Pre-Conference Survey 2006/07 – Some comparisions

Question 1
A) What do you see as being the main ‘priorities’ intended for the work of your LLN?
Respondents were asked to identify four main priorities from the list below. Percentage given is of the number of respondents who chose the item as one of their main priorities.
	
	2006
	2007

	Durable and meaningful progression agreements/accords
	84%
	72%

	Defining and reaching new learner constituencies
	62%
	38%

	Meeting Additional Student Number (ASNs) targets
	19%
	22%

	Ensuring the LLN addresses the skills agenda and achieves employer engagement
	62%
	51%

	Encouraging collaboration in learning innovation
	38%
	25%

	Embedding the work of the LLN in partner institutions/organisations
	65%
	62.5%

	Staff development that makes more supportive arrangements for vocational learners
	22%
	25%

	Improving information, advice and guidance
	32%
	34%

	Effective monitoring and evaluation
	3%
	16%

	*Other (please state below) 
	3%
	9%


     *Priorities specified under Other: 
2006:  Developing new programmes to meet the needs of vocational learners
2007:   - Credit Developments
            - Bridging the significant gap in mathematics that is preventing
              progression from L3 to L4

B) Of your chosen list, which do you think will be most challenging and why?

Respondents were asked to pick one item from the list.
	
	2006
	2007

	Durable and meaningful progression agreements/accords
	46%
	28%

	Defining and reaching new learner constituencies
	8%
	13%

	Meeting Additional Student Number (ASNs) targets
	0%
	0%

	Ensuring the LLN addresses the skills agenda and achieves employer engagement
	22%
	13%

	Encouraging collaboration in learning innovation
	11%
	6%

	Embedding the work of the LLN in partner institutions/organisations
	8%
	22%

	Staff development that makes more supportive arrangements for vocational learners
	0%
	0%

	Improving information, advice and guidance
	0%
	0%

	Effective monitoring and evaluation
	0%
	3%

	Other (please state below) 
	0%
	0%


Question 2: 
2A) How would you rate the current level of institutional ‘buy-in’ for the work and objectives of the LLN from the following groups of staff (scale 1-5, 1=low, 5=high)
	2006

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	No answer

	Senior managers     
	3%
	0%
	23%
	56%
	15%
	3%

	HoDs/Deans            
	3%
	15%
	41%
	28%
	5%
	8%

	Teaching Staff         
	18%
	38%
	23%
	13%
	0%
	8%

	2007

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	No answer

	Senior managers     
	7%
	11%
	21%
	57%
	4%
	-

	HoDs/Deans            
	4%
	18%
	39%
	39%
	0%
	-

	Teaching Staff         
	11%
	43%
	36%
	11%
	14%
	-


On the basis of assigning 1 point for a score of 1, 2 points for a score of 2 etc., the average scores for the three categories of staff are;

	
	2006
	2007

	Senior managers     
	3.70
	3.4

	HoDs/Deans            
	2.86
	3.1

	Teaching Staff         
	2.14
	2.5


(B) Please give details of any other groups of staff who regularly contribute to your work (new question for 2007)
· Admissions staff, MIS/Registry, Course tutors and Managers

· MIS; admin staff; course tutors and managers

· widening participation and access eg Aim Higher

· Aim High colleagues

· Aimhigher, LSC, some Sector Skills Councils

· Widening participation staff in HEIs,IAG staff in FE, staff in other stakeholder organisations.

· Careers advisers due to their employer links and the need for them to have the right information on hand (IAG) and create wider awareness of Foundation Degrees eg Why they dont show up on UCAS website - as they are classed as part-time due to the work based element.

· HE Coordinators/managers in FECs. NB Above question appears to assume that HEI staff are referred to. Why? (Employers, SSCs etc are just as important; as are the FECs' senior mgt.)

· FE colelges HE institutions employers Aimhigher Connexions

· Too mnay to mention but there are a plethora of what we call intermediary agencies who are engaged with us.

· Open University Credit Transfer Office Sector Skills

· Advice and Guidance staff in FECs WP and pre-entry staff in HEIs

· I work with an existing local governemnt funded IAG&LS provider within an adult education setting. There is a great interest in the possiblity of extending their provision to learners seeking to enter HE and to put measures in place to promote and embed this for the future.

