Feedback from Surrey Lifelong Learning Partnership Conference – 11 June 2010
This document compiles all the comments submitted by delegates during the conference and all ideas captured on flip charts during the group discussion sessions.  This information will be shared with Surrey County Council to support the development of the Adult Learning Plan.

WHAT SHOULD A VISION FOR SURREY LOOK LIKE?
· The vision of what we want for adult learning in Surrey seems to be missing.  We need a clear vision of where we want to be in order to devise a plan for how to get there. 
· Everyone has a clear vision in their own sphere of work but there is a need for a collective vision which brings these together to go forward.
· A high level vision to, say, meet all learner needs within 3-5 years is very difficult, particularly for people with very complex needs.  The vision should be simple and focus on barrier-reduction.
· The vision for Surrey needs to be established jointly between Surrey County Council, Surrey Lifelong Learning Partnership and the partners who deliver the adult learning for the county

WHAT SHOULD THE OBJECTIVE OF AN ADULT LEARNING PLAN BE?

· To act as the strategy for adult learning across Surrey 
· To incorporate the broad spectrum of adult learning (leisure, skills, vocational etc) 
· To identify ways in which the local authority and partners can develop and maintain a culture of lifelong learning that meets the needs of all amongst the adult population/communities across Surrey and ensure this continues to flourish, providing social and cultural enrichment and employment.
· During difficult times ahead, adult learning should be a major contributor to strengthening communities, supporting families and enhancing employment and economic wellbeing.  It should also link strategically with other services, interventions and learning opportunities for adults.

· Accessible learning for all (including those that can afford to pay, and those that can’t)
· To include the whole gamut of learners including adult learners with learning disabilities aged over 25

· People that can afford to pay should pay, and their fees can subsidise those that can’t afford to pay

· Should adult learning be seen as altruistic?  If society has limited resources, should those who gain from it not be encouraged to see themselves as contributors and not just entitled consumers?

· To have as an overarching aim the need to build human and social capital and sustainable communities for Surrey (and the UK).

· To be competitive internationally  
· To enthuse people to continue with learning that fits their style and level

· There is a sense that the approach in the past has been about learning “done to the community”.  Perhaps the objective of an adult learning plan should be about achieving a position where the communities in Surrey genuinely drive the learning themselves.

· To upskill the children’s workforce
· To target people under level 2
· To develop a differentiated and personalised service where learners can develop and sustain personal wellbeing, skills, motivation, confidence and self esteem and raise their individual aspirations
· To emphasise the positive consequences and benefits of learning (eg. positive attitudes to learning cascading down the generations; learning leading to longer term economic benefits; health and welfare benefits of learning in care settings leads to cost savings for other services)
· To skill people up to be more independent, play a wider role in local community and gain skills for work (eg. life skills and work-based learning).

· Provide opportunities for increasing workplace skills for returners to work, NEETs and career progression
· There should be better recognition of progression for adults that engage in learning long term (learning passports, transcripts, tracking?)

· To develop an integrated service with other targeted provision for the most economically disadvantaged.  Include examining ways other aspects of local authority work contribute to the learning agenda incl. social services and schools 
· To plan robust evaluation of outcomes from the start
· To inform the targeting of statutory funding to enable those who aren’t positively contributing to society to make a positive contribution, or at least not a negative!  E.g. Move into employment, no longer ‘consume’ mental health services, no longer engage in antisocial behaviour 
· To encourage providers to work together to coordinate provision for as many opportunities for learner progression as possible
· Don’t start with what has gone before – start with zero-based budgeting.
WHAT SHOULD SUGGESTED PRIORITIES FOR FUNDING BE?
Geographical

· Prioritise funding in areas of multiple deprivation identified by the index of multiple deprivation – areas where learners cannot/will not access mainstream provision and services

· Alongside this ensure a broad lifelong learning curriculum is widely developed and available to all Surrey residents who can afford to pay for provision

· Funding should be used to widen participation, but must be targeted where it is most needed and can provide most impact.
· The benefits of targeting work in recognised areas of deprivation or need (eg. Park Barn, Preston, Court & Ruxley etc.) are clearly understood but must be sufficiently robust to accommodate the 44% of people who live in poverty yet reside outside recognised areas of deprivation. 
· Locally driven needs assessment will have a place in planning – there are many organisations that can contribute, including Community Learning Partnerships, schools federations etc.
· Local provision in community premises - taking training out to learners.
· Do not geographically target.  All should have access.  ‘Have and have not’ ethic should be discouraged.  
· We can no longer support a universal offer to all and cannot keep adding to it.  Less funding is available so don’t deliver through the county council as it is too expensive.

