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Introduction

The workshop began with a short presentation on aspects of the topic.

1. Recognising that LLNs are a form of partnership, which require:

· Clear identification of how the LLN supports, and aligns with, institutional mission (and even individual drivers)  - ‘what’s in it for us?’

· How other partners add value to this mission – ‘where’s the additionality?’
· Avoiding the ‘too difficult’ areas

· Also need for trust and ‘thinking for the long term’

2. 
Need for focus in activities – HEFCE not necessarily looking for comprehensive solutions but addressing key issues (eg Progression Agreements) – what works and what doesn’t work.  

· Limited funding and timescale

· Balance of need and opportunity

· People have to want it, therefore make it easy and not a burden 
3.   The importance of securing ‘buy in’ and possibly best done through a layered approach:

· Governance/Senior Management

· Heads/Deans

· Support Staff

· Front line
Heads and Deans were seen as critical – was need to understand their drivers (and appreciate competing demands on them)

4. 
Need to decide what it is that needs embedding – not necessarily the LLN organisations but the process changes that they are meant to bring about.  There will be different imperatives depending on the balance of the organisation – especially that between ‘core’ and ‘distributed’ models.  Also, shouldn’t overlook the importance of ‘soft outcomes’ – culture change.
5. 
Different approaches to funding were outlined:  
· Further HEFCE funding ….brings uncertain/dependency.
· Top slice ASN and similar ‘earnings’ …difficulties of buy in?

· ‘Subscription/mainstreaming’  ….needs pilot phase to demonstrate real institutional value.
· Bids…..can mean distraction and opportunity cost.
· Linking with RDA/ HLS agendas…again need to demonstrate relevance to sponsors.
Discussion
Key Themes:  

1. The discussion covered a wide range of issues.  For those LLNs just starting out this was not a high-agenda issue although others had already begun to think beyond the pilot funding period.  It was also pointed out that there was a need to think about the specific issue of sustaining partnerships in the FE sector.  
2. There was a consensus that it was important to find ways of articulating the benefits to key groups of staff in terms that were relevant to them as well as the broader institutional mission.  Concepts such as ‘additional students’ and ‘better students’ were mentioned.  All agreed that a communications strategy was essential and an obvious area for shared thinking – possibly in the form or 4 or 5 key points that could be tailored to different audiences.
3. There were various models of structure with most having a balance of core and distributed teams.  The former ranged from 3-9 staff in most cases.  A few (eg. Higher York) has soley core teams whilst one (East Lancs) envisaged a wholly distributed arrangement.

4. Discussion of structure led to issues of employment with an interest in sharing ideas about job specs and contractual arrangements etc.  Merseyside had opted for wholly permanent staff but the majority had temporary arrangements (often via secondment) with perhaps just one or two posts being permanent.  There was wide acknowledgement of the difficulty of staff retention as the pilot phase came near to its end.
5. Only one LLN had determined a ‘top slice’ approach to funding (Cumbria) and another (Manchester) had a modest subscription arrangement.

6. Most felt that there would remain a continuing need for a dedicated ‘lubricant’ to ensure the continued achievement of LLN after the pilot phase albeit probably reduced in scale.  A few, however, felt that it was too soon to judge.  All agreed that it would be critical to demonstrate institutional value in LLNs if they were to be durable in the long term since it is difficult to  

Good Practice/Sharing Opportunities
· There were obvious opportunities for sharing thinking on the handling of organisational matters, including: contractual arrangements; job specs; a list of key office holders in each LLN
· There was interest in learning more about Cumbria’s approach to sustainability
· There was interest in sharing thinking about key messages and how best to get these across (Sussex had been doing some work in this area)
Annex 1   Delegates
	Name 
	LLN
	email

