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BOARD MEETING

Monday 22 March 2010
Minutes
Present:
1.

Clerk’s matters

2.

Minutes

3.

Matters arising

4.

Principal’s Report

5.

Finance Report
6.

Premises Matters
7.

Governance Matters
8.

Committee Reports
9.
Risk Management
10.

AOB

11.

Dates of next meetings

Independent Members:

Savvas Agathangelou 
George Anderson 

Ben Charles

Delia Goldring

Peter Hammond

Fenton Higgins

Milton MacIntosh 

Jo Moore

Ian Phillips (Chair)
Hem Savla 

Michael Seager 

Nazish Sheikh
Staff Members:

Anna Finn

Michelle Junnor
Parent Member:

Apologies
Student Members:

Isobel Obeng-Dokyi
Angeline Pagal
Principal:

Keith Murdoch
Senior Managers (by invitation):

Ian Hooper

Carol Kirkland

John Rubinstein
College Accountant

Apologies
Clerk to the Governors:

Graham George



	The Chair opened the meeting by welcoming Isobel Obeng-Dokyi and Angeline Pagal, the recently elected Student Governors, to their first Board Meeting.

	
	
	

	1.
	Clerk’s Matters
	

	
	
	

	
	1.1
	Apologies for absence: 
Harjit Aujla-Sarjant (Parent Governor); Clive Winter (College Accountant); Anne-Marie Robinson (Senior Manager).
	

	
	
	
	

	
	1.2
	Declaration of Interests:

Ian Phillips and Peter Hammond declared an interest in Item 1.4.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	1.3
	The proposal that

the Board should approve the recommendation of the Search Committee to appoint Anna Finn to the Audit Committee

was proposed by Savvas Agathangelou, seconded by Michael Seager and approved nem con.
	Anna Finn appointed to 

Audit Committee

	
	
	
	

	
	1.4
	The proposal that

the Board should approve the recommendation of the Search Committee to re-appoint Peter Hammond and Ian Phillips as Independent Governors for a further term of office of 4 years with effect from 13 May 2010

was proposed by Savvas Agathangelou, seconded by George Anderson and approved nem con.
	Peter Hammond 

& Ian Phillips 

re-appointed for a further 4 years 

wef 13 May 2010

	
	
	
	

	2.
	Minutes
	

	
	
	

	
	2.1
	The minutes of the Board Meeting of 14 December 2009 were approved and signed.
	Minutes signed

	
	
	
	

	
	2.2
	No minute was deemed to be confidential and so the full minutes could be posted on the College website.
	CK to put on Web

	
	
	
	

	3.
	Matters Arising 
	

	
	There were no matters arising other than agenda items.
	

	
	
	

	4.
	Principal’s Report
	

	
	Keith Murdoch commented that there was no clarity about what would be happening regarding finance in the year 2011-12. It would therefore seem prudent to take more students than the 2010-11 target as numbers may well be consolidated even if no growth is funded.
	

	
	
	

	
	John Rubinstein, replying to Michael Seager, confirmed that it had been possible to re-configure the IT Department in such a way as to avoid having to replace the Head of Department.
	

	
	
	

	
	Ian Hooper reported that at the Careers Academy Board meeting held the previous week, the Board had asked whether Governors could use their business connections to try to get offers of internships. These were paid (c£6 per hour) and were for a period of 6 weeks (or possibly 2 x 3 weeks). It was suggested that he e-mailed a ‘flyer’ to all Governors, who could then forward it to possible contacts.
	IH to e-mail ‘flyer’ to all members

	
	
	

	
	In respect of Anne-Marie Robinson’s report, Michael Seager was pleased to note that, to date, of the 526 UCAS applications, only 2% of students had needed to go for a place through UCAS Extra.
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	Carol Kirkland, replying to Ian Phillips, said that one of the potential block lettings for classrooms was for distance learning by a visiting professor of the University of Hertfordshire, who had found the College via the website. The other was for a Private Academy, with whom negotiations were still ongoing.
	HS to action 

with CK

	
	
	

	
	Regarding the request for information under the Freedom of Information Act, Hem Savla offered to provide the College with a flow chart indicating permitted exemptions.
	

	
	
	

	
	Replying to Savvas Agathangelou, Carol Kirkland said that the cleaning tender was for a 2.5 year contract so that it was below the EU procurement level. The tender was based on a set of criteria determined by the College in conjunction with its Facility Management Consultants.
	

	
	
	

	
	It was noted that applications were up by over 20% compared with last year, with 991 being received from Barnet residents. Ian Phillips congratulated the College staff on their phenomenal effort of interviewing over 1800 prospective students.
	

	
	
	

	
	The Student Governors gave brief details of a number of recent activities undertaken by the College Council.
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	5.
	Finance Report
	

	
	Keith Murdoch reminded members that the management accounts had been scrutinised by F&O and that a number of the variances were simply a matter of timing, as explained in the notes.
	

	
	
	

	
	He drew attention to the lettings income, which would reduce during the examination period when the Sports Hall would not be available for external use. The positive variance in staff pay was due to the average settlement of 1.8% over the year being significantly less than the 3.5% allowance in the budget.
	

