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Date Friday 21 December 2018 
Time 11.30pm 

Location Boardroom 

Present Brian Redshaw (Chair), Ian Jackson, Nicola Shawe and Rachel Nicholls (Acting 
Principal) 

In attendance Peter Walker (Vice Principal, Corporate Services) 
Liz Knight (Academic Director, UCP) 
Joanne Rotondo (Director of Governance) 

Apologies Ansar Ali, Roy Bird (Staff Governor) 
 
Decisions taken at the F&GP meeting held on 21 December 2018 
Ref Decisions 
UCP Investment 
Para 9 

The Committee approved the signing of the BT contract for the data 
connection. 

 
Actions arising from the F&GP meeting held on 18 December 2018 
Ref Actions 
F22/18 
Para 58 

GH to consult solicitors regarding the detail around the earn-out 
agreement for the outgoing CTS directors. 

F24/18 
Para 62 

SC to advise governors in January if there are any problems to be flagged 
up against the review of UCP accounts 

F25/18 
Para 72 

GH to circulate in January a continuing operational plan for CTS and then 
to carry out an options appraisal. 

F25/18 
Para 79 

A summary page that includes all entities, including AAL, PSA and iMET 
was requested going forward. 

F27/18 
Para 86 

It was agreed that approval of the Property Strategy be deferred in order 
to give RN time to incorporate the curriculum view; to be brought to next 
meeting 

F28/18 
Para 88 

RN to look at the curriculum planning process alongside the estates and 
capital expenditure process 

F29/18 
Para 89 

RN and SLT to undertake review of provision to see if there are courses 
that are not delivering in terms of achievement nor in profitability due to 
class sizes and where the two align to look to close provision 

F30/18 
Para 90 

SLT to review the targets in the Strategic Plan and present to Board 

 
UCP Investment  
1. IJ summarised the nervousness of governors regarding statements made by the Combined 

Authority in relation to the University Project. 
2. ARU are seeking to end franchise relationships, but systems in the UCP building are currently 

controlled by ARU so in order to move students to a validated provision new systems will be 
required. LK explained the NDAP process; the OfS application submitted outlined PRC 
funding. PRC systems are not robust enough for HE provision; other organisations were 
unable to achieve DAPs without investment in systems. 
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3. Differences between the PRC system and what is required in terms of data capture and 
returns to HESA were outlined. A system needs to be built around academic regulations. 
Dovetailing of return dates between FE and HE has meant data is not cleaned effectively and 
deadlines can be missed. HE is a complex environment; there would not be a requirement for 
this level of investment if UCP were to only charge £6k fees. 

4. The project team wishes to secure a cloud based solution to be more agile and allow greater 
storage capacity. Any functions such as IT security that can be PRC/site-based will be but 
improved Wi-Fi and hardware/software is required. A specific standalone system is needed. 
 Governors noted that they must spend money in the right places; they do not feel that as a 

Board they are fully appraised of the situation with the Combined Authority and the DAPs 
application as they are hearing mixed messages/different messages from external sources, 
therefore there is a nervousness to spend PRC funds on a UCP project that may or may 
not come to fruition when it could be spent on PRC learners; the original plan was 
understood but since then there are rumours that the CA are not behind the project.  

 There has been an issue with the funding contract with the CA but subsequent discussions 
have been held and PW/LK noted confidence that the contract envisages the relationship 
enduring. There has also been reassurance from the LA who want to support UCP to 
achieve NDAPs. 

5. The political backdrop and support from the wider community was discussed. 
6. The Gateway Review commissioned by the CA to look at progress against target was 

explained; this will ensure robust financial processes are put in place and is intended to help 
both the funder and recipient, but the full detail may not be shared with PRC since it is a report 
commissioned by the CA. The overwhelming outcome was that communication is poor and 
both parties need to agree expectations on both sides. The CA have requested PRC sign the 
funding contract; the College is in a position to request its own terms and conditions or 
ultimately has the option to walk away. On balance the committee felt more reassured and 
supported continuing at this stage. 
 Governors asked what other options are available in terms of IT systems to ensure a 

suitable solution is delivered in the most cost effective way; other solutions used by similar 
institutions are being looked at by the consultant and benchmarking is underway. It was 
suggested that Grimsby should be considered as a model. 

 RN noted that separate systems may be of benefit if UoP proceeds as planned on a 
different site, but separate MIS functions between FE/HE is not something she has ever 
seen before, it is typically integrated but with a separate registry which is a more cost 
effective alternative; whilst HE cannot be done on a shoestring, it is felt that part of the 
reason for going down this route is due to lack of support from PRC service functions 
which is being addressed. LK argued that if the project does not start to move towards new 
systems now then the infrastructure will not be ready and available. Much of the £1.5m 
spend will be capital expenditure in replacing IT equipment. 

7. A breakdown of the proposed spending as per the paper circulated was discussed. Figures 
were circulated to show the payback on investment that HE can generate. 
 Concerns with the funding agreement were discussed; there is no promise to pay, just that 

they might fund the project if they want to. Governors would wish to insist on a certain 
amount of funding in advance, however PW advised that Eversheds were consulted and 
this type of clause is normal for agreements of this type. Governors noted that funding 3 
months in arrears as per the contract could cost PRC £900k; it is felt that PRC must hold 
the line that this is not acceptable and salaries must be paid in advance. 
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 There are a number of clauses to withdraw payment and call for repayment, at least one of 
which could be outside of PRC control in that external factors may cause a delay in 
delivery/unsatisfactory progress, which would cause an unacceptable deficit to PRC so 
should be challenged not just accepted. 

 Clause J – recipient ceases to operate – requires some qualification. 
 Governors also noted discontent with targets against dates already passed. 

8. Governors commented that this additional meeting was called as there has been an awful lot 
of noise since the £1.5m investment by PRC was agreed. Some reassurance has now been 
given. 

9. Approval to sign a BT agreement for a spend of £28k per annum for 5 years in order to ensure 
data connections are in place in time to get new systems up and running was discussed; the 
Committee approved the signing of the BT data connection agreement. 

10. Tony West in the role of Project manager was discussed; the committee gave their backing for 
HR to be approached to move TW on and get the right person in post to move the project 
forward. 

   
Date of Next Meeting:  14 March 2019 at 4:30pm 
11. There being no other business the meeting closed at 12:30pm. 

 
 
Signed: ………………………… 
 
 
 
Date:  ………………………… 


