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Foreword

The Learning and Skills Council (LSC) is committed to ensuring that the funding with which we are entrusted is dedicated to delivering the highest quality and most appropriate range of learning and skills provision, offering the best value for money.  This consultation should be seen as part of our programme of action to make a reality of that vision.

Adult learning which does not lead to external accreditation forms a significant part of the provision delivered across the learning and skills sector.  These courses are typically part-time and non-vocational.  Such learning is a vital part of lifelong learning, including learning for personal development and opportunities for pensioners.  These courses are crucial in encouraging those who do not see learning as for them, to get involved, participate, enjoy and progress further.  The Learning and Skills Council (LSC) is responsible for the planning and funding of this learning across the range of providers that deliver it, including Local Education Authorities (LEAs), colleges, Ufi and independent providers.  Currently, planning and funding arrangements reflect the type of delivery institution rather than the provision, and this can lead to a lack of consistency and coherence. In addition, the historical basis of funding, reflecting individual LEA spending patterns prior to 2001, means that the courses offered to individuals in different areas can be very varied.

The LSC considers that this type of provision is extremely important and we are committed to maintaining it.  We recognise the need to address the current anomalies and inequities in the distribution of funding.  Currently many people who would benefit from less formal learning opportunities do not have access to them.  We want to reform the planning and funding of this learning, to ensure a coordinated range of learning opportunities, that meets local needs and priorities, is available to everyone.

We are convinced of the benefits of reform.  Better use of the public funds available will ensure more low-skilled adults engage in learning, improve their confidence and skills, and perhaps progress to achieving qualifications.  We will also be able to help more people, who may not have had access to courses in their local area before, to participate in learning for personal fulfilment and leisure.  Reform will remove unnecessary and artificial boundaries between different types of provider and planning and funding arrangements. 

In developing the proposals in this consultation, we have worked closely with providers and stakeholders, including the National Institute of Adult and Continuing Education (NIACE).

We recognise that reform will not be easy.  There will be winners and losers in working towards a more equitable distribution of resources.  The pace of change has to minimise any disruption to learning opportunities and destabilisation of providers.  However, we are committed to developing a more effective and equitable approach. We are seeking your comments, views and ideas on how reform can best be achieved.  Please take the time to consider the proposals in this document carefully, the likely impact on learners and your organisation, and the potential benefits and drawbacks of reform.  

Responses to this document (see Annex F for pro forma) should be sent by email to: AdultLearningConsult@lsc.gov.uk 
or by post to:

Adult Learning Consultation

Funding and Strategy Division

Learning and Skills Council

Cheylesmore House

Quinton Road

Coventry 

CV1 2WT

Fax: 024 7682 5690

Responses are requested by Friday 17 December 2004.  In order to keep to required timescales, responses received after this date cannot be taken into account.  Please raise any queries you may have on the issues in this document with your local Learning and Skills Council in the first instance. 

Section 1: Background and Context 

The Need for Change

1.1
The Government’s Skills Strategy, published in 2003, set out a vision to transform our national investment in skills.  It outlined the rights and responsibilities of Government, providers and individuals in securing adult learning and established the priorities for public investment.  In July we published a consultation, Fees, Funding and Learner Support on how to apply these priorities and principles to the further education funding approach. 

1.2
This consultation is about how we implement a part of that vision.  It looks at the whole range of provision for adults which does not lead to formal external qualifications whether that is provided through Further Education (FE) Colleges, former External Institutions, Local Education Authorities (LEAs), University for Industry (Ufi) or Voluntary and Community Sector providers.  

1.3
Currently there are around 1 million learners per annum on this type of provision.  Total LSC funding is over £300 million per annum, taking account of both Adult Community Learning (ACL) and FE-funded programmes.  This accounts for approximately 31per cent of adult learners funded through the LSC and around 15 per cent of its adult participation budget.  Our aim is to establish a clear, objective and coherent framework for its planning and funding; a framework firmly rooted in the priorities and principles for public funding set out in the Skills Strategy.

1.4
Historically there has been an increasing emphasis on learning leading to qualifications, learning leading to skills acquisition and learning which is vocational.  However alongside this there has rightly been a continuing emphasis on ‘first steps’ courses designed to encourage people to return to learn, to learning for personal and community development.  This learning is predominately part time, an ‘average’ course might be 20 hours spread over 10 weeks, non vocational and with no external accreditation.  It has covered a very wide and eclectic range of courses from sport and recreation, personal development through to IT and literacy, language and numeracy.

1.5      However current provision is very variable.  It is funded in different ways according to the provider rather than the type of course.  There has been no consistent and coherent planning to ensure courses continue to meet local needs and national priorities.  The level of provision, the offer to learners and what individuals pay for their courses therefore often differ dramatically between areas; differences which bear no relationship to objective criteria such as the characteristics of the local population.  We now have an historic opportunity to put this right.

