Association for College Management
Key Comments on the Provider Review Process

This Association warmly welcomes  debate on creating institutional cultures that strive for excellence.  We would be delighted to contribute to policy and process development and discussions. 

1. In its present form the provider review process is yet another level  of bureaucracy deflecting  college managers’  time away  from actually improving provision.  It ties staff down in days of onerous additional data collection.  The Association is delighted at the commitment  made recently by John Harwood to cut bureaucracy  by 25%.   In this regard we hope that provider reviews will come under the scrutiny of Sir George Sweeney’s working party.  The Association will be forwarding its evidence of excessive bureaucracy to Sir George. 

2. The provider review process is a poor instrument for achieving the LSC quality improvement goal;  better instruments already  exist.

3. Much more usefully we should focus on the self  assessment  reviews and development plans which  all providers are contractually  required  to  produce and are the cornerstone of quality  improvement.  SARs and development plans are more effective mechanisms for raising quality than provider reviews, which are not fit for purpose.

4. A ‘tick-box’ approach is quite inappropriate to modern approaches to quality improvement, and the aim of nurturing an all through organisational culture of  excellence. 

5. We have made the point on numerous occasions that measurement, while a necessary aspect of quality improvement does not in itself change anything 
6. The problems around provider reviews highlight LSC’s own  responsibility to ensure that its staff are fully trained and equipped with the sophisticated analysis and skills necessary to fulfil a modern quality monitoring and improvement role.  

7. Provider reviews should be re focused and reshaped to provide the  LSC with  a light  touch, simple instrument which has as its objective the identification of at risk and poor quality providers. This should look annually at a small number of key areas, key requirements which are the litmus test of a college’s health.

8. The present provider review process of trying to  grade each provider three times a year amounts to attempting an in depth quality assessment three times a year, thus replicating processes that already exist.  Indeed many colleges  have to engage in two provider reviews  as the LSC wishes to carry out a separate process for Modern Apprenticeships. 
9. The message that resources absorbed by excessive bureaucracy are resources diverted away from learning has finally been heard by ministers and the LSC.  The select committee on education and training has grasped this point well. 
We look forward to your response to our comments.
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