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Introduction

The workshops began with a brief overview of the MOVE progression agreement in place, and the model developed by London South Bank University:
MOVE LLN

· Progression ‘accords’ conceived as continuum

· Accords are programme to programme focussing on progression from level 3 – level 4.
· Focus on guaranteed progression 

· Sign up required by programme manager/admissions.  High level and operational level agreement is critical

· Copy of accord template circulated.  Also available at http://www.move.ac.uk/images/stories/movefiles/progression_accordtemplate.doc 
London South Bank University

· Protocol developed that will be used by South London LLN.

· Developing relationships between practitioners is fundamental.  LLNs are the brokers.

· No current use of credit tariff, admit on grades and qualifications

· Have now done some work on local accredited courses

· Curriculum ‘match’ will be revisited annually (inc. ongoing engagement with appropriate staff)

· What is the role of credit? This is a fundamental question that needs answering
· For more information see http://www.hefce.ac.uk/widen/lln/progress/progress.doc 
Discussion 

Key themes
1. Defining difference to compacts is a common problem.  Use of language is important.  Different LLNs are using different terms (agreement/accord) interchangeably which is problematic.  A common definition across LLNs may be helpful and may help with the compact/PA confusion.
2. The role of AP(E)L in relation to progression agreements can be problematic but can be further complicated by bureaucracy.  Some LLNs are looking this on a sector by sector basis.
3. There was general agreement that engagement of staff is fundamental.  Development of PAs has helped to engage staff at lower levels as it has reinforced a culture of transparency.  Recommendations for using LLN funding include staff development activity and support for curriculum development.
4. Target groups for PAs vary although presently many are ‘supplier’ led.  One LNN (North East Higher Skills Network) has started with employers first – then mapping with HEIs.  Some LLNs (MOVE) are focusing on level 3 – level 4 progression whilst others (Higher York) may include postgraduate progression.  Is the aim to produce something radical or codify existing opportunities?
5. Most felt that working with 14 – 19 consortia was crucial although it was recognised that some misunderstanding about the new 14-19 Diplomas could inhibit progress/inclusion of vocational provision offered by schools.  Could end up being very confusing for young people if we don’t join up now.  Role SSCs was questioned in this context.
6. Within MOVE, some guarantees were being offered on the basis on completion of bridging modules.  Some LLNs are using ASNs to support bridging modules/smaller HE units (some of these may be non-accredited).  There may be some movement from HEFCE in the near future regarding the funding of smaller ‘chunks’ of learning.
7. The role of credit is important and needs to take account of work done so far and build in to PAs where this is appropriate.  Credit not always an issue especially when creating new pathways for entering HE.  Reference to the QCA framework and the OU credit rating services were made.

Good Practice/Sharing Opportunities

· Sharing agreement/accord protocol and template documents across LLNs.
· Links with neighbouring LLNs important to ensure consistent approaches.

· Involvement would other agencies (eg. DfES, QAA) could be at national level.
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Annex 2    Comments from Pre-Conference Questionnaire
What do you see as your biggest challenge for implementing progression agreements?
· Getting all partners to agree on a standard framework.

· Ratification by all partners

· Matching & modifying the traditions of the HEIs and FE colleges.

· Institutional agreement

· Legal obstacles re guarantees etc. 
· Getting something meaningful & not too bland

· Engaging employers in supporting learning at Level 4

· It will be vital that we strike a balance between a level of detail that is too specific to have wide ranging impact and that is complex and difficult to communicate to those intended to benefit from and implement it, and an accord that is too generic to make a real difference to individual learners

· Gaining a consistent level of engagement from all relevant partners

· Moving beyond the policy stage to practical implementation, eg, encouraging admissions tutors to actively use them.

· When in areas that recruit well it is easier for them to just accept A level students

· Challenge to institutional autonomy & making the agreements learner centred

· The range & number of courses involved will necessitate real buy-in from the institutions &, most importantly, teaching & admissions tutors. A detailed process of collaborative discussions means time-out from teaching responsibilities to pursue curriculum development etc
· Getting buy-in to shared working from all institutions involved & the funding of places/allocation of numbers

· Creating a level playing field across all universities is near impossible & perhaps a utopian dream

· Institutional buy in

· Different university requirements

· Historical perceptions & practices within institutions

· defining what is really an guaranteed offer

· structural/ cultural changes will be needed of agreements are to achieve LLN aims

· Lack of institutional procedures

· Relationship building - time element. Finding a workable and acceptable CATs

· Commitment across partners

· Getting employer buy-in but also the national bodies concerned with the CPD of employees

· Concord across the HEIs

· Entrenched admissions staff views in context of highly devolved admissions systems

· PAs - change of culture needed to recognise vocational qualifications equally
· Finding the correct links and following appropriate procedures

· Identifying a model that a varied and diverse grouping of HE and FE institutions feel meets their needs and the needs of their students

· Finding a good curriculum match

· Ensuring progression within FECs and HEIs

· Gaining joint sign up across different HEIs to establish an aspect of transferable credit. Ongoing monitoring. Challenges with existing L&Q departments reluctant to change!

· Mapping all the available provision

· Overcoming existing bureaucracy at different institutions

· Creating a common vision
· Convincing Registry depts to put the time in

· Ensuring we create something which is both realistic AND meaningful
PAGE  
1

