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The NEF is an edutianal chaity andThink Tank
that focuses on degloping wocational educdion
through:

Instigating Reseach
Supporting Professional [2velopment
Enabling Kowledge Transkr and hnovation

Our mission is® achieve measuable and visible
improvement in vocational educdion through
partnerships ly:

Eniiching teaching and leaning
professionalism

Enhancing capabiliy of providers and
industry

Empaowering individuals b embrace
contemporary practice

Thereby, ceating a positive impad on society.

We look brward to your patticipation and sup
port of our adivities so thd together we can
achiewe significant improvement in our vocation-
al system.

Original versions of this documen
are printed on 100% ecycled
paper using eo-friendly inks
If you have an eletronic version of
this documert, please onsider the
environment before printing.
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SETINGALLEGES FREE

As son as | &s apointed Mnister | imme
diately set abut the task of settingotteges
free This announement sends a signal on
how we ae changing theelationship
between gwernment and fuher eduation.
Respnsieness is crucial ievae  provide
the skils that emplgers need and students
want. Remwuing unneessay budens and
freeing olleges ¢ read to local demand will
help achiee just that.

| want to unlack the enggies and talents of
all teachers and learners iolleges aass
the ountry. We ae opening what | hop will
be an enduring dialjue ketween goern
ment and olleges on ha we espnd © new
challenges and takup new oportunities
becuse | am detrmined o6 give eeryone
the chane © get on in life tiwugh new skis
and gulifications | khow just hav important
further eduation ®lleges a in deliering
the G@vernments ambitions

—John Haes Minister for Further
Education, Sklls and Li€long Leaming,
17 June 2010




1.WHA OULBREEING
OLLEGHEAN?

This paper

This paper daws on the omments made
by a goup of wllege piincipals duing a
New Engneering Foundation Seminar on
the theme of feeing wlleges fom direct
state wontrol, held & the Royal Sciety on 6
July 2010.

No comments ae directly attributable to
any individual, and the vievg stded in the
paper ae a synopsisather than a onsen
sus The think tank was held in the pesene
of three senior officials &m the
Department for Businessinnovation & Skils
(BIS). A full list of deletyas and obsevers is
provided in Anex 1.

Following the Rurther and Hgher
Education Act of 1992, Erther
Education (GFE) and Silk-Form
(SFQ wlleges hare operated as or-
porations — fiee fom local authoi-
ties and fee to do a \anety of
things including deciding on mis
sion, detrmining strategy and
developing the curiculum offer.

The changes under the 1992cAalso mean that
colleges became emplgers wuld raise funds ©
finance capital pojects and ould set up and
run their ovn subsidiay companies Within the
educdion sedor, ®lleges hare mome to enjoy a
greater degee of feedom flom direct state con-
trol to that of schools but mllege leaders wuld
perceive tha their freedom is not as much as
that enjoyed by universities

The freedom of lleges is limied through
audit, inspedion and the financial memaanda
that exist between olleges and the
Gowernment via their funding agenciesihe
range of choie in the curiculum offer is lagely
prescibed by the available ange of acredited
qualifications and the associzd funding taiff
of the day.

Unlike the pivate training providers opegating
in the further educdion system, the lav staes
how colleges ae to be governed and the use
to which the assets of aolege may be put
Colleges ae not free to change iro profit-
making bodies to privatise or © diversify avay
from their core objed of providing educaion
and training.




College staff ae provided with access b stae
pension schemes tlough TRA and IGPS and
pay commonly reflects outcomes of ndional
negotiations via the Asocidion of Qlleges
Historically, ollege failue has beenesolwed
by either stde intervention to support continu-
ation or by memger. The restrictions on feedom
from direct state control are mached by pro-
tection of the infrastrudure of the olleges see
tor. More than one hunded mlleges hae
gone sine@ 1992; but no éwn has lost its ol-
lege provision.

