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Association of Learning Providers


Council Meeting Minutes
15 March 2011
Attendees:
	Organisation
	Delegate name 
	Attendance

	ALPHI 
	Bob Hiskey (RH)
	√

	ALPHI
	David Thomas (DT)
	√

	ALPHI
	Rachael Fidler (RF)
	Apologies

	Aspire Learning
	Alison Sumpter (AS)
	√

	KATO
	Mike Henderson (MH)
	Apologies

	KATO
	Lindsay Jardine (LJ)
	Apologies 

	KATO
	Jamie Stevenson (JS)
	√

	SCTP
	Paul Kendall (PK)
	Apologies

	SCTP
	Paul Mitchell (PM)
	√

	SCTP
	Connie Mahoney
	Apologies

	Surrey ALPS
	Hisham Zubedi (HZ)
	Apologies

	Surrey ALPS
	Pat Pryke (PP)
	√

	Surrey ALPS
	Sue Taylor (ST)
	√

	TVRN
	Jane Wick (JW)
	√

	TVRN 
	Sara Goldie
	Apologies

	TVRN
	Stephen North
	Apologies

	TVRN
	Alexa Volker
	√

	External Representatives
	 
	

	YPLA
	Rachel Whittington
	Apologies

	NAS
	Rachel McKellar
	√

	Skills Funding Agency
	Chris Jennings
	√

	Berkshire Sub Regional Group
	Hilary Omissi
	Apologies

	LSIS
	Pamela Lumsden
	√


	Agenda Item

	Discussions
	Actions



	Welcome and introductions


	RH  welcomed the Council 
Apologies:  as above.

	

	Review of Minutes and Action Points
	Minutes reviewed as accurate.
Actions – all achieved.

All actions were achieved or not in need of taking forward.
	

	Matters Arising
	
	

	ALPSE Legal Entity – update and future working arrangements

	Legal entity update:

Sara has now sent her details to Aspire to move forward the ALPSE legal entity. Now the only details outstanding are the Directorships for Jamie and Hisham.

Do all members still have an appetite to set up the ALPSE company?
RH outlined that the company will be managed by the 5 directors (one from each sub-region) on a small scale for bidding.  The governance of ALPSE will be the remit of the Directors and the actual day to day business needs to remain with the Council.

Comments:

JW – Agree – what harm if it is there if needed, however there are hidden costs for accounting, etc that need to be considered and minimised.
PEM – Need the company to ensure we can bid if opportunities arise as a region.

Question is how will decisions be made in future – only through Directors and no consultation with the wider Council members?
RH – decisions for Directors are more likely to be around audit, accounting, etc. 

PEM who decides what we bid for?

RH – Joint decisions and yes Directors need to sign up to agreements that Council members implement.

PPr – Feel against, and need Directors Liability Insurance which is yet another cost.

Boards change and Directors change and this will cause increased admin. but they also could add value through new members joining ALPSE. 

JW – bidding opportunities will be limited.  TVRN are finding it hard to work as one region as the patch is so large.

DT – H and IOW – just go for it, if it adds value and is fit for purpose.

PEM – SCTP Directors do not recognize ALPSE and its contribution. So we need a bid for something tangible to show the value. 
ST – ALPSE needs a role in lobbying perhaps more than bidding.
JS - Need the larger regional presence in order to have a bidding capacity.
RH – Directors will need to stay clear of any issues around conflict of interest and we ensure that ALPSE is not in competition and only works in support of sub regional networks. Stopping the process of becoming a limited company, at this late stage, may show ALPSE to be incompetent; it is not unnatural for members to be anxious of their own safeguarding.
PEM – does that mean that all sub regions have a right of Vito?

JS – need to look at opportunities and make the best decisions in light of the opportunities identified.

Conclusion:

We need to get all ducks in line for the legal entity. 

Need to research liability insurance.
Have it there and park it with as minimal cost as possible.