· IAG/Credit staff, Administrators

· Academic subject specialist staff, through our Subject Advisory Groups Progression Managers who are recruited by the member institutions but whose salaries are funded by NALN Heads of Widening Participation Chief Executives

· HE co-ordinators in the FEIs, local employers and course tutors/heads of school at the University

· Colleagues from other LLNs - collaboration within the LLN network is becoming a strength.

Question 3. 
How would you rate the current level of involvement between your LLN and the following organisations.  (scale 1-5, 1=low, 5=high)
	2006

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	No answer

	Employers                     
	13%
	49%
	13%
	13%
	3%
	10%

	Sector Skills Councils   
	18%
	26%
	28%
	15%
	5%
	8%

	Local Authorities           
	26%
	28%
	26%
	8%
	5%
	8%

	LSC                                
	5%
	21%
	26%
	31%
	10%
	10%

	Intermediaries
	0%
	18%
	36%
	26%
	5%
	15%

	2007

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	No answer

	Employers                     
	11%
	29%
	54%
	7%
	0%
	-

	Sector Skills Councils   
	4%
	11%
	29%
	43%
	14%
	-

	Local Authorities           
	25%
	14%
	25%
	32%
	4%
	-

	LSC                                
	7%
	11%
	36%
	39%
	7%
	-

	Intermediaries*
	11%
	4%
	54%
	14%
	4%
	-


On the basis of assigning 1 point for a score of 1, 2 points for a score of 2 etc., the average scores for the five categories were;

	
	2006
	2007

	Employers                     
	2.08
	2.6

	Sector Skills Councils   
	2.41
	3.5

	Local Authorities           
	2.32
	2.8

	LSC                                
	3.00
	3.3

	Intermediaries                
	2.68
	2.5


Question 4

A) What do you see as your biggest challenge for implementing progression agreements?

· Difficult to get institutions to guarantee progression and places. It shouldn't be, as we're not talking hundreds of places here.

· Producing 'network wide' rather than sector specific agreements.
· Getting buy in and ensuring they are taken seriously and not just an administrative device

· Understanding all the implications.

· The fact that HEFCE are unable to provide a definition of progression agreement and what they are looking for.

· Finding areas of mutual benefit that will benefit vocational learners

· coordination; monitoring

· as in 1b above / timescale for LLN viz time it takes to move to and implement prog agreement

· HE attitudes

· Gain buy in from partners used to focus on their provision in isolation and appreciate the benefits of collaborative approach

· Make the institutions take ownership of them and embed them into their procedures

· Clarity on what they look like and are meant to achieve (+ link to ASNs)

· University with FE provision wthin their HEI are concerned they are paving the way to lose their students to rivals/competitors eg Level 3 construction craft and engineering subjects

· Differing FEC/HEI structures; local admissions staff attitudes

· Implementing guaranteed progression

· Agreeing the progession opportunities

· Getting people together to development suitable courses

· I am newly appointed, therefore everything is a challenge!

· Ensuring they are understood and used widely by both applicants and staff within institutions.

· Agreement of HE faculty on vocational/APEL credit.

· Overcoming perceptions of some academic staff about vocational learners

· Lack of institutional buy-in.

· Ensuring they are network wide and all reflect good practice

· Achieveing recognition of parity in level of NVQ 3 with other level 3 qualifications - from many of the partners

· Encouraging staff from different institutions to work on their curriculum development

· Uncertainty about what a Progression Agreement is (or do you mean Progression Accord) for there is STILL no clarity.

Question 4b). What do you see as your biggest challenge for extending IAG?
· So much information already available to people and LLNs do not have national profile to make people sit up and listen.

· Guidance - plenty of information out there but providing effective guidance is lacking

· Overcoming the problem of the large number of IAG agencies and their lack of understanding/knowledge

· Identifying where best to invest a limited resource for a sustainable result.

· staff competency

· staff competency

· institutional ambivalence

· Funds

· Fragmentation of provider network

· Engaging with a vast number of providers of IAG

· Internal issues within the region

· The changing pace of accurate information. Inaccuracies will continue as will out of date information.

