Brighton & Hove 14-19 Curriculum Group Meeting
Wednesday 17th January 2007, LSC

Attendees:

James Walton (Longhill), Hazel Haywood (LSC), Jo Matthews (ACE), Lindi Galloway (CYPT), Paul Riley (BHASVIC), Ainsley Cheetham (City College), Simon Hinks (Varndean College), Paul Winter (Downsview), Tony Hammick (Cedar Centre), Louise Cork (Patcham House), Dan Cronin (NACRO), Lauren Atallah (Falmer), Simon Liley – from 11.00 (Varndean School), Maurice Shorten (Plumpton), Chris Marshall (CYPT), Graham Steel (PCC), Richard Wing (Blatchington Mill), David Walsh (Newman), Simon Mahony (Agora Development), Dan Shelley (BHLP)

Apologies:  Naresh Daswani (Dorothy Stringer), Linda Ellis (CYPT), Ken Leonard (Hove Park)
Chair: Maria Bailey (BHASVIC)

1.  Welcome and introductions
· Lindi Galloway, new 14-19 Development Consultant, was welcomed to the group   
2. Minutes of the last meeting and matters arising
· Changes to the minutes of the 22nd November meeting were noted

· Matters arising:

Item 2: 
· The duplication policy did not go to the Partnership Meeting as it hadn’t been agreed. It will go to the next meeting, if applicable.

Item 4:

· DS reported on capital investment bids totalling £965K – the majority related to construction and engineering, which need most development.  We will know the outcome in Feb / March.
Item 5:

· DS reported on proposals for new 07/08 L1 and L2 vocational courses:
· Blatchington Mill – Retail

· Longhill – Engineering and Retail

· Varndean College & Falmer – Childcare and Creative & Media (post-16)

· Dorothy Stringer – Retail

· Patcham – Health & Beauty

Item 6:

· DS reported that the BESD tender was successful

Item 7:

· Colleges would like logins to trial the SAM learning package Action: LE
· Falmer, Longhill and Patcham have expressed an interest 
· Action: other schools to report back to LE within the next week, if they are interested 
Item 8:

· Action: PR and LG to discuss collective CPD opportunities
3. Specialised Diploma submission feedback and gateway timetable
· MB thanked DS for pulling the SD submission together

· DS thanked the leads for their development of the diplomas and noted that the organic approach of our area has been noted for its strength.   
· We should find out whether we have been successful before the next meeting on 28th March

4.  Proposal to set up two subgroups to look at curriculum development across the city 11-16 & 16-19
· The 16-19 subgroup met at the beginning of January to look at curriculum development, specifically the duplication policy.  The group felt there was lots of ground to cover which could be done outside the 14-19 Curriculum Group meeting. They felt that more regular meetings, perhaps one a month, could then feed back into the 14-19 group.   
· It was agreed that it would be useful for a 14-16 subgroup to meet to do similar work
· The 11-18 schools would need to be represented on both subgroups
· RW volunteered to lead the 14-16 subgroup – Action: RW to arrange first meeting
5. Agreement of Curriculum Development Protocol for 16-19 Provision
· MB fed back from the January 4th 16-19 sub group meeting when this was discussed

· Members of the group had different ideas about duplication of provision:

· The Accord Colleges are already signed up to a duplication policy which says that if curriculum development would destabilise provision elsewhere, there needs to be agreement within the Curriculum Accord meeting not to put on the course.  Any difficulty in reaching consensus would be referred to the principals.

· The non Accord schools within the 16-19 group welcomed the idea of sharing curriculum development plans but did not want to lose their autonomy and the right to put on provision

· MB had attempted to produce a ‘middle ground’ document.  However, this did not get the buy-in of all in the 16-19 group, so she proposed contacting Neil Hunter, chair of the Curriculum Board, for direction about their expectations in terms of collaboration.
· RW and DW voiced support for this

· Action: MB to contact Neil Hunter
6. Updates from:
a) NEET Curriculum Group meeting (PR)
· A synopsis of this meeting was distributed and PR gave an update  
· The work of this group needs to dovetail with the LDD group
· It is important to have representatives of the 11-16 schools on this group 
· Action: PR to email the ‘Know Your NEETs’ document to attendees
· TH noted that the Cedar Centre could offer training opportunities re Entry Level and L1 
· MS suggested looking at the work of the Trestle Group in Hastings
· PR felt that the next NEET meeting should be combined with the LDD group
· Action: PR and DS to discuss

b) LDD update (DC)
· Action: DC to send the minutes of the LDD meeting for distribution