Shift in geographical areas may alter the make up of the legal entity.

Future working arrangements:

RH – would like to discuss the appointment of a new Chair.  Could this be a rotation system with year on year Chairing responsibility around the sub –regions, or lobby a particular person outside the group who would suit the role.
All members are very busy and there is no immediate volunteer.

The role of Chair needs to be formally outlined and responsibilities dispersed among the networks.

We need a very clear structure to ensure that all network issues have a home and someone takes responsibility.  This also links to bidding.

ALPSE SWOT for bidding

Hampshire and Isle of Wight feedback:

· Could ALPSE bid for something like the NEETS programme excluding themselves as delivery partners – this would establish a track record.  

· Would ALPSE be a prime contractor?  Would they have the track record to support this?

· RH said that we need to identify where Government bodies have ‘pain’ and be proactive in addressing the issues.  

· Provider development is priority 

· RH said that we need to be in a position to address real issues in super quick time.

PEM – if there is a bidding opportunity tomorrow how would we deal? We need to be clear. 

RH – ALPSE perhaps need a sub group for bidding.  This to be a mechanism for quick response.  
DT – lead should be able to pull in all resources for a regional bid.
Network managers to lead on identifying bidding opportunities, running these past the Chair / Directors with an outline methodology to proceed. This needs to be done on a case by case basis.

Discussion was held over the process of bidding.  It will probably evolve depending of the bid and which areas it covers, this is currently happening. The worry would be over conflict of interest. Networks and providers cannot be stopped from bidding separately, however this could weaken the strength of the ALPSE bid.

Carry forward to next meeting for feedback from other regions

PEM – LSIS regional response fund – the fund has been agreed - £220,000 through the regional collaborative partnership.
On Friday 18th the outcome will be a fund will be available for bidding.

PEM is on the panel to implement the distribution of funds.

Regional Chairs meeting:

PEM attended Regional Chairs meeting on behalf of RH, the meeting is not as functional as it could be and discussion on the day included updates on issues already known to the attendees.

It appeared not to be about what ALP can do for members but what is happening in the regions that ALP should know about.  Other regional networks are beginning the discussion about whether there is a structure outside of ALP National.
Other regions have like minded people who are inspiring to work with.

GH responded to recent letter with offer to come to SE to speak.  This we declined and asked for the discussion to be on the regional chairs agenda instead.

PEM felt that attending the meeting gives a good comparison of ALPSE to other regions as well as making contacts with like minded people.

Who will lead on Regional Chair representation on behalf of ALPSE?
ALPSE Directors meeting – 4 March 2011

Paper was circulated to Directors (copy attached)
TVRN – paper circulated on the administration requirements. 

Discussion on need for free phone or not? Not needed – as email is more likely.
TVRN to appoint an Accountant who can be the registered office. Min. requirement please. 

TVRN – 2-3 days a month which is their contribution
More likely £1-2500.and need to review it.

Final proposal to the Board for approval.

Matrix to be circulated by AS to ensure that the roles and responsibilities are documented in readiness for distribution to external stakeholders.

Perhaps Kent and Surrey should split NAS (Surrey) and SFA (Kent) - Agreed.  

Timesheets to be kept with ALPSE work being done; this will give the Council an idea of the work being done by the different Networks.

Council meetings need to remain bi-monthly until the AGM and then it may be considered to move to quarterly.

	Aspire to chase JS and HZ.
AS and RH to discuss this outside of this meeting.
Directors meeting notes to be attached to the minutes.

RH – enquire of PETA accountant to see if she will take the role

AS circulate matrix template for completion

All network managers to keep timesheets of activity. 



	Minimum Contracts Levels 


	MCL update:

Speculation but no official update.

Announcement due very soon. Expectation is that is includes whole contract and does not separate out 16-18 provision.

	

	Financial Update 

	Update of accounts circulated.
No questions were raised.
ST, JW, AV to meet AS for handover.