This is the ontext in which the question “what
could freeing mlleges fom direct state control
mean?- is set

There ae mary ways in which olleges ae
controlled:

Gowernance, ownership and staus,
mission

Funding regimes

Inspedion

Curriculum and qualificsions
Quality improvement

Audit and acountability

Response b failure.

At the heat of the‘what could?’question is wly
extending greater frredom would be a good
thing to do. The new gorernment has made it
clear thd the answver to this lies in:

Saving costs of the bueauciacy of a ontrol
culture

Enmuraging enterprise and innwation by
eliminating micro-managemert

Dewvolving power to local people b make
improvements and be acountable.

This set of objetives does not exisage aly par
ticular end-stde of a cultue of geater frredom
— how many olleges and so on. Heever, it
does povide a limit © the extent freedoms mg
be extended to oolleges

For example, a adical agproach would be to set
colleges fee of some or all of the cugnt gover-
nance arangemerts. A the extreme, this ould
mean ®lleges being pivatised and deermining
their own forms of governance, their ovn busk
ness objetives and their avn strategies br suc
cess within and begnd further educdion. This
would of murse enable gisting private compa-
nies o take over existing mlleges

A radical apgproach would also be 6 accept that
in any market there is @mpetition and bust
nesses will failln this model| wlleges ould fail
and the emedy would be provided by the mar
ket with no stae support or intervention. The
geography of such failue is unpedictable and
there can be no ertainty about wha would
happen subsequetly in such a pivatised world
of colleges This approach would raise a onsid-
erable issue about wnership of assets and an
equally potent one about the rsks tha could
be taken with naional further educdion infra-
structure. Hovever, it is a possible ay to
extend freedom.

The focus of ecent debates aboutself-regula-
tion’ or ‘better regulation’ for mlleges has been
on maters other than geernance, mission and
ownership and wha to do about failing ol-
leges The stating point is tha colleges ae too
valuable an assetat risk losing albgether; tha
they need b transrm their capaciy to identify
and meet socieeconomic needs; andthat they
should be far feer o use esources b address
these needs




Hence, the ange br what freedom ould mean
is perceived by mllege leaders ingrms of
greater flexibility to ad. This ould mean:

Changes in the rules gering funding to
enable moe local flibility to meet needs
Further reducing the @mplexity of funding
methodology and the number of funding
streams

Reducing audit and educing the buden of
accounting for eamning and spending
Greater power to devise an apropriate cur
riculum

Better, simpler means of assung quality
assuance and holding leadersd aaount.

The key pinciples ae to trade educed funding
for increased paver to decide on spending and
to be held b aacount for impads rather than
for processes

One of the main legacies of the ingporation
era has been the cultwe of @mpliance built
upon the mllection of data. The origins of this
are in the seenteen year quest or a funding
methodology that is fair and theefore reflects
the diverse osts of poviding the full mnge of
courses &ailable in FE; and in the equally long-
lasting ceation of inspedion and quality assu¥
ance systems tha have genemted huge quarti-
ties of dda to prove quality — diverting the same
effort from improving quality. The curiculum
and qualificdions framework has mearwhile,
grown in complexity & various times answring
the contradictory calls 6r simplifying and ér
providing qualificaions fit to meet specific
occupational needs

The key divers br mlleges — funding; acounta-
bility; curiculum — have inevitably beome more
complicated. h the efort to be fair in funding

accurate in assessing and suitable in fitting quali
fications to maikket demand an industy of monk
toring, reporting, measuing and iecording has
grown arund ollege managemeih

This has been gacerbated by the adwent of leg-
islation (data protection, freedom of inbrma-
tion, saéguarding children, inclusion, health
and sagty, etc.) and the pepetual adwent of
improvements required in @rporate gover-
nance and in inernal controls. The net efect is
to divert leaders fom strategy to operation,
from leading b managng — and managers ém
managng to adminisering. This is the stée of
current college bureauciacy.