· lack of funding for delivery beyond level2

· Lack of awareness amongst all those involved in giving IAG about vocational progression opportunities and the challenges faced by some vocational learners

· Information universally available Advice and guidance up to level 4 not universal Increasing sector specific IAG

· Reaching potential learners i.e in the workplace, returning to work or unemployed.

· Extending IAG to learners outside the educational system

· Encouraging and training tutors and other relevant persons to extend their HE knowledge and to provide IAG services to a wider cohort of learners.

· Making it consistent across London and nationally and ensuring that it makes sense to learners

· Not sure - I am very new to the LLN

· Develop regional or national information systems and having staff at each institution that can guide students through these systems

· An over-supply of confused and confusing providers

Question 4c). What do you see as your biggest challenge for defining and reaching the learner constituency?
· 'Vocational learners' is so broad and it is difficult to target them regionally with limited funding.

· Getting accurate progression data

· No major problems, we do this via our partners who are closer to the market. Work based learners are more problematic

· Reaching employed learners and persuading employers to fund them.

· Lack of understanding, willingness to change

· vocational learning seen as lower status in some 'prestigious' universities. Need for change

· geography of the region

· Concerning healthcare learners - IAG about NHS skills escalator, LMI data sets to define need & demand of new roles & re-roling of existing staff

· Aligning LLN and provider marketing programmes

· Getting their engagement

· LLN's do not own learners, they are owned by the FE or HE. We have limited access and no sharing of student data due to privacy requirements.

· Getting established WBL options/alternatives to conventional delivery; ability to create an effective APEL framework (SWLLN is working on such a beast)

· reaching invisible learners

· Learning culture and finance

· Need to raise awareness of vocational qualifications

· I am an experienced academic - I believe the key here is to network, network, network!

· Lack of financial support. Reaching those who are NEET or in employment or training

· no straightforward way of knowing where / how many potential learners there are outside the educational institutions

· Within an adult education setting, finding and engaging learners who may be considering entry to HE

· Lack of relevant information. Restrictions of the sectors we are working in.

· Buy-in from course tutors and accessibility to work-based learners in groups. Many work in small organisations and on rotating shifts

· Reaching people already in employment
· Confusion (at all levels of leadership - including Government) and a failure to be consistent over what "lifelong" means ...

Question 4d).  What do you see as your biggest challenge for embedding and sustaining your LLN?
· Due to not having all HEIs in the area involved in our LLN and a limited period of funding, our LLN is dominated by one HEI. Naturally LLN activity and developments will be subsumed by that HEI which could leave the LLN surplus to requirements at the end of the funding period rather than embedding it.

· Forging an identified role in a unique aspect

· Time. Three years is too short for the LLN to achieve this.

· Demonstrating its value to partners

· Evaluation of the LLNs within the time of their funding will not show what can be achieved. The changes being made by our LLN will be seen further in the future than the current funding allows. We hope the fact that the GMSA proceeded the LLN will help to sustain our work to some extent but much is dependent on funding of some kind.

· Valuing the work we do on behalf of the network partners

· meeting targets, ensuring sustainability in partnerships agreements

· lack of commitment of  a major institutional partner

· Time - a 5 year funding period is needed before a more meaningful evaluation can be made

· Cultural change within providers

· Whether the LLN agenda will still be regarded 'flavour of the month' by FEC/HEIs at the end of the project. We'll need to demonstrate 'added-value'.

· Employer Engagement at the required level that Hefce is seeking. Employers are mostly small and a very stretched for time and resources, seeing little value or immediate return compared to where they can direct their energy in the commercial world within which they exist

· We are a pump-priming activity. Many stakeholders are taking the resource because it is there. LLNs have to work very hard to get embedding and continuity established. Probably a focus for our third and final year.

· funding

· Sustaining working relationships with key stakeholders such as LSC and Sector Skills councils and employers.

· Encouraging others to take the initiative and be pro-active. Leading rather than being led.

· Effective team working & communication - this is REALLY difficult!

· The availablity of funding from partner institutions.

· Funding

· developing self-supporting mechanisms within the short lifetime of the LLn

· Maintaining interest and continuing HE provision when funding ceases

· Institutional buy in.