	
	
	

	
	Replying to Savvas Agathangelou, he said that the end of year projected outturn for Utilities had not been adjusted, despite the positive variance at the six month stage, because there were too many unknown variables and the College preferred to remain on the cautious side.
	

	
	
	

	
	It was noted that the KPIs were all on target and that the FFE Financial Health rating remained ‘Outstanding’.
	

	
	
	

	
	The proposal that 

the Board approve the Management Accounts for the period 1 August 2009 – 31 January 2010, as recommended by F&O

was proposed by Peter Hammond, seconded by Nazish Sheikh and approved nem con.
	Management Accounts approved

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	6.
	Premises Report
	

	
	
	
	

	
	6.1
	PV Cells on Roof of Hockman Building
	

	
	
	Carol Kirkland reported that after this had been scrutinised in great detail by F&O, and the business case had been sent out with the Board papers, the Government had withdrawn the Renewable Obligation Certificate (ROC) income (previously 9p/kWh, worth £1530 pa to the College) for institutions that were grant funded. This significantly changed the business case.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	She tabled a revised business plan, which indicated that it would be more advantageous for the College to totally fund the project at a cost of £90k. This would give rise to annual benefits of £3,600 after depreciating the asset over 25 years, based on no increase in the cost of electricity (the College was locked into a fixed price contract until 2014) and no change in the feed-in tariff. Savvas Agathangelou suggested that there was no guarantee that this tariff would remain the same. Hem Savla was of the opinion that there was not a financial case for the scheme as the opportunity cost of the £90k investment had not been taken into account.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	Delia Goldring suggested that if the College was no longer applying for a grant, there was no longer a time constraint on starting the project, and so the scope of the tender could be widened. Hem Savla concurred with this, as did Savvas Agathangelou, who added that he agreed with the principle of the scheme, but the College might be advised to wait awhile as PV cell technology was advancing rapidly.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	The proposal that

the PV cell project should be reviewed by F&O at its November 2010 meeting

was proposed by Savvas Agathangelou, seconded by Delia Goldring and approved nem con.
	GG/CK to action for November F&O

	
	
	
	

	
	
	Carol Kirkland was thanked for her tremendous effort in collating all the information so that an informed decision could be made.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	6.2
	Learning Zone
	

	
	
	Ian Phillips informed members that this had also been carefully scrutinised by F&O, who had undertaken a site visit to the area concerned. As a result of this, F&O had asked the College to produce sketch plans of the proposal, with an indication of the square meterage involved.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	Keith Murdoch said that students had been asking for a space for group work for a number of years as the LRC was designated as a silent area. Replying to Hem Savla, he said that an alternative scheme in the North wing had been considered but had been ruled out as it would have been very expensive. Graham George commented that the projected cost worked out at less than £500 per square metre, which the LSC would deem to represent good value for an alteration/refurbishment of this sort.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	The space created would provide at least the same number of computer stations as at present (38), located round the perimeter, with a further 40 or so students being accommodated in groups round tables in the centre. In addition, the area would lend itself to a large space for formal meetings of 60 or more staff, students or parents. The learning zone would be permanently supervised and re-locating the Special Needs Coordinator in one of the offices may well have added benefit.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	The Student Governors re-iterated that such an area would be welcomed by students. The canteen was unsuitable as, even when it was available, the tables were not big enough and were the wrong shape, and the social atmosphere was not conducive to academic group work. 
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	Fenton Higgins was of the opinion that the College had made a compelling argument for the suggested project. Replying to Milton MacIntosh, Keith Murdoch confirmed that the proposed cost (£300k) had been included in the projected cashflow in the management accounts.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	The proposal that

the College should proceed with the project to create a learning zone in the Millennium Building, together with the associated improvements to the IT classrooms (Rooms 31 & 32) and the creation of an additional classroom in the North Wing, totalling £300k, including  furniture and equipment

was proposed by Michael Seager, seconded by Milton MacIntosh and approved nem con.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	7. 
	Governance Matters
	

	
	
	
	

	
	7.1
	Succession Planning
	

	
	
	
	

	
	a)
	Chair
	

	
	
	Having been re-elected as a governor for a further term of office of 4 years, Ian Phillips reminded members that his term of office as Chair came to an end on 31 August 2010 and therefore, in accordance with the Procedure for electing a Chair of the Board, he was giving due notice of this. He signalled his intention to seek re-election, but at the same time drew attention to the Procedure whereby any member eligible to be elected as Chair should notify the Clerk within six weeks if they wished to stand as a candidate. He indicated that, should he be re-elected, it would be his intention not to stand for a third term of office as Chair.
	