It is not suprising tha the answer to questions
about greater freedom is mainly oncerned
with lifting the bureaucratic burden. Geater
freedom ould mean local plans aged with
local patners; simplified funding; geater flexi-
bility for spending; less auditgiver, cleaer
performance indicaors, based on impats; and
greater capaciy to devise the curiculum to
suit local needsThe key is ® understand the
nature of the cultual shit needed b make
such changes wrk.

The shit is fom a cultue of implied mistrust b
one of explicit expedation. The former means
the dtention of the stae (funding, inspedion,
qualifications) is on pocess The ldater means
the focus is on impats. Wllege leaders see de-
dom as ommensurate with responsibility. They
want to be expeced to deliver significant socio-
economic gain br individuals and localities;
they want to be held b account for doing so;
and they want as much feedom as possiblea
determine how this is b be done with the
resources they ae allocded.




The curent regime thwarts innovation by set
ting out not justwhat is to be achieed (implic
it in funding and acountability regimes) but
how it is to be achiewed. This thwarts innova-
tion and rewards compliance with the mary
targets tha go with targeted funding and tar
gets or sucess

The culture change is not asadical as for exam-
ple, enabling olleges b be piivatised. k is all
achievable within the curent frameworks of
governance, mission and wnership. Havever, it
does mise some gry important questions:

Can ewryone be trused to deliver better
goods with geater frredoms?

How can the ndion achiee its needs if
power is dewlved to localities?

What qualities of civic leadership arneed
ed to make the feedom work?




2.WHA SHOUEREEING
OLLEGHEAN?

The views of those pesert at the
seminar can be guped awound five
headings:

Gowermance

Curriculum and qualificsions
Funding

Quality

Acoountability.

The main aim of ag such eforms should be ©
set wlleges fee of beingmicro-managed and
make them moe free o translae the‘what’ of
improving sociceconomic mnditions to the
‘how’ of providing locally-tailored and high qual
ity educdion and training.

Geernance

There is some ethusiasm br exploring new
forms of governance. This is entred on the
capacity to form new patnerships with oganisa
tions in the public private and wluntary sedors
to meet business needs ana ffulfil college mis
sions moe fully. There is less apetite for privatis-
ing colleges

The main bcus of the seminar inefation to gov-
emance was on the win objedives of enhancing
the role of govemning bodies br strategy and
quality, and in doing sq reducing the number of
KPIs and thendant reporting schedules thacur-
rently beset their opeation. It is as if the plethax
of requirements for data, paticularly on funding,
audit, quality and @mpliance within the lawv has
created a cultue in which the longer theeport,
and the geater their number the beter.

Gowermance should bcus on mission, alues per
formance and diection. This does not mean a
new freedom for governing bodies — the &isting




arrangemerts for governance ae sufficiert.
Rdher, it means feedom fiom the burdens of
the targets culture: pepetual proof of ompli-
ance and managemenfocus on (and hene,
governing body preoccupation with) the associ
ated bureauciacy. A eassetion of the proper
role of the governing body would mean a geatly
reduced number of KPIsof their focus and
major changes in@quirements for daa from
external agencies

The Famework for Excellence illustrates some of
the problems with o marny KPIs&tting out to
be simple it took a geat deal of time b dewlop
and as it came underetentless pessue to be
fair and \alid, so it became esr more mmplicat-
ed. Similaly, the \alue of ceating self-assess
ment reports that run to hundreds of pages has
to be questioned in the lighof what could be
called good garernance. Governing bodies
need o be able b rely and at on simple clear
information about performance.

Curriglum and quabfions

There is some énsion hee. On the one hand
much of the stength of the FE cuiculum
derives fom the reputation of well-established
and/or occupationally relevant qualificaions
and the same sdrof reputation of avarding
bodies. No-one, for example, proposes a hew
freedom fr oolleges b create their ovn A
Levels On the other handthere is a view thaa
great deal of emploer-related training is about
meeting demand br improving skills and po-
ductivity. The need b somehav convert this
into a Be-beaiing qualificaion is perceived as
an unhelpful onstraint.