· Focus on barrier reduction - cost, transport, childcare etc.
· Concentrating on central hubs is unfair to people in out-of-the-way areas.
· Investment should be made in areas where impact can be made to turn negative contribution to community into positive contributions
· Local flexibility is essential
By Learner Type

· There are low paid disadvantaged people in the ‘wealthy’ areas of Surrey – they too frequently miss out on special funding

· Vulnerable people – several delegates made reference to the NIACE definitions of key target groups

· People with ESOL needs 
· Fund by learner type otherwise people who may be living in more wealthy areas perceived as at less risk will miss out.
· Those unable to pay for learning, low income/benefits, single parents, long term unemployed, younger people (20’s-30’s) who have not participated in learning post-16
· People who have not benefitted from education in the past should have the encouragement and support they need to re-enter learning

· People who lack everyday skills such as filling in forms, cooking, paying bills on time
· Fund by learner/user need
· All learners are valuable, regardless of whether they are ‘new’ learners or not
· Below level 2 learners 
· Learners who are furthest from learning are less likely to join groups.  How many ready-formed ‘unknown’ groups of hard to reach learners are out to be helped, or do we have to adopt a new approach around trying to attract ‘hard to reach’ individuals and forming them into groups through learning?

· Lone parents – although they may need an action plan, not just a course
· Direct free/subsidised learning at those in most need, but deliver in a way that will support progression, but not to the exclusion of a broader audience 
· Value learning for the elderly

· It takes a lot of time and effort to locate and attract learners and it takes a lot of motivation for learners to participate, therefore the existing learner should be given the highest status.  Value the people you already have.

· Why have attempts to tap in to male audience (especially ‘white van man’) not always been successful?

· Do we want to be the kind of society that only concentrates on the young and those returning to work?
· More money should be concentrated on poorer learners by way of subsidy, bursary etc.  
· Adult learners in Surrey should have the opportunity to purchase the learning opportunities they want
· There shouldn’t be general subsidies by age as many people could and would pay.

· Don’t forget those that want to learn for general interest or social purposes
· Targetting by learner type should be linked to clear research on the ground and to precise needs for different groups of learners.  Evidence is required as value judgements on who is eligible would be difficult.

· Use NIACE information on the financial benefits of providing learning.  This information is relevant re mental health, care homes etc. 
· Funding should meet needs of target individuals/families as identified by people working on the ground with the range of learners in a locality e.g. Home-school link workers, children’s centre managers, head teachers, voluntary sector.  Have we got a process to hear views from these workers?  Consider using confederations.
· We should avoid ‘competition to pick off the easiest learners’
· Hard to reach includes some groups such as carers, who are not actually hard to reach, but instead find it hard to access learning or as individuals have not been identified by the right agencies yet.

By Provision Type

· Prioritise funding by qualification
· There is a need to assess value added for each type of education provision and each ‘class’ of learners.  Value added includes potential for work, effects on health (savings to health and care services), crime reduction and improvement of deprived areas.  It is important to collect more data and judge on this.
· There is a need for all types of learning as appropriate including a balance of fee-paying and free learning.  There are important cross-subsidies.
· Activity resulting in longer term benefits should attract funding (e.g. learning/training to support volunteers and community groups to run self-sustaining projects etc.)
· IT skills needed to be wide spread and accessible
· ‘First step learning is vital to re-engage non-participants and also compensates for shortcomings in compulsory education

· While progression can’t be underestimated, flexibility around learner needs must be paramount if learners are to be retained
· ‘Learning to learn’ skills, key skills of literacy, numeracy and IT, communication skills, self-confidence development 
· Preparation for employment – the compulsory education sector does not seem to do this very well.  Pupils are not prepared for the world of work so adult learning has to do remedial work to correct the shortcomings of the school system.  Skills for work benefit not just the individual but society and the economy as a whole.
· More availability of provision for people with the lowest levels of literacy (under entry level 1).  Geographically the number of learners are spread out and not large so it is difficult to map the problem, however when these ‘silent’ people come forward for help, it is hard to find suitable courses to signpost them to.
· Could segment the available funding to ensure broad offer is retained, but there is a proportion of available funding targeted at those most in need.
· A broad spectrum of opportunity and provision is needed, not just delivering skills and employability.  It should be available to all, both those who can afford to pay, and those who cannot.
· Don’t agree that online learning is “the answer” – It has its place in enhancing and underpinning traditional learning, but is hard for people with low motivation.  People need the social aspects that learning brings for their own wellbeing.

