Minutes of 14-19 Partnership Board Meeting
11th February 2009 2- 4pm 
Jubilee Library
Present:
	Dan Shelley - LP
	Michael Nix – LSC

	Lindi Galloway - LP
	Hazel Haywood – LSC

	Richard Wing - LP
	Janet Felkin (chair) – Blatchington Mill

	Naresh Daswani – Dorothy Stringer
	Maurice Shorten – Plumpton College

	Tim Barclay – Hove Park School
	Chris Thomson – BHASVIC

	Jan Champney – IGEN
	Debra Vice-Holt – AimHigher Sussex

	Sarah Roche – SSAT IAG champion
	Philip Ward – CYPT Youth + Connexions

	Linda Ellis – CYPT
	Paul Bonett – EBP chair/Bonett’s Estate Agents

	Mark Whitby – ACE/PCC
	Lauren Atallah - Falmer

	Graham Steel – PCC
	Kim Bolton – Patcham House School

	Paula Sargent – Patcham High School
	Andy Green – City College

	Connie Mahony - SCTP
	Pip Barnes (minutes) - LP

	Phil Harland - Varndean
	Nicola Lombardo – CYPT


Apologies: 
	Hayden Stride - Longhill
	Adrian Carver - Downsview

	Phil Frier – CCB
	Malvina Sanders – Cardinal Newman

	Jo Lyons - CYPT
	Stuart McLoughlin - Falmer


	
	
	Action

	1
	Welcome, introductions and apologies for absence.
	

	2  
	Minutes of the last meeting agreed.
	

	3
	Review of the 14-19 IAG offer and readiness to deliver - Jan Champney IGEN
PPT presentation – laying out the framework and methodology of the IAG review JC had undertaken, and presenting a ‘need for…’ list and other recommendations.

SEE ATTACHED PPT / or as below:
1.Purpose and rationale of review

To audit IAG provision across the consortium, mapped against the National Quality Standards for IAG framework

Within diploma gateway bids there is an increasing emphasis placed on how consortia are implementing underpinning processes to support delivery of the diploma – Information, Advice and Guidance is a key and integral part 

2.Scope,  limitations and methodology

A small scale review …
       


2 learning providers
IAG practitioners
Careers Co-ordinators
Senior Managers
Strategic Leaders
Analysis of  range of documentation

No learners or parents
Visits over two days not three, due to time constraints

Evidence was gathered through……

Site visits
Interviewing individuals
Reviewing reports and documents provided by the partnership

3.Summary of recommendations

Strategic Drivers ~

Need for:

Consortium wide IAG strategy, policy and working group
Consortium protocols and SLA’s 
Audits of IAG, CEG/EWB, Skills of IAG workforce & partner orgs
Programmes to support partnership working 
Dedicated time to take this forward

4.Recommendations

Workforce reform ~

Need for:

Consortium wide IAG CPD strategy
Tutor training and Connexions PA’s
Who/ How training needs will be identified 
Support from Diploma Support Programme SSAT IAG Champion

5. Recommendations

Support increased use of AWP, eILP, CAP
Develop local LMI
Improve careers information and resources 
Consortium wide strategy for marketing materials
More locally produced information
Develop young persons website
Review option choice booklets
ND Feedback from schools generally?

JC - concerns over uptake
      -  marketing not all it should be
      -  tutors insufficiently informed
         BUT 
      - happy with progression ( “I’d not be here without the Diploma” – pupil quote)
      - tutors recognise this is a DIFFERENT qualification

RW 14-19 group recognise that publicity has not been good enough thus far

JF Thanked JC for her work and wondered whether another group was necessary to formulate an action plan based on her recommendations. The group would need to be high level and decision making. Who would need to be represented in such a group?
RW 11-16/11-19/ Special Schools/BHASVIC/CCB/Work-based learning

The meeting AGREED with JF’s suggestion. No dissent.
	PW/LE to Convene IAG meeting with senior staff from 14-19 providers 

	4
	Machinery of Government Sub Regional Grouping Stage 2 submission for amendment and ratification
LE Document not yet in fit state to be ratified. Amendments sought.
A meeting is needed to develop the strategy for the Travel To Learn area. Formality required for dispute resolution, the area of governance wants strengthening. 

CT Re vision statement. It needs to include mention of “achieving transparent, timely funding according to agreed priorities” or something similar.

LE 24th February is the date for submission. It does not have to be absolutely complete, but needs to be on the right track, or there is a risk of losing funding.

MN Sussex’s situation is anomalous; therefore we need a convincing statement.

LE We could delegate CT’s Task and Finish group to agree the principles.

CT Accepts the task. Can email a version nearer deadline seeking a response within 24 hours.

LE Key point is dispute resolution.
	CT to work on submission and report back to Board


	5
	An overview of progress with the city’s Capital developments
· BSF (LF)

First session was to agree a set of principles. Group has begun to look at areas of development e.g.

· ICT across the city
· Co-location

· Special needs

Consultants working with individual schools, 5 schools involved initially.

City wide vision -> readiness to work -> the bid outcome should be known by April, and this group should be receiving minutes.

Sub-groups will be formed re ICT/co-location/special needs etc

LE There is a 14-19 sub-group meeting in March College principals are invited
· Falmer Academy (LE)

There are 2 bidders - Kier and Skanska
There is a twelve-week programme of design consultancy, with a choice to be made between the two by May. Interviews for a Principal take place at the end of March.