Whilst it is the case thamuch can be achiesd
through the nasent qualifications and cedit
framework, and though it is acepted that the

state should pla only a limied patt in funding
employer-related training, there is nonetheless a
need o enable olleges b have a feer hand in
devising training that meets local needs

A different freedom tha some ®lleges would
greatly appreciae would be the feedom ©
change the laver end of the ageange br
which they cder. Why should they not be able
to enrol people fom the age of 147 sy ool-
leges hare been paticularly sucessful in vork-
ing with 14-16 arolds. S far, this has been
through contributing time, teaching and
resouices b part of the young persoris leaning,
the majority of which usually still takes placa
school Feedom to provide a @mplete educa
tion for this age goup would be welcome.

Funding

The key feedom required is the ombination of
fewer funding steams and éwer rules or ean-
ing and spending Mlleges want to be able in
effect, to allocde resources b needs as these
needs change though time. They want to meet
local priorities. God business managemen
means they vant to plan well — but it also
means they needd be able b deviae from
their plans as needs &e and o be held b
account for achieving business objéves ather
than for complying month by month with a pre-
determined spending or eaming profile.

One of the main causes of aent problems is
the constant disaggegation of an overall fund-
ing allocdion to a \ariety of steams usually
related to a \ariety of funding initigives such as
Train to Gain. The consequenes of this age
increased mico-managemert via restrictions,
rules and eporting and a seies of rules pevent-
ing colleges fom transkerring money fom one
funding stream o another b deal with




changng local cicumstanes This militates
against eféctive leadership and innwation. It
also ends © mean thd colleges‘follow the
money and stive for shoit-term targets ather
than investing in the stategic sklls needed b
sustain businesses of the futer A banded fund
ing approach, ganting flexibility within broader
funding objectives would be welcome.

Quality

The curent regime for quality assuance and
inspedion is one based on rcesses ather
than outcomes For example, quality assuance
systems in olleges geneate huge amourts of
data about ewery aspet of the leaner joumey
from enmlment to completion and progression.
They use a sigificant amount of resource and
generate huge self-assessmemeports. They
tend to address the questiorhow are we per
forming’ rather than‘what are we achieving'?
Because they a so eliant on quartified data,
they ae open b manipulaion and leave ml-
leges suseptible to ‘hitting the target and miss
ing the point.

College leaders wuld welcome significant
change hee to an approach based on outomes
that reduces the buden of proving that process
es ae in good oder and uses farefwer, and dif
ferent, KPIsd measue outcomes There is a
clear distindion to be made betveen wha
managers needd know to improve business
performance, and wha the external audiene

needs b know. The mistake of the FEFC and LSC

years has beena assume thaamaking the inter-
nal managemen information the basis or exter-
nally required information would make things
simpler — olleges would just provide wha they
had aryway. This is a pofound error. The greater
value appears b be plaed on the inbrmation,
the more the daa industry grows, multiplying

the resource used b gather, provide, check (&
times amend) and publish da. There is of
course also the poihthat not all daa required
externally is atually of value irternally; for
example, most olleges would want to see a
major cut in the hdividualised leamer Record
database an elaboate source of @mprehensiwe
data about eery leamner, the ne@ssity for which
is limited.

There is ension, havever. Though a major
reduction in the amourt of data wlleges hare
to produce would be very welcome, the dier-
sity of wlleges and the vays daa is used ®
make judgemerts about them means tha
attempts to simplify have hisrically been
accompanied by demands ér faimess — and
increased omplexity follows.