1.6
Our proposed reforms also go back to the creation of the LSC and why funding for ACL was included within its remit rather than (as had previously been the case) resting with LEAs.  The distribution of ACL across the country had become very uneven.  It was dependent on successive decisions by individual LEAs on how much to spend.  There was no national overview of priorities or sufficiency of provision and no consistent or objective pattern of provision.

1.7
LSC was therefore charged with integrating ACL into the rest of the learning and skills sector to bring greater coherence, removing disparities in the scale, funding and quality of provision.  To give one example, ACL spending per head of the adult population across LEA areas varied in 2002-03 from 50p to £17.44.  The total public funding allocated through this ACL funding route in 2004-05, including family learning, is over £200 million.  

1.8
In addition there has to date been no reliable data on the overall level of provision with no external accreditation for each area across the country.  In some localities, the LEA elected to significantly reduce its ACL provision.  However, in such cases the further education (FE) providers, funded through mainstream FE funding routes, may have filled the gap in demand, so that the apparent gap in ACL funded programmes is illusory.  In other cases, there will be considerable overlap and instances of unhelpful competition.
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1.9
 Many FE providers continue to offer provision with no external accreditation, for which they receive funding through the mainstream further education funding route, rather than through the ACL funding route.  This has often been at a considerably higher rate of funding than is available under the ACL route.  Work by KPMG for the LSC suggests that this amounts to around £100 million per annum in 2002/03. 

1.10
UfI learndirect providers offer programmes, an increasing proportion of which lead to assessment of outcomes.  Ufi/learndirect is currently funded through a combination of a direct grant from DfES and LSC FE programme funding.  From August 2004, the funding arrangements for Ufi/learndirect are changing, to create one funding stream from the LSC to Ufi.   

1.11
One purpose of the reform is to ensure a more co-ordinated approach to planning and better integration of learndirect programmes within the range of local training opportunities for adults planned by the LSC in each area, including first step learning.  Further reform includes the integration of UK online centres, now supported by Ufi, into a more coherent network of centres.  UK Online Centres are designed specifically to provide easy access to first steps learning through its 6,000 centres located in community venues including all public libraries.  In financial year 2003-04 learndirect catered for half a million learners through the delivery of almost one million courses, a quarter of which were basic skills provision.

1.12
Finally there has been some blurring of distinctions between different types of provision for example, in calling some provision ‘first steps’ because the perception is that the priority is higher or the public funding to the provider is greater. 

1.13
As a result we currently have considerable variation across the country in what is provided, how it is provided and what the priorities are.  This diversity of approach is not, in itself, problematic: the funding, planning and delivery arrangements have developed over time to reflect local circumstances and the network of providers that operate in a local area.  However it becomes so if, as is the case, there are differences which cannot be justified on the grounds of local needs or national priorities, and where the differences in local provision are not the result of local choice but the consequence of a national approach to funding which is no longer fit for purpose.  

1.14
We now need to plan and fund non accredited provision in a way that provides a consistent and coherent offer to learners which meets the priorities and principles for public funding established in the Skills Strategy.

1.15
We set out in our July consultation paper on Fees, Funding and Learner Support in Further Education proposals for reform of fees and income targets within mainstream FE funding for colleges.  Many of the same principles apply here as well.  We decided nonetheless to consult separately on future funding of first step and personal and community development learning, because the way we implement those principles will be very different from the method for mainstream FE. 

The Skills Strategy Priorities

1.16
The Skills Strategy recognised that learning does more than raise skill levels for job-related purposes; it has wider social and personal benefits.  A civilised society should ensure that a broad range of learning opportunities is available to all.  The strategy therefore established as one priority for the funding of adult learning: 

‘Safeguarding a varied range of learning opportunities for personal fulfilment, community development and active citizenship’ (paragraph 1.28) 

‘including a wide range of opportunities for pensioners’ (paragraph 4.48).

1.17
The White Paper also made clear the continued importance of ensuring that a range of first step and return to learn opportunities are available to encourage people back into learning.  We know that many of our providers see this as a vital progression path.  Some of the most vulnerable groups are those most in need of adult education services.            

1.18
This consultation document is about turning these White Paper priorities into reality.  It contains proposals which will affect FE Colleges, former External Institutions, Ufi, Local Education Authorities and their sub contractors; both within the private and voluntary and community sectors.  

1.19
The LSC has developed the proposals contained here in discussion with key external partners including the Association of Colleges, the Local Government Association (LGA), the Local Education Authorities Forum for the Education of Adults (LEAFEA), the Adult Learning Inspectorate (ALI), UfI, the National Open College Network, the National Institute of Adult Continuing Education (NIACE), Local Adult Learning Providers Network (HOLEX) and other stakeholders to open up the dialogue beyond the immediate sectors to all those with an interest or stake in adult learning.  We are grateful for their contributions.  