· SB (LSC), PW (Downs View) and DC (NACRO) met.  TH (Cedar Centre) then gave input.
· DC summarised the key issues for the group:
· Need to get a grip on the different terminology and different points of view of providers 
· Issues with tracking and late statementing

· PW: the table of learners at different ages does not account for the complexities of each student, as it concentrates only on the major issue within the statement.  We need to recognise this complexity and provide education which takes it into account.
· Recommendations:

· Group to meet again with additional members: Chris Bailey, Yvonne Ely, Pat Rosen

· Sadie Brown wanted more direction from the group in terms of her own decision making

· Better classification of learners

· An LDD Co-ordinator / NEET Co-ordinator covering LDD aspects 
· DS felt the LDD group should also look at the CYPT SEN draft strategy which identified a lack of 16-19 progression routes  
· Action: DS to email draft documents to attendees for feedback by 23rd February
· Action: HH to send ‘Raising Our Game’ document to attendees
c) 16-19 Quality Group (CM)
· CM offered to circulate the minutes and terms of reference, once finalised

· Previously the Head of Sixths group, CM now convenes and chairs this group which meets half termly and consists of Heads of Sixths & FE, Chris Bailey and HH. LG will also join this group.

· The group have a draft proposal for a model of support for quality assurance processes.  They will also look at quality improvement across the city.
· LSC quality visits to schools and colleges won’t be identical, but the group is looking at getting more comparable features within the visits

· MS referred to the Quality Group in Hastings, for which he is the lead verifier, and suggested it would be useful to share experiences.

· Action: MS to check whether an LSC contact in Hastings could talk to HH about this
d) DfES learning visit to Knowsley (MS)
· MS reported on his visit, details of which were circulated with the papers for this meeting

· Discussion about what stage we are at with the Skills Centre plan

· DS: We are at the final stage of a feasibility study, looking at different potential models. Heads of schools have been contacted. 

· HH: We have looked at where funding would come from for a collegiate model

· MS suggested contacting Knowsley re their funding, if we are interested in their model  
· DC referred to a visit to a NACRO centre near Birmingham which had a high progression rate and Basic Skills level.  Demographic issues mean they are geared up for this provision.  
· RW has a contact re the Haringey project if we are interested in looking at this further

· AC: one problem with how this funding operates is that there are 2 years of pump-priming funding which is then phased out. There are dangers in terms of sustainability.  

7. Functional Skills Working Party recommendations
· DS: all those who are successful at getting Specialised Diplomas through the gateway will be asked to offer FS from September 2007 

· PR: further information is available via the National Secondary Strategy

· LA noted that Maggie Fenwick is the lead figure re FS

· SH expressed concern about the short timescale for the FS pilot; only one term to find out about it, train staff and change systems

· DS felt the expectation would be that every consortium, rather than every provider, would be involved

· PR: we need to respond quickly to the recommendations of the group re structures, otherwise we are working in isolation 

· LA: Falmer are piloting the Allen Award (online testing) and looking at introducing the Key Skills portfolio in September.  Edexcel have FS workshops soon.

· RW expressed concern about workload. Could the LEA consultant lead on the 3 FS areas?

· PR: David Cooper (IT consultant) is setting up an ICT group. Could this be a vehicle for the FS group?
· LA noted that we need English and Maths specialists too

· Action: DS to take suggestion to consultants
· Specialist staff in each institution would be involved (colleges as well as the schools)
8. Discussion and agreement on which of the next five Specialised Diploma lines the city should investigate developing from September 2009
Land-based and Environmental
· Lead: MS (Plumpton) would like to develop the bid
· EoI: Falmer, Patcham, Cedar Centre, Longhill, Hove Park, Blatchington Mill, Newman

· Action: MS to send out questionnaire to research available staffing, facilities etc.