	

	NAS update – 

Rachel McKellar
	Apprenticeship performance
Based on residency. No further details will be circulated from NAS on data and performance due to new data protocols.
16-18 – 16% up year on year in SE, this percentage increase is slightly higher than other regions.
19 – 24 – 8% up year on year. This is lower than many other regions in the UK.  We are not pulling our weight – closer to 30% in other regions.
25+ - 197% year on year comparison which is similar regionally.

19-24 is concerning

Achievement – 

Intermediate level – SE 74.9% above national average of 73.4%
Advanced 16-18 = 73.7% in the SE, 76.2% nationally

Advanced 19-24 = 74% in the SE, 75.4% nationally

Advanced 25+ = 70.1% in the SE, 71.5% nationally

Advanced Overall 73% in the SE, 74.8% nationally

Advanced is nearly 2% below national average on all learners (3% for 16-18s)

These deficits are to be flagged, providers to be asked for their views on the drop in achievement rates at 16-18 Advanced.

PEM – are providers having to take on learners who are not necessarily on the right programme.

Looking forward – 19-24 and Level 3 are likely priorities for future growth proposals.  It is anticipated that L2 25+ will not be a priority.
NEET is an issue but Government figures are not as dire as expected – 1 in 8 (16-18) rather than 1 in 5 unemployed.

Reminders:

Award applications are due by 25th March. 8 categories with some with no entries against them.

Worldskills – deadline of 17 March for being a showcase organisation. 24th March for competition entries.

Policy update – Programme led and Access to Apprenticeships

Guidance Note 7 should be out imminently and should house information on:

1. Current PLA learners – expectation that these are off the PLA and into employment, using AV and Apprenticeship provision as soon as possible.

2. If learners are unable to progress within 6 months there is a likelihood that they will be able to be extended to achieve. This will only be on a case by case basis.  The expectation is that learner progress within the 6 months.

3.  SFA will be speaking to ALP and AOC abut removing outcome payments for those learners who have been on programme for too long.

4. April – July – there is recognition that there is nothing in place to replace PLA. There is therefore likely to be an extension for 16-24 year old starts, if eligible: 16-24, assessed at intermediate or above and NEET for 13 weeks and/or be ALN / ASN eligible.

5. Learner eligible will be expected to take elements of the Apprenticeship that are applicable to off the job and need to move into an Apprenticeship within 3-6 months.

6. This may form the basis of the ‘Access to Apprenticeships’ programme that could be launched later in the year.

7. Access to Apprenticeships is likely to have 2 strands – vocational and not yet work ready.
8. Growth within the 19-24 sector will not be looked upon favorably.

This needs to be used wisely as SFA would not expect explosion in 19+ PLAs at expense of full Apprenticeships for this age group.

SASE

Need definitive answer on ‘on the job’ GLH within SASE and how this will be audited. Any advice?  SFA will be responsible for auditing this?

RMcK – this is the SSC role and remit to define and will apply to qualifications that are from the QCF.

RH – queried the SSC role as feedback received from his members indicated that when SSC were contacted regarding the GLH issue they were referred to the SFA as this was a contractual issue.  
ALPSE role and remit

RH – what do you see as the future landscape and role of ALPSE within that.
RMcK – policy direction is changing YPLA much more centralized and National with a direct DFE line of responsibility in terms of Academies

SFA / NAS – very different with LEPS ascending and RDAs going giving a geographical importance. SFA / NAS going forward the detail is not yet out but regions will not be part of the debate – there will be a small number of areas, with LEPS as one factor in drawing up these areas.  The agenda will be localism and questions around sustainability of a regional network that does not reflect the area should be tabled.

This should be more widely understood within the next month. 

MCL update

Light on the horizon perhaps in Guidance Note 7.  16-18 delivery is not expected to be exempt.  The SFA are chasing all providers in scope.
ESF

Specifications are currently being drawn up.  There will be links with Access to Apprenticeships and timing is being looked at.