	
	
	
	Candidates to write  to or e-mail Clerk by 3 May 2010

	
	
	
	

	
	
	With reference to the Procedure the Clerk recommended that clause 2(j) should be amended by replacing ‘requirement’ with ‘proposal’ so that it read “…shall add to the agenda of Board No. 2 the proposal to appoint that candidate as the next Chair”. This was agreed.
	GG to amend

Procedure

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	The Clerk drew attention to the draft Role Description for the Chair of Governors. He explained that this had first been mooted by Ian Phillips some time ago and was one of the recommendations of the recent AoC/LSIS Review of Governance (see 7.3 below). The draft was essentially the model role description included as an Appendix in the Review, tailored to fit the needs of Woodhouse. Governors would be able to assess the performance of the Chair against this role description. Members were invited to comment on the draft, which would be submitted for approval at the 12 July Board meeting.
	Comments to Clerk.

GG to action for 12 July Board

	
	
	
	

	
	b)
	Clerk
	

	
	
	Graham George had indicated that it was his intention to retire at the end of the academic year 2010-11. Ian Phillips suggested that a new Clerk should be in post by the Summer Term 2011 in order to ensure a seamless succession. 
	

	
	
	
	GG to action 
on Remuneration agenda

	
	
	It was agreed that arrangements for providing clerking services to the Governors should be discussed by the Remuneration Committee.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	7.2
	Revised Terms of Reference of Search Committee
	

	
	
	Ian Phillips explained that the revised terms of reference reflected the proposal to broaden the role of the committee to oversee all other matters of governance and its development.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	Replying to Savvas Agathangelou, the Clerk confirmed that the ex officio membership of the Chair of Audit on the Search Committee was not a constitutional requirement.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	George Anderson welcomed this as a very sensible approach, as did Hem Savla, who emphasised governance as a key issue.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	The proposal that

the Board adopt the revised Terms of Reference of the Search Committee

was proposed by Michael Seager, seconded by Delia Goldring and approved nem con.
	Revised T of R of Search approved

	
	
	
	

	
	7.3
	Review of Governance & Strategic Leadership in English FE
	

	
	
	The Clerk explained that one of the recommendations was that “the clerk should review [Appendix C] in detail and produce a suggested action list of issues relevant to their own corporation”. Although the SFCF did not agree with this recommendation, the Clerk had nevertheless carried out this exercise, which had involved over 3 days’ work.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	He thought that this was time well spent as it had enabled him to undertake a thorough analysis of governance in the College, which he deemed to be of a very high standard when compared with the criteria suggested in the review.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	The response to the SFCF had been formulated following a meeting of the Clerk, Chair and Principal to discuss the Clerk’s proposed comments.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	8. 
	Reports from Committees
	

	
	
	

	
	8.1
	F&O Committee 04.03.10
	

	
	
	Peter Hammond commented that it had been a very long meeting, during which much discussion had taken place regarding the PV cells and the Learning Zone. He hoped that this had been of value in helping the Board reach its decisions regarding these matters.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	8.2
	Search Committee 01.02.10
	

	
	
	Ian Phillips had nothing further to add to the matters already discussed.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	8.3
	Quality Assurance Committee 15.03.10
	

	
	
	It was noted that the committee would be electing its Chair (to replace Ian Phillips, who had agreed to chair the first few meetings) and Vice Chair at its next meeting.
	GG to action for next meeting

	
	
	

	
	It was noted that the Audit Committee meeting due to be held on 25 January had been cancelled. There was no business to discuss as there had been no recommendations from either the IAS or the FSA auditors.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	9.
	Risk Management
	

	
	Keith Murdoch drew attention to the following points:
	

	
	
	

	
	 1. Enrolment:
	15 students over target at census date.
	

	
	 2. Retention:
	13 students had now left since census (about normal) – no obvious pattern of students who had left.
	

	
	 4. Adverse MoG 
     Changes:
	Continuing to liaise with LBB & LSC.
	

	
	 5. Disadvantageous 

     post-16 planning:
	As above.
	

	
	 7. Increased bureaucracy:
	Remains the same.
	

	
	 9. Breach of safeguarding:
	Reviewed very carefully – quasi-inspection visit had provided some useful priorities. All staff had received Level 1 training and key staff at Level 2 – rolling programme in place. Student tutorials and other events had taken place.
	

	
	11. Premises Disaster:
	Plan has been reviewed by SLT. Scenario run-throughs being planned.
	

	
	12. Pandemic Flu
	Continuing to monitor. 14 Dyson air blades installed
	

	
	13. Loss of confidence of

      LSC/Local Authority:
	Continuing to work closely with both; have met all LSC targets.
	

	
	16. Failure of IT:
	Upgraded systems in summer 2009.
	

	
	17. Fraud/Failure of 
      Financial Systems:
	Systems in place – one external cheque fraud identified.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	10.
	Any Other Business 
	

	
	Keith Murdoch was congratulated on completing his Principals’ Qualification Programme.
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	11.
	Dates of Meetings 
	

	
	
	

	
	26 April 2010:
	Training Evening (mainly for ‘new’ members but all welcome)
	‘New’ members

	
	10 May 2010:
	QA Committee
	QA

	
	24 May 2010:
	Audit
	Audit

	
	14 June 2010:
	Remuneration (5.30 pm)
	Remuneration

	
	14 June 2010:
	Search & Governance(6.30 pm)
	Search

	
	28 June 2010:
	F&O
	F&O

	
	12 July 2010:
	BOARD 
	All members
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