· More informal learning – try new venues such as coffee bars, a discussion group at a children’s centre etc and new approaches such as voluntary and self-help style classes and informal groupings.  This sort of learning represents outstanding value for money.
· Expanding PCDL provision – many courses closed, perhaps lack of teachers because of new regulations, targets, paperwork etc?

· Be wary of widening the offer until it is unwieldy, or narrowing it down until it is only useful for a minority

· No.  Too often learners must fit the courses provided which can be inflexible.  There is a need for more personalisation and customising of courses to fit the learners.

· Providers will need to increase activities funded by full-cost fees for ‘leisure’ courses to better prioritise funding.

Other Priorities
· Need to tackle basic causes of deprivation i.e. education in its indirect form
· Need to tackle tutor shortages and ensure there are enough qualified teachers to meet demands
· Community Learning Champions can be useful role models and are a cost effective way of cascading messages to hard to reach groups.  Recruit through community and voluntary organisations.  CLCs will need infrastructure support and ‘free’ provision available.
· The adult learning plan should include reference to Department of Work & Pensions funding spent on training in Surrey
· There is a need for some stability in what is funded.  ‘One hit’ funding for vulnerable or hard to reach learners which means they cannot have more than one episode of learning per year is not good enough and affects the availability of short courses.
· In a tightening budget situation, those who can pay should pay, and the services should be self-funding where the demand exists.

· We may not have a say in targeting as funding is likely to have specific requirements 

· There should be greater encouragement of volunteers/third sector organisations to more economically deliver services and fill service gaps
· There should be a pot of discretionary funding for informal adult learning opportunities led by the voluntary and community sector

· Where the voluntary and community sector is leading on an aspect of work, they will need help and support to be fit for purpose in terms of tutor qualifications and quality assurance.

· Improve access into learning and signposting information available – learning champions is the right route
· The private adult learning sector/private tuition isn’t necessarily cheaper than state funded adult learning, however it is free to innovate and teach instead of meeting targets and carrying out the paperwork required under the OfSted regime.  There are on the other hand concerns about the level of quality assurance, tutor qualification/ability to teach well and the breadth of curriculum offer available.
· Learning as a reward – any scope for learning in exchange for Nectar points, petrol station coupons or such incentive schemes?

· Some targets make it less financially viable to concentrate on lower level learners. Some funding streams pay on learner enrolment and then again when the learner takes an exam.  Those learners who are furthest away from being able to take exams need the help the most but will not attract as much funding if they cannot complete accreditation.  Progression internally from course to course with no accreditation being achieved is not a cost-effective move for the provider working on this type of contract.  Targets provide perverse incentives not to work with the hardest to reach with the longest journeys to make to get into work/formal learning.
· The need to meet targets sometimes leads to new learners joining classes throughout their lifespan which make teaching difficult,  disrupt the class and be bad for progression
· Improving local marketing.  Little attention is paid to local advertising and where class numbers are low, courses are closed.  In situations where minimum class sizes are likely to need to rise, can providers afford not to spend some time on local marketing leaflets, posters etc?  A small investment in targeted advertising could save organising a class, tutor and venue then wasting this effort through cancellation.
· Our college is keen to further develop its role in the community.  We have a great deal of strategic planning experience and would be happy to provide whatever input we can into the Adult Learning Plan.

· There should be more account taken of soft outcomes as they are life changing.

· Target culture should change, numerical targets are not learner-centred

· Reduce the number of hoops providers have to jump through

· Minimum class size numbers should be more flexible
DELEGATES AREAS OF SPECIAL INTEREST
· Government-funded learning provision and community learning
· Meeting targets
· Passion for learning and the positive effects that education can bring
· Seeing/helping/facilitating the creation of a vision and priorities
· Development of entry level and level 1 learning (and materials) for people with learning disabilities.  This uses a very pictorial, activity-based method of accrediting learning skills and helps support people towards employment.
· Improving the health of the older person by involving them in informal education groups and providing learning opportunities for frail and elderly people
· Short (eg. 1 day) upskilling courses.  These seem to be falling between funding pots but are equally as important as longer courses.  Vocational and leisure tasters would enable people to have a go at various subjects and work out what areas of learning to pursue.  This is particularly important when fees are going up and people want to be sure they are investing in something useful/interesting.
· The effective role home-school link workers play in engaging vulnerable families to adult learning.  It is also important to facilitate partnership between the school and the providers that can provide learning services for them and their families.
· Providing information, advice and assistance to Surrey’s parents and helping them (and the professionals who support them) find the resources they need associated with learning (eg. funding, childcare) and providing signposting to training organisations.  
· Heritage, museums, archaeology, older learners provision
· The development of extended services, the integration of an adult learning offer into this, and building parenting capacity to support every child matters outcomes.
· Better skills amongst adults leads to better employment prospects. Learning for the adults in a family translates to greater support from them with regard to their children’s education.
· Robust evaluation.  We need to be smarter at evaluating and demonstrating and sharing impact.  Explore the use of Logic Model which makes a strong case for impact.  National research such as that by NIACE can be used to justify and reinforce what we know works locally.
· Libraries providing opportunities for informal learning, contributing to literacy initiatives, summer reading schemes, reading groups for adults and children, mental health reading groups and computer taster sessions throughout Surrey
· Accessing those who are farthest from ‘traditional’ learning opportunities and/or the labour market.  Working with offenders, long term unemployed, lone parents and socially excluded
· Using our college’s model as an example of how to make the best use of limited funding