· DW: If Plumpton lead, would they have to collaborate with schools and colleges in both local authorities?
· MS is keen that just one document goes out that can be tested and tweaked

Manufacturing 
· Lead: AC (City College)

· EoI: Blatchington Mill, Longhill & Falmer would also like to consider this

· DS: it may be beneficial to look further than citywide providers for smaller areas like this


Hair and Beauty
· Lead: AC (City College)

· EoI: Varndean Sch, Falmer, PCC, Newman, Blatchington Mill, Patcham

· DS suggested looking at WBL providers, e.g. Crowns


Business Administration and Finance
· Lead: PR (BHASVIC)
· EoI: Varndean, Falmer, Blatchington Mill, Longhill, City College, Plumpton, BHTA

Hospitality & Catering
· Lead: AC (City College)

· EoI: Falmer, Blatchington Mill, City College, Varndean Sch, Newman, Patcham

· Action: anyone wanting to add their institution should contact the lead
· AC cautioned re economies of scale and dilution of provision
· RW noted that his interest, for example in Manufacturing, was not in running the provision at Blatchington Mill, but as an available option for his students
· DS: it is important to realise these are only expressions of interest. It is only a 3-year pilot phase. We could decide we’re not in a position to offer something and may want to wait to learn lessons from other pilots then embed this provision later.
· There is a longer lead-in this time


· DS noted the strength of an individual, rather than a formulaic, response  
· DS and LG are available to assist with developing plans
9. 14-19 Partnership Board items:

- Expression of Interest form for amendment and agreement to begin the process of commissioning a citywide Key Stage 4 offsite vocational offer for 2007/08
· Further paperwork was distributed

· The questionnaires are to ascertain EoI in these areas for delivery from September 07

· We need a recommendation for a closing date for EoI and a working group to manage the process.  SCTP have supplied a list of providers which are SCTP members delivering in these sectors, therefore we have a targeted response.
· It was suggested that the closing date should be 7th February 2007
· The working group should consist of people who are not involved in the tender, but who have expertise in KS4, post-16 provision and WBL provision + LSC & LEA representatives 
· AC felt the process was flawed:  City College have shared their costs in a transparent way and it would be inappropriate for people who have seen this to tender against them.  

· PR: could the criteria give a low factor to costing of provision and a higher factor to quality?  
· DS explained that £60k of IF money was going to go to City College, but this was rescinded.  We now want to find out who is able and eligible to deliver training.

· The aim is an approved list.  The group need to develop the criteria to make a judgement. The list of providers will then go to the Board.
· AC supported the process, but noted problems with retention of school students at college.  Judgements are made based on statistics, but school engagement also needs to be considered.  The problem is not with the tender, but with schools committing a number of students and paying for them.  School students often leave due to the timetable not fitting in.
· HH: is this something the 14-16 Curriculum subgroup could look at?

· RW: we are already planning provision and would like to use the money to support work with providers which has already been agreed
· HH: the LSC part of the funding cannot go to a non LSC-approved provider

· Action: HH to share the LSC criteria for approved providers
· SM: could costings be done on minimum numbers and then a rising scale?
· AC: City College’s costings are done on an hourly basis
· RW: it is not just about price, but service and quality
· MB felt that the solution would not be found at this meeting and proposed an urgent meeting in the next few days for those for whom this was a pressing issue
· DW: timescale is the issue; most schools will already have taken on board vocational arrangements, therefore in reality we are talking about 2008+
· DS: the idea was to provide personalisation of learning not currently in options booklets. If IFP is not in options booklets, there is time to add this for 07/08.  We are looking at ways all providers of KS4 can access activity. It is about a menu of opportunities rather than a person marketing to a provider.  DS’s understanding was that this was the agreement at the Board.
· Hove Park and Blatchington Mill have already committed to some decisions re Construction
· SL: it is a geographical issue; the key is to get providers of good quality assured through the LEA, then for groups of local providers to agree.
· Falmer, Patcham and Varndean have begun discussions with Study Express (currently not an LSC-approved provider).  
· DS: We need a structure in place to get a list of providers who have passed through some quality assurance measures
· AC: City College would object to having to pass quality arrangements when others didn’t 
· Action: for further discussion at the Partnership Board meeting on 8th February
· It was agreed that the timescale for 07/08 looked unfeasible
· DS expressed concern about the issue of allocating funding and was mindful that this may set a precedent of people opting out

· As a caveat, MB suggested avoiding negotiating with anyone who is not a preferred provider if wanting LSC funding

· DW: taking the cost issue out of the document might remove a lot of the problem

10. AOB 

i) DS referred to an LSC document, ‘Delivering World Class Skills in Demand-Led System’ which has key questions re 14-19 provision, funding etc.  

· Action: DS to send out to all attendees for a joint response by 30th March 2007

ii)      Next meeting 14-19 Curriculum Group Meeting - 28th March
2007
