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Dear [Head of Institution]

Monitoring and evaluation arrangements for Lifelong Learning Networks

1. Please find below some further guidance in relation to the monitoring of Lifelong Learning Networks (LLNs). This letter supplements the advice issued in the November 2005 update paper (http://www.hefce.ac.uk/widen/lln/) and the letter on additional student numbers (29 November 2005). The guidance has been developed following discussions with individual LLNs and is intended to be a useful addition to advice already received.

2. The monitoring of LLNs centres around the milestones reached, funding spent and numbers recruited. This letter covers: 

· suggestions for monitoring reports

· additional student numbers (ASNs)

· data returns (HESA, HESES etc.)

· a brief summary of the evaluation strategy.

Monitoring

Monitoring Reports

3. It is not our intention to create a burdensome monitoring process. We are confident that all the information requested will be helpful in the development of subsequent networks and for use in a fuller evaluation. LLNs have the potential to offer widespread benefits to the sector and we are keen to build on the good practice as it develops.

4. Unless otherwise stated in the Strategic Development Fund (SDF) award letter, LLNs should supply a short update to HEFCE regional teams after six months of SDF funding, and a further, more substantial report at the end of the first year.  

5. It is likely to be the case that for the majority of LLNs, steering group reports will provide the information we need (see below). Where this is the case, we would be happy for you to share these and there would be no need to produce any additional documentation.
6. Progress reports offer an opportunity to demonstrate how well generic goals as well as specific targets have been met. We would not expect the initial six-month report to be more than a brief update on progress. The end-of-first-year report/steering group report should be more substantial and should focus on indicators of success and the development of good practice, such as those set out below:

a. progress made in relation to specific milestones and targets as set out in the original business case;

b. evidence of full partner involvement and engagement (e.g. for further education (FE) colleges and HEIs, and for Sector Skills Councils and other key stakeholders and/or funders);
c. the progress made in establishing progression agreements that operate across the network, and making credit transfer a reality (we are particularly interested in the development of good practice in this area);
d. progress made in establishing appropriate information, advice and guidance systems, and any arrangements made for tracking and/or re-engaging learners;

e. details of curriculum developments that facilitate progression;
f. identification of the network ‘learner constituency’, and how the network reflects learner needs;
g. a budget summary and update on the use of ASNs.

7. It is also helpful if reports can also identify any areas where the programme has not worked out as expected. LLNs are developing on different timescales and lessons learnt could be of wider benefit to the sector as a whole. We recognise that some activities are more challenging than others, and there may be good reasons why particular activities or targets are not achieved. If there is a risk of significant slippage, we would advise you to talk with regional teams about the implications of this. 

8. Regional teams will discuss the frequency of further reporting needs with each LLN. In many cases, this will just involve sharing subsequent steering group reports. We will request an end-of-project statement at the end of the LLN funding period. This final report will provide information required to enable the release of the standard 10 per cent retention that applies to current SDF projects.


Additional Student Numbers (ASNs)
9. All funded LLNs which require ASNs in 2006-07 have now expressed a preference for either model 1 or 2. LLNs that require ASNs in 2007-08 will be asked for this information later this year.

10. The model 1 option is for ASNs to be allocated as part of the mainstream teaching grant to individual institutions within the LLN partnership. The additional FTEs will be treated, and monitored, like other ASN allocations and will be incorporated within overall funding conditional upon delivery of growth. Our Analytical Services Group (ASG) have written to the lead institutions of LLNs that have chosen to adopt this model in 2006-07 to request additional information required for funding for each directly-funded member institution. We will request similar information in due course from LLNs that have stated that they will adopt this model in 2007-08.
11. In model 2 the lead institution will hold ASNs on behalf of the whole LLN. These numbers will be held outside the mainstream teaching grant. They can be distributed and re-distributed amongst partners according to LLN priorities. Numbers will be allocated through the lead institution. The lead institution will need to provide summary information on LLN numbers, through a new, separate table as part of HESES (further details of the new table will be available later this year).
Data requirements

LLNs following model 1 and LLNs not awarded ASNs
12. Each member institution should report their LLN students on their early student numbers return (i.e. HESES and HEIFES survey for HEIs and FECs respectively).  Similarly each member should return their LLN students on their individualised student data return (i.e. HESA student record and the LSC’s Individualised Learner Record (ILR) for HEIs and FECs respectively). The normal definitions for these returns should apply for LLN students (e.g. assignment of mode, level or price group). In particular, the fundability status should follow the usual HESES/HEIFES guidance.
LLNs following model 2 

13. In model 2, the lead institution will hold additional student numbers and will be responsible for overall reporting of students counting towards delivery of those ASNs.

14. The lead institution should report all student numbers that are to count towards delivery of LLN ASNs for the network on their HESES return.  As mentioned in paragraph 11, a new table will be introduced on HESES06 to allow the lead institution to record the number of such students recruited. This will enable us to monitor the delivery of LLN ASNs.

