Brighton & Hove Learning Partnership
Tuesday 8th May 2007  2pm – 4pm

Conference Room, Jubilee Library

Present:
	Jo Lyons, CYPT (Chair)

Val Koffman, LSC 

Dan Shelley, BHLP
Juliet Merrifield, Friend’s Centre 
Neil Hunter, Blatchington Mill

Paul Stoggles, LSC

Paul Allen, EB4U
	Mike Blythman, Jobcentre Plus

John Evans, City College
Chris Thomson, BHASVIC

Michael Nix, LSC
Deborah Georgiou, BHCC 


David Frost, BHCC (Minutes)




Apologies:
Bob Saville (University of Brighton), Cllr Juliet McCaffery
1. Welcome and Introductions and minutes of the last meeting and matters arising


Agreed by the group.
2. Updates from the Chairs of the group

EE/WFD – Paul Stoggles
· 
A new group action plan has been developed.
· Gateway applications have been discussed, especially in relation to employer engagement and work experience

· The amount of engagement work that is already taking place was highlighted as was the success of ENGAGE – a forum that bought together the main agencies engaging employers for placements etc.

· Group was assisting the City Council to further develop the Futures brand following on from the success of Constructing Futures – with Hospitality the next sector.

14-19 – Neil Hunter

My reflection on the Board’s activity over the last few months is a mixture of successful progress and achievement and frustration that the rate of change is rather slow and lacking in co-ordination.

Successes:

· The 14-19 Board now has full representation from all the major stake-holders including special school heads and the Principal of Plumpton College. (Also a higher proportion of headteachers attend the meetings rather than sending a representative). However, this has resulted in a very large group and it has been a challenge to ensure the involvement of all members during the meetings.

· An increase in the range of vocational provision on offer particularly for students at Key Stage 4.

· Greater collaboration between providers particularly schools and the advent of geographically based consortia to the west and north of the City. This has resulted in some institutions marrying their timetables.

· Approval for three of the five Specialised Diploma Gateway applications with Society, Health and Development starting in September 2008. This has attracted additional funding and, subject to conditions, Construction and the Built Environment and Media will be introduced in 2009 or 2010.

· The arrangement of two briefing sessions this term, one for key staff from the City’s providers and the other for the ‘captains’ of local industry to be hosted by the Chief Executive of Family Investments.

· The involvement of a first-rate team of staff dedicated to the establishment of a vocational offer which meets the needs of the City and its inhabitants. These include all those who have given so generously of their time to serve on various committees and working groups together with the very knowledgeable and industrious Learning Partnership Manager.

The frustrations have centred on:

· The lack of a City-wide strategy to inform providers, avoid duplication and ensure cost effectiveness. Without a shared understanding of the ‘big picture’ the potential for fragmentation, mistrust and suspicion looms large. The ‘losers’, unless this is addressed as a matter of urgency, will be the young people of Brighton and Hove.

· Insufficient funding for KS4 provision. Like other Boards we are caught in a dilemma not of our making. The main funding streams are through the LA and the LSC. The LA has limited resources and very little for significant capital works. The funding available to the LSC is specifically for the post 16 sector but this does not include school sixth forms. This may mean that the proposed skill centre for the West of the City does not materialise and that being developed in the North could have an uncertain future. The cost of vocational courses for 14-16 year-olds is approximately twice the value of the income per student based on AWPU funding. Without financial support the development of a vocational curriculum will be restrained or stunted.

· The need for a coordinator to drive the development of a cohesive vocational offer and broker provision when the need arises. However, this may be addressed as a result of the blossoming partnership between the LA and LSC and the formation of a ‘virtual team’ (see ‘Joint Planning and Commissioning for Learning and Skills in Brighton and Hove’ April 2007).

· The time-lag between the launch of the Specialised Diplomas, the most significant development for secondary schools and colleges since the National Curriculum was introduced in the ‘80s, and the training for the staff who will be charged with delivering the content in the preferred style. The gap in understanding the current vocational courses and the implications of an over-arching Diploma has still to be bridged.

A challenge for the Board within the 14-19 sector might be to help address the ‘frustrations’ listed above at national or local level as is appropriate.

JE – KS4 is the most difficult area and there are not the solutions currently there at a national level. The figures that NH quotes may well underestimate the cost of vocational KS4 provision particularly as an LSDA research document cited a figure of £2.5k per pupil per day. Could we draft a letter to the DfES stating the Board’s concerns?

Action: DS/NH/JE/JL to draft letter to DfES stating BHLP concerns.

MB suggested that closer links with the WFD/EE group may help with some of the work placements. NH agreed and stated that, in terms of Diplomas, it was still early days. 

JL stated that it was felt that now was the time for the CYPT/LSC to spell out what the vision for 14-19 (and adult) learning is for the city. One of the frustrations is how we keep the collaboration going and that any strategy or vision should ensure that squabbling between sectors stops and the tension contained there should be put to one side in order to take the whole 14-19 agenda forward.

MN – there has been a lot of detailed thinking and good will to want this to occur but we now need to firm this up into a costed development plan and pin down exactly what the priorities are and link that to the funding available.

NH agreed but added that once the CYPT/LSC viewpoint was made clear the squabbling would naturally stop as the direction of travel would be signposted.