	All network managers to ask their networks why 16-18 achievement is are lower than the national picture.

RH to email RMcK with details that Rachel can check out with NAS colleagues.



	Update from YPLA – Rachel Whittington
	Apologies sent


	

	Skills Funding Agency update – Chris Jennings


	Q2 performance management
16-18 apprenticeships – 70 changes to contracts. Tolerance was 10%.  SE providers have lost 1.4 million on MCV.

19-24 – 45 changes and net gain of £1.5 million

25+ - 29 changes resulting in a net gain of £1.9 million

T2G – 15 reductions resulting in loss of $400k

Overall the Q2 review process worked well to redistribute funds.  

At Q3 the tolerance will be just 5%

MCL

No formal statement but no expectation that 16-18 will be exempt.

LAs have a years grace
All that need it should have a dowry letter and funding statement.

Allocations 11/12

Final allocations by 31 March. Allocations have been up-lifted or downgraded according to Q2 performance. All monies will be allocated, No top slice will be kept back
Questions:

Wordskills – reminder that deadlines are looming.

GLH update

Policy is developing in terms of evidence requirements


	

	Sub Group Updates
	14-19 Sub Group
Concern that there were anti-college comments and the Sussex contingent is too great.
Need to clarify membership and numbers at the next meeting. 
That said the meeting outcomes are good with positive action resulting, as seen in the recent notes and actions circulated prior to this meeting.
Employer Responsive Sub Group

No meeting since prior to the last Council meeting

	Sussex to confirm their members to a max. of 3, including the network manager.

	14 – 19 – Hilary Omissi LA Representative
	Apologies sent
	

	LSIS update – PEM and Pam Lumsden
	LSIS accounts

New allocation fro April to August out at the end of March.  August on will be a full year as the year end is changing in line with academic year.

If there is under spend pre March it can be spent on anything on the website as long as bookings are in March for training up until the end of July. 

LSIS accounts are losing their value with Providers are the delivery is limited to LSIS consultants and LSIS a la carte menu.

Regional Response Fund
Panel in the SE are offering coordinated proposal to identify and manage the regional priorities.  They will invite project to deliver against these strands and back these up with regional dissemination events.  Some independent bids were received in the SE. The SE proposal has been recommended and will go to Rob tomorrow. All independent bids will go through to the next stage based on regional priorities. 18th March steering group will be discussed and regional priorities agreed. Further information will then go out to gain further proposals against the priorities from April to Sept.  
General LSIS update

Rob Wye now in post and regrouping LSIS policy and targets.  Consolidation of the current position. LSIS portfolio being revised.  Flexibility and Innovation now on hold.  July probably will still go ahead.  If it is found that the RRF is a better way of meeting needs perhaps this will be the mechanism for future funding rather than Flex and Innovation.
Positives:

Rob keen to get out into the Regions. LSIS Council members are challenged to drive the support toward the regions. In SE there are 2 Council members John Hyde and Tony Lau Walker.  Representation is uneven both in terms of organization type and distribution so this may be reviewed.  When the original members were appointed the remit was different. 

Rob seeking to distil the LSIS responsibilities.

Disquiet about the representation of ALPSE on LSIS and this issue need to be carried forward for future consideration to see if we wish PEM to speak to LSIS / ALP National about how the LSIS Council is hearing the voice of rep of ALPSE. 

Organisational Health Checks

No WBL requests to date. 

Improvement Adviser Service – many more opportunities available.


	Pam to confirm the Council remit and constitution and when members are up for renewal of their role.

Networks to get organisations to self refer for such support.



	Any other business

	PEM – MCL project needs to be disseminated can they feed back at the next Council meeting? 

	Paul to speak to JW about inclusion on the next agenda.

	
	The meeting closed at 15.00

	

	Date of next meeting
	10th May 2011 – venue TBC
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