	Jane Inman
	Cumbria
	j.inman@ucsm.ac.uk

	Brain Salter
	SE London
	brian.salter@kcl.ac.uk

	*Adrian Parry
	North East
	a.parry@tees.ac.uk

	Vladimir Gotvianski
	South West
	vgotvianski@bournemouth.ac.uk

	Richard Messer
	Berks, Bucks etc
	r.j.messer@rdg.ac.uk

	Cathryn Lyon
	Merseyside
	cathryn.lyon@wmc.ac.uk

	Seth Crofts
	GWML
	

	Sarah Hardman
	Sussex
	sarah.hardman@brighton.ac.uk

	Graham Chesters
	YHELLN
	g.chesters@hull.ac.uk

	John McDonald 
	West London
	john.mcdonald@tvu.ac.uk

	Pam Irwin
	Greater Manchester
	pamela.urwin@gmsa.ac.uk

	Debbie Lambert
	Herefordshire & Worcs
	d.lambert@worc.ac.uk

	Mike Goodwin
	Staffs and Shrops
	m.g.goodwin@wlv.ac.uk

	Marie Blackburn
	South Yorks 
	marieossett@aol.com

	Paul Probyn
	Vetnet
	pprobyn@ruc.ac.uk

	Andrew Molyneux 
	Merseyside
	molyna@edgehill.ac.uk

	Ken Phillips
	Lancashire
	kmphillips@uclan.ac.uk

	Kerry Shchutz
	West London
	Kerry.schutz@tvu.ac.uk

	Helen Marshall
	Cumbria
	h.marshall@ucsm.ac.uk

	Helen Briers
	Hants & IoW
	helend.briers@solent.ac.uk

	
	
	


*Offered to convene initial meeting

Annex 2    Comments from Pre-Conference Questionnaire
· Ability to be flexible in approach to shifts in demand. Keeping partners/stakeholders enthusiasm

· Most institutions can only work on a full costing basis for most of what they do

· Maintaining key roles on the ground, updating/maintaining infrastructure, eg web provision

· Securing long term buy-in from partners & securing adequate funds

· Practitioner involvement both from education, training providers & employers

· Sustainability of funding

· Financial - identifying continued funding for a transitional period, & financial ,significant additional in kind commitment from lead partners in the longer term

· Getting the work of the LLN represented within institutional strategies & disseminating outcomes to staff on the ground & changing attitudes

· Being successful in the first place, ie creating a credible & useful network that people & organisations will want to maintain

· Institutional ‘refusniks’
· Buy in for the long term institutions, particularly HEIs at high level, re long term funding issues where 'new ways of working' are not fully taken on board

· Connecting with existing CPD providers & professional bodies to re-badge CPD as CPD-Lifelong Learning

· Finances (if properly resourced, institutional buy-in is so much easier)

· Getting partner university & colleges to take ownership of the work in order to carry it on.

· Persuading institutions to invest in a durable structure

· Too early to say for definite - in general, the 3 yr LLN timeframe is highly challenging

· Decreasing interest by institutions

· Developing really effective partnership working

· Timescales to deliver the 'deliverables'

· Ensuring that everyone understands what the LLN is doing, can do and will do to increase participation in learning - getting the message out and being 'out there' and on everyone's radar!

· If the LLN achieves its goals it will be sustained. Hitting the targets is therefore critical.

· As with all project funding which has a time-line, there is a need to build sustainability and longevity into all work from the commencement of the LLN as opposed to thinking about it in the last year of funding. 

· Embedding work in partner institutions at practitioner level when so many other pressures on these people.

· Time 

· Accessing and securing new funding streams

· Acceptance of/ engagement with/ involvement from all partners. We have a lot of partners who appear to have 'other agendas' plus we have significant 'competitors' that are NOT part of the LLN.

· Awareness within the community

· Project based funding with time limitations - restricts projects to only those which will show demonstrable rewards

· Practitioner buy-in

· Institutional commitment

· The tendency to see it as a stand-along initiative that does not have any impact on the core work of the institutions

· Establishing exactly what it is that we want to sustain and embed – also important to recognise the difference between the two
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