So what data is needed if v were to shift from
a process model based on managemeémfor-
mation to an outomes model based on
impacts?This is undoubedly both important
and challengng. The UKCESbalanad sorecad’
may help by establishing a first@empt. The key
measues would have to be achieemernts, cus
tomer views and pogression. t would mean an
overhaul of the emit and bcus of Gsted — los
ing the straightjacket of outstanding good, sd-
isfadory and inadequae with resped to plan-
ning would be a stat. The need isdr inspedion
to be capable of understanding and assessing
impacts of mlleges and the &tent to which
they are meeting socieeconomic needs

Accountabit

The curent system is one domin&ed by meas
ures of @ompliance and a écus on pocess The
audit burden is sigificant. It is a model of
micro-managng performance to hit targets,
justify funding and tick baes br audit




requirements. k is the sot of system that, for
example, leares one ollege principal incredu-
lous tha he has b ensue one of his geernors
has an individual @sponsibility for saeguard-
ing. Apart from the point that this is clealy a
managemert and not a governance mater, it
illustrates pefrectly the point we have reached
where such specific guidaneis putinely
being issued ly the stde to the governing
bodies of inorporated wlleges

The remedy is in the shtffrom process b out-
comes and the elated thrust br leaders t© be
held to aacount for the impads of their ©l-
leges ather than for endless specific smaller
targets. This applies o funding where, for
example, time spert on monthly compliance
reporting to funding agencies wuld be better
spert on putting resources b work and eport-
ing annually on achiegmernt. k also agplies ©
performance, where fewer, simpler measues of
impact of the work of mlleges ould reduce
substartially the amourt of resource going
into proving that systems ae working, makng
savings and/or putting lesources © the better
use of impoving outcomes




3. ONCISIONHAFREEDOMS
ARE NEEDED?

THE BIG IDEA...

(olleges shouldébenouraged b
create Iazal plans that a ageed
with local patners Tese plans
should form the basis for what-c
leges a& held acountable b delier.
The plans wuld define the exgated
outcomes that ag of died rele\vance
to the laality.

Funding would follawv the plans
allowing olleges® deply esouces
to meet identified sm-economic
needs Hexibility in the funding auld
enable ollegesa deviae fom their
plans as the needase andad
respnd b emeging lacal priorities

The performance of olleges should
be measuwed on ealising sustained
impads biought about through the
implementation of thesedal plans
This is the vital shifrom the curent
narrow focus on prcess ¢ a boad
focus on outome and onaspnsie-

ness® needsThe effetveness of the

planning pocess shouldchaveer,
not be sulped to insgedion.

The types of feedom flom direct
state control that would be wel-
come include the bllowing.

Targets culture and associged micro-
managemert

Oweruse of ompliance measues

The bureauclacy of recording, reporting
and refining data.

Invest or the medium &rm and © innovate
Meet local prorities and b respond
national ones

Form local patnerships thd are valued,
rather than required by the stae

Deploy resouices b meet socieeconomic
needs

Local plans ageed with local pamers tha
form the basis ér what colleges ae held
accountable to deliver

Measues of sucess in €rms of outomes
Awoiding the danger of m@ing too fast and
destabilising olleges

Ensuing that people dont simply do the
‘least they can getwaay with’

Some clear ideas about model®f how col-
leges ould work better in the futue.

The benefits would be in meeting the equire-
ments of the new Gvernment for cutting the
costs of bueaucracy and mico-managemert,
decentralising pover with mmmensuiate
responsibility and enouraging enterprise and
innovation.




This mix of achieving maz for less is a negssity
not just in the ontext of a squeee on public
funding, but is also pdrof the very business
improvement models tha colleges hare been
adopting over the years

This returns us b those avkward questions:

Can ewryone be trused to deliver better
goods with geater frredoms?

How can the naion achiee its needs if
power is dewlved to localities?

What qualities of civic leadership arneed
ed to make the feedom work?

The model poposed br freeing olleges fom
direct state control is @rtainly a‘'something for
something model. By being freer o determine
medium term goals and ¢ allocde resources ©
them, by being expected to deliver socieeco-
nomic gain and being helda aaccount for doing
so, wllege leaders wuld face some sigificant
challengesThere would be an epecation of
success and thee would have to be a decisie
response o failure.