· Non-accredited ‘leisure learning’
· Programmes in the humanities and visual and performing arts and working with committees of volunteers to organise these courses.

· Community provision of skills for life
· Looking at how a volunteer structure can be used to maximise minimal funding
OTHER COMMENTS RAISED BY DELEGATES
· It is clear that the current situation in central government has resulted in much uncertainty, but presents an opportunity for those areas with a cohesive and workable plan/model to position themselves favourably for whatever the future holds in terms of policy and funding.  Surrey must get ahead of the game and take advantage of this ‘void’ by developing such a plan.

· We need to think carefully about how the plan will be managed and led.  This will be a key part in how successful the plan is in being actioned and bringing about change.
· It is vital the plan is a meaningful, realistic and “living” document; providers and other key stakeholders must provide input and be able to identify with and buy into its critical success factors and objectives. 

· The vision cannot be too prescriptive given the uncertainty of the current situation and context.  It should be more of a strategy than an action plan. 

· The Adult Learning Plan should focus on the strategic direction and not get bogged down with detail of who is providing what.

· Adult learning a broad topic with many types of learning (subjects), many ways of learning, many different types of learner
· When you draft the plan ready for consultation please circulate to confederations.  We have a remit to be providing access to adult learning, so think about how we form part of your delivery model.
· Changes in attitude to learning are crucial to any plan for its real success
· Enterprise, innovation and partnership/collaboration need to be opened up and supported.   Bringing together specialist skills cost effectively is more important than ever in the current climate.
· Too many different management structures duplicate efforts and must be distilled to come within the auspices of overarching plan (reducing overheads)
· Even when learning is for leisure and enjoyment learning outcomes still have to be recorded. Does this make sense?
· Need to guard against duplication of effort.  
· Could we collect stories of what works and is taking place but doesn’t fit into anyone’s existing curriculum (eg. self-organised and independent groups, non state-funded work)?
· Plan needs to sit with other key strategies incl.  the cultural strategy, 14-19, extended services in and around schools, children’s centres and confederations.
· Need to invest in a way of working rather than a collection of projects that aren’t sufficiently connected or coordinated.
· Invest in third sector organisations to allow them to bring added value through charitable income and use of volunteers, and to deliver learning flexibly through community contacts in community venues.

· Use knowledge of CLPs and the expertise of Surrey Lifelong Learning Partnership

· The Adult Learning Plan should focus on those areas that Surrey County Council can influence.
· It might be useful to formalise the way that the Community Learning Partnerships discuss and feed back on the draft plan.  Perhaps a presentation could be provided at each CLP meeting?
· There is a real opportunity for more creative and innovative thinking – but the danger is that the planning will be provider-driven and based on current experience of funding regimes
· Could there be a board with representatives from broader agencies who are not directly involved in adult learning (incl. police and NHS) who can provide opinions/input into how learning could impact on their services?

· Do the people in charge of learning meet at regular intervals to share information and develop progression routes? Are providers really open to providing the right information for learners to progress onto the best suited course for them, rather than progressing within the organisation they are currently learning with?
· Require access to research data and proof of positive outcomes that can be used to show the value of learning for future/continuation funding.

· How will ‘hard to reach’ communities be consulted on the Adult Learning Plan?  Traditional consultations are likely to be responded to by people who are engaged in local politics and community issues, so how can we ensure the people the plan aims to help will have their say in what it looks like?    Use the voluntary and community sector to engage with communities.  The Learning Partnership could assist in convening a focus group.
Lucy Andrews, SLLP
16/6/2010
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