· Motivation for institutions to do so without being part of a network

· Achieving full co-operation and constructive collaboration with the FE colleges

· Increasing participation of the institutions and their staff in programs designed to increase opportunities for vocational learners

· Clearly, the short-term nature of the project and its activities. We will 'embed' only into shallow ground after three years; sustaining the work after the front-end injection of resources will be a major issue for whoever remains.

Question 4e). What do you see as your biggest challenge for incorporating the skills agenda and employer engagement?

· Employers are inundated with communication and approaches from 'training providers', so LLNs are just one in a lengthy list. LLNs need to offer something different or extra ('added value'), which is difficult. Furthermore, the vast majority of employers are mainly interested in level 2 or 3 qualifications and in many cases even then only if they can receive significant funding. LLNs are not able to offer this.

· Making sense of what employers are looking for, with a holistic view rather than allowing particular views of individual employers to have too great an influence

· making contact with employers especially SMEs

· Effectively supporting partners to engage with employers

· Lack of experience in some quarters - it's a difficult agenda

· facilitating collaborative working between network partners and employers

· wilful governmental ignorance of the fact that most employers commitment to training and skills development is entirely instrumental

· In health sector, IAG to employers and HEIs about competency-based learning design principles

· APEL system development

· Wading through the plethora of similar initiatives which employers have to confront.

· You cannot drive the skills agenda with a fear campaign. We need hard evidence that higher skills benefits the economy with hundreds of case study examples at all levels of the workforce

· Despite many fine words, HEIs (and to an extent FECs) have inadequate meeting of minds with employers/SSCs' needs and understanding of what the skills agenda actually represents.

· Encouraging HEis to value a vocational route into HE

· persuading employers (especially SMEs) to invest in development of their employees. Working with employers to develop appropriate courses that will provide employees with the skills required.

· Effective partnerships

· Lack of flexibility of provision and the complexity of drawing down funding for shorter provision. The lack of clarity about employer needs and how this relates to local supply.

· Engaging small businesses.

· employer attitudes to higher level learning by employees, esp in SMEs, where cost is a factor

· Lack of interest from employers in HE, HE institutions not willing or able to serve needs of employers. LLNs do not have enough time or money to effect overall numbers but can only hope to influence processes/ensuring best practice among HEIs working with employers.

· Probably just time to achieve employer engagement across a number of sectors

· Many employers (particularly SMEs) are reluctant to 'buy-in' to yet another government initiative. We need an answer to their question "What's in it for me?"

Question 4f). What do you see as your biggest challenge for developing new provision for vocational learners?
· Lack of involvement, engagement or input from employers.

· Generating this when providers require such long timescales to have something there when the demand is ever changing

· Getting effective market intelligence

· The difference between market need and demand

· The release of ASNs to LLNs has been done very late and this has not allowed for validation of programmes to happen within institutional timeframes. GMSA has chosen to use model 2 which allows the LLN to be strategic in its allocation but it also means that the LLN is working with more partners to achieve its aims, rather than working on developments with only one partner.

· Staff expertise and know how - different pedagogy

· the issue of cost in the third sector (many small organisations which cannot afford to invest in their staff), need to change corporate culture of some HEIs

· short termism / the fact that ssc's are being elevated to a position of undue influence / the mistaken assumption that poss of qualifcation equates to skill

· match between demand and need ; facilitating transition between L3 and L4; student retention from L4 to L5

· Ensuring learner voice heard in curriculum development process

· Sufficient ASNs

· Complacency within the learner constituency.

· Getting a handle on a)what the learners want (in relation to what their employers want) and b)finding out exactly what BOTH parties are willing to pay for. NB CPD seems to be a common theme from the demand side; many institutions are NOT prepared to provide bite sized learning unless it is underwritten by a f-t cohort.

· Making sure that it is delviered in a mode to meet theri needs and the needs of employers

· Working within the Institutional infrastructure

· Getting people together and ensuring that the new provision meets the needs of all involved.

· Understanding employers needs & reconciling these with HEI demands

· Mismatch between current provision and the need for more responsive, part-time provision.The time needed to assess demand and fit it with the time taken to develop and successfully market new provision.