· FE Capital Plans (MN)

Mention in Parliament of projects exceeding resources, and the need to pause and take stock. Strategy still in place, but the end date farther off than 2013 now.
LSC National Council’s decision is that there should be a pause in decision-making about grants to supplement institutions’ own resources.

Colleges advised to pause project development, pending a review – a major information gathering exercise and an attempt to answer questions re. sequencing decisions, priorities and timescales.

A report to the National Council on March 4th will decide the fate of projects, and whether they can go forward.

LF Do we know the fate of the 3 colleges in Brighton? Are they on hold?

CT An interim report due this month, and a full report by April. Hiatus at present.
	LE Invite principals to 14-19 sub-group meeting

	6
	14 - 19 Curriculum Group Update
1. Agreeing Protocols

Consortium Exam Policy

Application form and process

Partnership Agreement  student, carer, school, provider

Service agreement  school, provider

Attendance

Health and Safety

Transport and Travel

Insurance

Student Disciplinary Procedure

Complaints

Child Protection

Equality

Data Protection

Monitoring and Review

Quality Assurance
Only first 6 protocols agree by Curriculum Group so far.

2. Managing Assessment

 Consortium management

 Lead assessor

 Domain assessor

Each role has a set of responsibilities (set out in Delivering

the Diploma – A guide to managing internal assessment)
3.Roles within consortium

Lead assessor

A person who has responsibility within a consortium for overseeing all aspects of the quality assurance of the assessment carried out for the principal learning and project components across all Diploma programmes offered in a consortium

The responsibilities of the lead assessor role include:

· management and leadership

· assessment policies and procedures

· resource management

· quality assurance

· administration

· review and evaluation
Domain assessor

A person who has responsibility within a consortium for overseeing all aspects of the quality assurance of the internal assessment carried out on the principal learning and project components for one particular line of learning, at one or more levels.

The responsibilities of the domain assessor role include:

· developing staff understanding

· quality assuring assessment activities

· quality assuring standards of assessment

· meeting administrative requirements

· review and evaluation

Diploma Finance 2009 14+

Estimated cost  

Teacher    £10,000 per day per year

Other costs  £5,000 per year

I year of diploma will cost £25,000

2 Year diploma will cost  £50,000

If funded from 2/5 AWPU only will need 18 students to break even.
Diploma Support Grant 2008 Figures

Level 1

Level 2

Construction

              £957 per year

£1277
Creative and Media     

£736
£957

Society, Health

Development

£824

£1101
All less than the estimated cost of £25,000 per year. Hence AWPU contribution needed.

Recommendations to curriculum group

· Schools make 2 year commitment

· As diploma support grant in place AWPU contribution to be £1000 per year per student for a 2 day diploma. (Based on 15 students)

· Funds to be held centrally. Funds to providers according to GLH

· Work experience to be organised and funded by learning provider

· Domain assessors’ time funded from contingency built into funding model

· Transport costs still to be considered.
LG DCSF recommendations based upon the Wolverhampton model. BHCC ahead of East and West Sussex and has offered them our proposals.
RW In the end the home school is responsible for the discipline of their students.

Atmosphere in the 14-19 Curriculum Group very favourable, nothing required to have been put to the vote, agreement readily reached.

CAP – agreed by deputies
CT Thanks to RW and 14-19 Curriculum Group.

 “College” can mean four things in the BHCC context. It needs to be made clear in each usage just exactly what is meant.

RW Next meeting of 14-19 Curriculum Group on March 2nd to finish working on protocols.

Update on the development of a Diploma funding model
There was extensive debate on the problem of deciding upon the number of students – 18, 15, 12, 10 ? - BELOW WHICH it would not be feasible to run any particular Diploma course, which then developed into debate upon the definition of ‘feasibility’ itself. It was generally felt that educational feasibility (critical mass) was of more importance – and truer to the principles driving the consortium – than mere financial feasibility. That what might be, from one point of view, considered as a ‘loss leader’ might be viewed from another as ‘pump priming.’ Discussion turned to finance and funding in the event of shortfalls, and it was felt that a solution ought to be found at consortium level, that individual institutions ought not to be unduly burdened. 
It was acknowledged that an element of the ‘unknown’ bedevilled the discussion, that figures were needed – these were going to be available by April.

RW was of opinion that he understood the feeling of the Board sufficiently well to move forward. There was no dissent from:
· the solution being consortium-based

· the figure of £1000 per student

· a 2 year commitment from institutions
 LIS – refer to pack distributed for meeting
	

	7
	Written progress report on B$H 14-19 2008/9 Action Plan (LF)
· Partnerships for Success

All three strategic objectives AGREED.

LF We need to look at membership of the board. Not sure additions would be useful at this stage.
· Apprenticeship Strategy Event

Flyer distributed prior to meeting.
	Bring Membership of board up as agenda item at next meeting

	8
	AOB
CM SCTP will have representatives of work-based learning on ALL groups across Sussex. Not as providers ‘touting for business’ but offering their expertise.
	

	9
	Next Meeting is Wednesday May 20th 2-4 Jubilee Library, Conference Room 1
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