The naion canonlyachiew its needs if pwer is
devolved to localities in this vay. The applica-
tion of naional funding incentives has seldom
led to the achieement of national policy objec
tives; thee ae simply bo mary links in the
chain for the‘delivery chairito work —Train to
Gain is but the mostecent example. What could
work better?Take for example, the nadional
drive to enmurage moe STEM @gduaes and
techniciansThe need is ér the wllege leaders
to use esources flexibly and © be acountable
for sucess in makig an impad on the policy
need. This means the st sa/swhat and the
local leaders sha how.

College leaders cannotxped to achiewe ary-
thing like as much ating alone as they auld by
working with other civic leaders in the publjc
private and wluntary secors. The old tradition
of stae-run public sevices thwarted innovation;
the recent phase ofnew public managemen
spavned the taigets culture that can thwart
innovation just as sucessfully The new idea of
leaders vorking together wluntarily and locally
to create prospelity and social wlfare wuld be
the key D sucess h this @ntext, dewlving
power to college leaders® address socieeco-
nomic gain locally with their pamners is the key
to better wlleges

Hnally, ceating the 'right’ conditions within
which mlleges ae freer o deliver the goods will
require a joined up aproach by Government
involving the Department of Education and the
Department for Businesshnovation & Skils. To
inform this agproach, NEF willantinue to work
with the further educdion sedor and its pat-
ners o dewlop models br how colleges ©uld
work better in the future. This work will build on
our suggesed five sepstowards freedom from
state control for further educaion colleges — see
Annex 2.The outcomes of this futher work will
be fed into the Government's wnsultation on
simplifying the post19 furtther educdion and
skills funding system and methodology

FUTURE PROSPERIT

“This is a hge oportunity for olleges ®
beame the eanomic pwer-houses for
their egions helping ¢ shapg pla@ and
geneate posperity.”
— Martin Doel
Chief Ercutive, Associdion of Qlleges




ANNEX ARRCKNS LIST

FEdlleges

Stephen Qiddle, Rincipal, Suth Devon Mllege

Clive ®oke, Rincipal, Guildbrd llege
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Robin Ghuibhurun, Vice Rincipal, Gty Gllege Nowich
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Paul Head Chief Egcutive and Rincipal, ®llege of Hangey, Enfield and Ndh East bndon
Anthony LauWalker, Chief Egcutive, Eastleigh Gllege
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Stephen SheedyRincipal, Queen Mary's @llege, Basingsike
Dawn Ward, Rincipal, Buton Gllege

Phil Fier, Rincipal Gty @llege Bighton and Hwve
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Nick PousseayTeam leader, Further Education Policy, Department for Businesshnovation and Skl
Jonahan Mackey Assistart Director, Skls, Department for Businessihnovation and Skils

NEF

Professor &ad Medhat, Chief Egcutive, New Engeering Foundation
Andrew Thomson, &nior Adviser, New Engheering Foundation

lain Nxon, Diector of Reseach, New Engeering Foundation

Lane Walker, Trustee, New Engheering Foundation




ANNEX 2: FREEDQUIESES — A FIVANTEP PL

The challenge

The new malition Government has pomised b ‘free ®I-
leges fom direct state cntrol’. A the heat of ‘what could
freedom Pr mlleges mean the new @vemnment has made
it clear thd the answver to this lies in:

| Saving costs of the bueaucracy of a ontrol culture

| Enmuraging enterprise and innwation by eliminating
micro-managemert

| Devolving power to local people b make impove-
ments and be acountable.

This biiefing note sets out NEF's suggest five seps
towards freedom flom stete control for further educdion
colleges The five seps efled the thinking of well respeded
college piincipals and the findings im reseach studie$
undertaken by NEF wer the last 12 moths.

The solution

The five sieps bwards freedom flom stae control are out-
lined below.