· identifying new provision which fits the local sector requirements and will also attract sufficient numbers to run successfully

· As above

· Time again - to develop new curriciulum and identify suitably qualified staff - to then fit into tight validation cycle

· Finding staff in FECs and HEIs who are brave enough to consider the need for new provision

Question 4g). What do you see as your biggest challenge for staff development?
· Lack of understanding of the LLN and why it is important.

· Making this a priority against so many conflicting calls upon time for staff

· Time

· Persuading HE/FE staff that vocational HE is an important facet of their work and that it requires skills and knowledge that they may not already have.

· From awareness raising to bringing about change - communicating with people

· awareness training is needed to bring about change in some institutions

· lack of systems / competing demands on time

· IAG

· Promoting new ways to work in partnership

· We could do lots of staff development - we just need to prioritise.

· FE and HE enabling staff adequate time off to attend staff development courses and workshops

· Getting staff time released for this activity.

· Bridging cultures across sectors

· Vcational progression

· Ensuring that relevant staff are released.

· Engagement

· Building it into a recognised CPD programme

· The potentially huge number of staff who (ideally) need to be involved in staff development

· Engaging and encouraging interest from those who previously may not have seen HE as relevant to them.

· The colleges allowing their staff to attend and making suitable back-fill arrangements

· Balancing immediate career and family needs with long term development

· Getting their Managers to release them!

Question 4h). What do you see as your biggest challenge for monitoring and evaluating your LLN?
· Demonstrating the change in approaches and attitudes that are not always tangible but are so influential

· Defining success factors

· Time to do it

· time constraint

· there's so much of it 12 month / 6 month / peer /..

· meaningful evaluative methodology - one that can comprehensively capture impact rather than just quantifiable targets

· Quantifying cultural change in organisations

· Initially, co-operation from data staff in FECs in terms of 'baseline' data for measuring LLN impact. They have many demands on their time.

· Justifying the cost - time and funding given to this activity could be better spent creating meaningful programmes and engagement

· Evaluation metrics (where many outcomes/outputs are essentially qualitative).

· Doing this across so many instituions and geographical area

· How to measure qualitative success

· There is such a lot to actually monitor. Measuring impact might be difficult.

· Recruitment statistics

· Providing reliable measures of progress in such a short time-scale.

· distinguishing the achievements of the LLN from achievements which might have happened anyway and those affected by other initiatives / events

· Continuing this once the LLN has ceased to exist

· Possible difficulties if activities not clearly outlined

· Measuring the effect our work has had on vocational learners progression

· The age-old challenge of 'quantity' being easier than 'quality' to monitor and evaluate

Question 4i).Other
· Greater integration with Aimhigher. There seems to be far too much duplication.

· Trying to achieve something that implies so much attitudinal/cultural change within a 3 year project

· Sharing good practice when the LLNs are at different levels of development and structured differently.

· Where we fit in the learning landscape. Avoiding mission drift.

· Shifting priorities on the part of HEFCE.

· Their variablity - making a difference - not confusing employers because of the many agencies now in this terrain - need a manifesto!!

· structured in various ways

· sustainability [post LLN - how to do our best to embed ensure this

· Need to quickly evolve a national strategic intent and a national leadership group that takes on an active, lobbying and political role

· Credit developments and the implications for progression, curriculum flexibility, engaging employers, etc.

· Difficult to respond - all represent the challenges for us and we now have an agreed development plan to meet them

· Withdrawing 2nd degree funding as learners usually pursue 2nd degrees to improve job prospects and add to the knowledge economy.

· HEFCE set these up with staff employed by the collaborating institutions so as to assure sustainability. In reality LLN staff are torn between their ostensible "employers" and the overarching LLN. In retrospect it might be better to fund independent joint ventures with seconded or freshly appointed staff.

· Funding; Succession Planning

· How we build sustainabitlity given that each LLN is so different.

· Building sustainability needs to be highlighted as one of the main issues in order to combat a loss of engagement once the LLN ceases to exist. New innovations and hard work can easily be forgotten and existing services, who at one time have been willing to engage, can become disinterested and go back to tried and trusted ways.

· Sustainability after the funding finishes - or should we already be considering who will lock-up and turn-off the lights?
