Officer which sought to apprise members of the Scottish Funding Council (SFC) policy guidance relating to the Fee Waiver grant and Student Support Funds for Session 2009/10.

The Fee Waiver Policy for session 2009/10 was provided for the information of members.   

Members noted the unreasonably late circulation of this guidance by the SFC.

A Sherry highlighted the one substantive change to the policy from the previous session which stated that learners who were registered Job Seekers would no longer be eligible to have their fees waived. He added that the rationale provided by the SFC for this change in policy was that it would allow learners with partners in receipt of a high income to have their fees waived. As a consequence this may present a barrier to certain groups of Job Seekers locally. The Assistant Principal confirmed, in answer to a member’s question, that learners in receipt of income-based Job Seekers’ Allowance were still eligible to have their fees waived. 

Members noted that other changes to the policy were minor and included an inflation increase in the income thresholds. 
A Sherry further informed that the College would continue to waive the fees of certain groups of students who did not meet the criteria in the Council’s policy at the Principal’s Discretion (within delegated authority already granted by the Board’s policies in these matters). This was specified in the fees policy and applied mainly to members of staff, school age pupils enrolled on evening classes and local residents who experienced significant financial hardship. Members noted that this was a key element of the College’s Mission.   However, they also noted that such provision would not be eligible to be funded from the College’s Fee Waiver Grant from the SFC.
The Assistant Principal opined that, as a consequence of changes in the waiver criteria, the Principal’s Discretion may be requested more often.   He advised that although the changes had caused no major angst elsewhere within the Sector, they were likely to cause some difficulties for the College (given the nature of its particular catchment areas).
The Policy also provided details of the Student Support Fund policies for the 2009/10 session. 
A Sherry reminded the Committee that, as with the Fee Waiver Policy, the College must formally accept the Policy to access the grants. 
Members noted that the SFC circular described changes to the re-distribution process in respect of the funds and now allowed greater flexibility in the management of funds.  This allowed FE Childcare and Discretionary allocations to be used to meet a shortfall in the bursary allocations (subject to SFC approval). Other changes were of a minor nature and related to income scales, open learning and minor changes to residency criteria. 

The Principal informed that he had complained to the SFC in respect of the late release of the document and advised that receipt in February / March 2009 would have been preferred.   In addition, members noted that the Principal had written to MSPs in Glasgow stating his concerns and that, as a consequence, the SFC would undertake a review of the Councils’ Bursary Allocation System.

Members of the Executive Committee agreed to note the contents of the Report and its appendix.

It was noted that the Executive Committee would now act as the Board’s Remuneration Committee and, as per its Standing Orders, would from this point in the agenda be Chaired by the Vice Chair of the Board.   Ms Ostrycharz duely assumed the role as Chair.
12.
Survey of Support Staff Terms and Conditions 2009
The Principal spoke to the contents of his report which sought to apprise members of the Executive Committee (acting as the Board’s Remuneration Committee) of the outcome of a survey undertaken into the terms and conditions of Support Staff in Scotland’s Colleges.

Members recalled that the Association of Scotland’s Colleges (ASC) commissioned GM Associates to conduct periodic surveys of the terms and conditions which applied to staff in Scotland’s Colleges.

Members were provided with the GM Associates Survey of Support Staff posts for their information and noted that, as was its usual practice, the College participated in this survey.

The Principal reminded that Colleges submit data to GM Associates on a confidential basis and in these circumstances, they were asked to agree (as was normally the case) that this report’s annex was not placed in the Public Domain.

In response to a request from a member, the Principal confirmed that D Sneddon (Human Resources Manager) would compile a list of 3 indicators which would be compared to those of the College.  The comparisons would relate to ‘mid ranking’ clerical, technician and operative posts.   Mr Kirk undertook to make the necessary arrangements for this with Ms Sneddon.
A discussion followed on pay offers to staff.   The Principal confirmed that no pay offers had yet been made to staff in respect of academic / financial year 2009/10 but apprised those present that Teaching Staff had formally requested an increase of 13.5%.   I Graham informed that this request was unrealistic and that the College would struggle to give anything beyond the Public Sector Pay Policy.
Members of the Board of Management’s Executive Committee (acting as the Remuneration Committee) are agreed to: 
i) note the contents of the Principal’s report;

ii) note the contents of the report’s annex (GM Associates Survey of Terms related to Support Staff employed in Scotland’s Colleges); and 

iii) agree that, for reasons of the confidentiality of the information it contains, the report’s annex would not be placed in the Public Domain.

13.
Risk Issues to be considered as a consequence of the consideration of the above agenda
It was agreed that reference to the Public Sector Pay Policy should appear on the Risk Register.
14.
Closure

The meeting closed at 1.55 pm with the Chair and Vice Chair thanking all in attendance.
15.
Date of Next Meeting

(to be confirmed)
AW/LMcE
- 3 -
John Wheatley College

June, 2009