1. New forms of governance for colleges should be
explor ed and implemented

We think freedom fr oolleges should mean:

| Focusing governing bodies' enegies on mission,
strategic direction, values and peformance

| Facilitating longer term strategic planning — a 10
year vision and a unified fevyear orporate (or
strategic) plan

| Utilising horizon scanning and méket intelligence to
determine stategic priorities

| Ensuing that govemning bodies ely and at¢ on simple
clear inbrmation about performance

| Forming new patnerships with oganiséions in the
public, private and \luntary sedors b meet business
needs sewre laige administative aras and/or eo-
nomic sedors of gowth.

2. Wlleges should have a freer hand in devising tr aining
to meet socio-economic needs locally and regionally

We think freedom fr oolleges should mean:

| Focusing on meeting local gorities and esponding
to regional and ndional ones

| Utilising robust market intelligence and
performance daa to determine the educdion and
training offer

| Competing and deeloping new business in an
area whee opportunity can be deérmined

| Developing new pioducts, serices and modes of
delivery alongside oféring well-established and/or
occupationally relevant qualifications

| Having the ability to devise and acredit courses in a
similar way that universities do

| Rdionalising the number of avarding bodies and
other bodies (eg. SSCs) thanfluence the
curriculum

| Changng the lower end of the ageange br which
colleges caer so tha colleges ae able b offer a
more complete educdion.

3. @lleges should be able to earn and spend public
funding according to a more flexible set of rules

We think freedom fr oolleges should mean:

| Using the unified fie year orporate (or stategic)
and operational plans as the basi®f discussions
with strategic and funding patners

| Ensuing there are fewer funding steams and éwer
rules br eaning and spending

| Ensuing transpaency in the @mmissioning and
contracting process

| Adopting a banded funding approach, ganting flex-
ibility within broader funding objedives

| Attracting equal investment from individuals and
employers br adult educdion and training

| Allowing colleges b deploy resourices © meet iden
tified socioc-economic needs

| Enabling olleges b deviae from their plans as
needs aise and b meet emeping local piorities

| Creating headroom for reinvestment through ool-
leges inceasing inome from employer facing sev-
ices and other ommercial adivities.

2 Planning and finding Gycles br the Rurther Education Sector,
www.neweng.org.uk/resources/Hanning&RundingCyclesbrFE®ctor. pdf

The English FEyStem — Achieving Exellence, Rulfilling Potential,
www.neweng.org.uk/resources/ExellenceinFEpdf

Emeging Technologies Emeging Markets,
www.neweng.org.uk/resources/EnTechReport.pdf




4. Mlleges should embrace mntinuous impr ovement
within a qualit y assurance regime which emphasises
excellence not compliance

We think freedom fr oolleges should mean:

| Focusing on qualiy enhanement and innovation in
the delivery of educdion and training

| Establishing self defrmined standads of excellence
within a framework of ndional codes of pactice

| Demonstrating excellence through organisaional
level audit

| Reducing the leels of external regulation by, for
example, determining the minimum leel of bureaw
cracy required for audit and inspetions

| Ensuing alignment of criteria used in &isting per
formance and qualiy standads (eg. theTraining
Quality Sandard, Cfsted)

| Avoiding the overuse of ompliance measues

| Reducing the bueaucmacy of recording, reporting and
refining data.

5. Wllege leaders should be held to account for the
impacts of their colleges rather than for endless specific
smaller targets

We think freedom fr oolleges should mean:

| Credting local plans of diect relevance to the aea
agreed with local patners, which brm the basis dr
what colleges ae held acountable to deliver

| Measuing performance on ralising sustained impas

| Adopting an outcomes-driven model within which
unnecessay tamgets ae removed

| Utilising achievement and progression b further study
and/or work as key meases of impa¢

| Minimising the influene@ of external drivers (eg.
funding, acountability, qualificaions) on ollege
behaviour

| Reducing the amour of data mlleges hae to oollect
and produce, including the sope of information cap-
tured by the hdividualised leamer Record database

Creating the 'right' conditions within which mlleges ae
freer to deliver the goods will equire a joined up aproach
by Covernment involving the Department of Elucation and
the Department for Businesshnovation and SkKils.
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