Adult Group – Val Koffman (also incorporate item 3 - Adult Learning Strategy presented for ratification by BHLP Board members)
i) Development of adult learning strategy

The goal of the strategy is highlighted on page 2 of the strategy:

“The Brighton and Hove Adult Learning Strategy aims to ensure that coherent, inclusive and high quality learning is available for all adults in Brighton & Hove, focusing public funding on disadvantaged communities and those residents with few or no qualifications.”

JE sits on a national panel looking at PCDL funding and there is a move away from the ‘traditional’ leisure learning to steps towards economic and employment related courses. Is this highlighted in the strategy.

VK – we want to reinforce the benefits of soft skill development that can be linked to employability but also to health and well being or community cohesion.

JL reiterated that as a Board we welcome the strategy and the work of all the partners in its development and look forward the launch event during adult learner week.

VK – There is an accompanying action plan that will implement the strategy and this is currently being enhanced in two ways:

a) Action for Communities funding (£60k for 2007/8) has been secured to ensure that learner voice is collected and acted upon more effectively.

b) two consultants have been employed to look at: Engaging and accessing funders from other government and council departments and exploring the development of an operational arm to assist with curriculum planning and outreach.
ii) A review of where learning takes place in the city is planned

This will highlight the key buildings in each neighbourhood that are used for adult learning and then a citywide approach to sustaining these will be developed, in consultation with other key stakeholders. This will also be linked to the group getting an

The Adult Learning Strategy was broadly welcomed and ratified by the Board.

3. EB4U : Sustainability of East Brighton Adult Education, Paul Allen 

PA started by asserting that he was not here for money, but to raise awareness. PA pointed out that Whitehawk Inn and the Bridge although different, are similar in certain ways. He also said that it was hard to describe them in words alone and encouraged all the members to visit them to ‘feel’ what they are like.

Both are NDC funded, but that is now coming to an end. There is an opportunity to engage with the Public Service Board (PSB), which PA sits on. MN said he had recently been discussing both Whitehawk and the Bridge with VK. There is a strong opportunity for “joined-up” working, which would enable all to achieve their objectives, and many other things besides. He said that re: the Protocol of Community Partnership and BHLP, this working together is essentially already in the Protocol. JM would be in favour of supporting both projects, but acknowledged a vested interest in that it would affect Friend’s Centre if either closed. They are very important as they both produce 1st, 2nd & 3rd steps of achievement.  Learners may start with e.g. belly-dancing or flower arranging, but then often go on to further learning. JM realised that to run them is expensive, but this is just an unavoidable fact, not because of any frivolous spending. 

CT thanked PA for the factsheet he supplied, and said there was some “amazing” information contained therein. The courses they run are invaluable for self-esteem, confidence etc. CT and JM both agreed that it is expensive, but very necessary. JM said that the Bridge and Whitehawk have proved that, given the right amount of money, they work.

PA said it is very useful to him to attend meetings like this to see how the different subgroups work, and JL agreed that everyone needs to know how the groups link up. JM asked PA if the PSB had any money itself. PA said that there is money as such, but it’s more a question of how the pot of money is allocated. JL suggested that Anthony Zacharzewski, Head of Policy at the City Council, could come and talk to the Group to explain how PSB works.

DG said she would discuss with JM later and at least partially explain.

5.     Joint Planning and Commissioning

JL gave a brief introduction to Joint Planning and Commissioning, and then asked for questions and a discussion on it. MN said that this was a good opportunity for the LSC to work more closely and effectively with BHCC and the providers. JM said that this was a positive step and thanked JL for sharing this with the Board, but was not sure what it covers. JM was also slightly concerned at BHCC’s dual role as a member and provider, and she asked how we could clarify and make clear to all, the differences between these distinct roles.

VK said that p.20 of the Strategy shows the review/plan/commission cycle. NH said that now we have got the plan, Board members need to go out and speak to those responsible for commissioning. CT thanked JL for a very comprehensive document.

He drew attention to sections 4.10, 4.13, 4.14 of the report and agreed that there would be some “very scary” decisions to be made. 
JL and the CYPT/LSC to develop responses to the concerns raised.

JL said it was not just a relationship between CYPT and the LSC, but with providers as well. JE agreed with CT; there will be tough decisions, but it’s not clear how these decisions would be made. MN said that this was much discussed when finalising it. Mechanisms will be those which exist already i.e. through this Group and sub-groups, but admitted that it could be “unpacked” a little and clarified. CT suggested that the sooner we can bring the providers in, the better for everyone. NH said that 10 years ago, schools were told to compete, whereas now they are being told to collaborate – this is a big change in mindset. All agreed, and concurred that collaboration is essential. JL thanked Lizzie in her absence for her work on this.

6. Brighton and Hove Local Area Agreement    

DG gave a presentation. (See accompanying slides).

JE checked that the 165 Audit Commission targets were included in the overall 200 targets set to be included in the new LAA process. DG confirmed this. 
NH expressed concern that, for example, not enough was being spent on people becoming NEET in the first place, rather than helping them after the event. DG said we would not be directed on how to spend the funding, so we could use it how we liked (except for that previously agreed for ringfencing). DS asked if there were any rewardable stretch targets expected within the revised LAA arrangement as this often merely focused the efforts on achieving those and claiming the reward rather than looking at the overall issue? DG replied – yes, there was an assumption that there would be some stretch/rewardable targets.
7.     AOB

Re: Chairing the Board. JL said she was happy to Chair for now, but JL and DS will speak with other members to see how they might feel about chairing the Board in the near future.
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