15. Similarly the lead institution should return all students that are to count towards delivery of LLN ASNs for the network on their individualised HESA student data return. Member institutions must not return these students. The normal definitions for these returns should apply, except that the fundability status should be returned as non-fundable on both HESES and HESA returns. Therefore these students will be included in the performance indicators and other publications for the lead institution.
16. Where a member institution operating under model 2 has students that they wish to attribute to their LLN, but not to the delivery of that LLN’s ASNs, then for data purposes such students should be treated as in model 1.
Identification of LLN students on HESA and ILR returns (for all models)
17. Wherever possible, we will use HESA and ILR data to evaluate the LLN initiative and to reconcile funding outcomes against the original HESES and HEIFES returns. If 'LLN students' are identified on the HESA/ILR record we can follow them through their HE study and measure their achievement within HE, their evaluation of their HE experience (through the national student survey) and, where appropriate, their employment outcomes. It is likely this evaluation would be done at the sector level, rather than at the level of each individual LLN.
18. To enable the unambiguous identification of LLN students for monitoring and evaluation we require institutions to provide details of how we can identify LLN students on their HESA or ILR returns. We will not be overly prescriptive on how institutions should do this. However, we would expect that the method of identification will enable us to identify LLN students throughout the duration of the initiative (i.e. wherever possible the same method of identification will apply to each data return throughout the LLN initiative).  In order to avoid any double-counting, LLN students can only be attributed to one LLN and can only be reported on the individualised return of one institution. If, under model 2, such students are to count towards the delivery of LLN ASNs, then they should be reported by the lead institution only.
19. We recommend that the institution uses the institution-specific student identifier field (OWNSTU on HESA or field A48 on the ILR) and suffix the normal content of the field with identification information.  For example, the institution may suffix the institution-specific student identifier with “/LLN” (say OWNSTU=10004567/LLN).
20. In some cases an institution may be a member of more than one LLN.  In these cases we will need the institution to indicate how we can distinguish between the different LLNs.  For example, an institution using OWNSTU to identify LLN students may suffix the normal content of the field with “/LLN/A” or “/LLN/B” to distinguish between LLNs, where A or B represent, for example, the HESA institution identifier (INSTID) of the lead institution, or the name of the LLN.
21. We will be happy to consider other identifiers, if you consider them to be more appropriate. 
22. If you have any queries about the identification of LLN students on HESA or ILR returns please contact Tony Ryan on 0117 931 7297 or e-mail: a.ryan@hefce.ac.uk. Once a means of identification for LLN students has been established please send these details to hesa_heses_stats@hefce.ac.uk, marking the e-mail ‘Identification of LLN students’. 
23. To ensure that we can incorporate this information in time for the release of the 2006-07 derived statistics web facilities which will enable the institution to verify the data prior to submission to HESA or the LSC, we will need institutions to provide details of how to identify their LLN students by 28 February 2007.  
Evaluation

24. We are currently developing a full evaluation strategy, which will focus on assessing the effectiveness, quality and impact of both the LLNs and the LLN policy. Evaluation of LLNs themselves will become more systematic as LLNs progress and impact can be seen beyond the set-up of the LLN infrastructure.  It will also be important to evaluate the overall HEFCE LLN policy. This will include perceptions of process from internal and external stakeholders, impact of LLNs on other policies (e.g. Aimhigher) and success of LLN implementation England-wide (coverage and consistency). 
25. We anticipate that there will be three main stages in the evaluation process. These are intended to be a series of building blocks, with each stage expanding and complementing the former.

26. Formative evaluative methods will be through: 

a. The use of an external review that will build on the information that LLNs submit through their initial end of year monitoring reports. This information will help us to identify good practice and to ascertain how LLNs, the practitioners’ group, HEFCE, LSC and other stakeholders can best support future developments. Issues for consideration might include: quality of the partnerships; the establishment of progression agreements; volume and quality of activity as measured against business plans; interaction with other initiatives and sustainability.

b. Peer review during the second year of LLNs. We hope to work closely with the practitioners’ group to establish peer-led evaluation and the sharing of good practice. Advantages of this approach are that it will provide a developmental opportunity for LLNs, as well as providing input into the evaluation of policy objectives. We hope that through working closely with the practitioners’ group, the necessary criteria and training requirements can be established. Key issues for exploration might include: partnership working; information advice and guidance systems; processes for the engagement and re-engagement of learners and leadership and governance.

27. Finally a full, independent, summative evaluation will be undertaken at the end of the funding period, probably a minimum of four years from the establishment of the first networks.  This will be a wide scale evaluation of policy objectives, success criteria and LLN development. Key issues for exploration might include: impact of LLNs on progression rates for vocational learners; cultural changes in institutions and impact on other widening participation strategies; partnership working and sustainability of the LLN processes and agreements.

28. We will look to consult with LLNs on the evaluation strategy later in the year.

Further Information
29. If you have any questions regarding the above, please contact the relevant adviser highlighted below:

· General LLN enquiries (including on monitoring and evaluation): Jennifer Allen, j.allen@hefce.ac.uk; 0117 931 7054.

· Monitoring reports: regional team at HEFCE

· HESA and ILR data requirements: Tony Ryan on 0117 931 7297 or e-mail: a.ryan@hefce.ac.uk
Yours sincerely
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John Selby

Acting Director, Widening Participation

cc. 
HEFCE HESES contact


Main LLN Contact

enc. 
List of Regional Consultants at HEFCE