1.20
The White Paper set out the key requirements in putting together proposals for reform of provision with no external accreditation:

· the pattern of lifelong learning opportunities should be consistent and coherent (paragraph 4.41)

· the range of opportunities should be suitable to meet local needs (paragraph 4.42a)

· we should safeguard the continued availability of opportunities for first step and personal development learning, by agreeing an overall indicative budget for the funds that should be used to support non-qualification bearing programmes based on the broad proportion of LSC funds currently spent on this type of learning (paragraph 4.42b)

· locally devolved budgets should be weighted for socio-economic factors (paragraph 4.42c) 

· the LSC and its local partners should decide the priorities for funding to achieve a coherent range of opportunities, including opportunities for civic and social gain (paragraph 4.42d); and 

· the LSC will specifically consider with its partners what first-step and return-to-learn opportunities are available to encourage people back into learning (paragraph 4.42e). 

1.21
Our proposals are designed to meet these requirements within a number of underpinning principles.

Underpinning Principles

1.22
This document sets out a package of reforms for the planning and funding of learning grouped separately as ‘first steps’ and as ‘learning for personal and community development’.  The proposals have been developed to reflect the following principles: 

· Fairness – ensuring that we obtain value for money from investing public resources.  In particular:

· that we continue to help those most in need by reason of economic disadvantage and the risk of social exclusion; and

· that those who already have a qualification and who are pursuing learning at a lower level or in non accredited learning should pay a greater contribution to the costs of their learning.  These were the principles which underpinned our Consultation Paper on Fees, Funding and Learner support in Further Education published in July 2004.  
· Simplicity and straightforwardness – ensuring that the ways in which we account for public money, quality assure and quality improve courses so they are fit for purpose and proportionate to the level of public funding.  In particular: 
· by reducing the number of different funding streams for providers

· by funding similar provision in the same way, regardless of the provider; and 

· by reducing the paper based quality assurance and accountability requirements on providers, teachers, tutors and learners, especially for programmes of personal development activity and learning for personal fulfilment. 

· Integration within the learning and skills sector – ensuring that non accredited provision is planned and funded as part of the total and coherent offer to learners in an area.  In particular: 

· that we implement and manage the reforms as an integral part of the LSC’s existing planning and funding mechanisms; and 

· we maximise cooperation and collaboration between providers to ensure a coherent range of provision and avoid wasteful competition. 

· Realism and Practicality – to establish a realistic timescale, to ensure that providers are not destabilised as a result of the changes and to avoid disruption to teachers and learners.
· Flexibility and Innovation – the proposals that we set out in this consultation are intended to maximise local planning and decision making.  As part of that, we want to enable providers to develop and diversify the provision that they offer as local needs and priorities change, and to keep opportunities for collaboration with others under continual review. 
Question 1 : Are these the right principles to apply?  

Question 2 : Are there other principles you would like to propose?

Setting These Reforms in Context

1.23
These reforms are an integral part of the LSC’s wider work to implement the Skills Strategy. 

1.24
The LSC has established a new Business Cycle for agreeing programmes with providers.  This together with the finalised Strategic Area Reviews and the three year development plans with individual providers will be the means for implementing the proposed reforms from the 2005/06 Business Cycle onwards.

1.25
These reforms are central to the ability of local LSCs to implement our Strategies for Widening Adult Participation in learning, in working more effectively with the Voluntary and Community sector and in promoting equality and diversity in learning.  For example, a number of LSCs have already identified older people as an under represented group in learning and set targets for improvement.

1.26
The proposals on planning, funding and simplifying the administration and paperwork for both teachers and learners have to be viewed alongside the impetus, through the reforms in Success for All, to put the learner at the centre of everything we do and to drive up quality.  Onerous assessment of learners – even in the name of quality assurance – is inappropriate but ensuring that they have a high standard of tuition must be non negotiable.  

1.27
In 2003 the LSC commissioned Learning and Skills Development Agency (LSDA) and NIACE to devise fit for purpose and proportionate methods for recognising and recording progress and achievement in non-accredited learning (RARPA, see Annex C) which could be applied nationally and in a range of contexts.  The process is designed to focus on the needs of learners and to enhance providers’ quality assurance and improvement practices.  The LSC plans to consult on progressively implementing the proposed framework from 2005/06, maintaining and reinforcing the need to reduce paper based requirements on both teachers and learners.  

1.28
DfES’s post-16 Standards Unit is working to deliver curriculum materials to support improved teaching and learning in non-accredited learning.  The project commenced September 2004 and the materials and dissemination should be complete by January 2006.  

Scope

1.29
The proposals set out in this document will apply to:

· LEAs and their sub-contractors, including the Voluntary and Community Sectors in receipt of ACL funding and/or the associated Family Literacy Language and Numeracy (FLLN), Adult Ethnic Minority Achievement Grant (AEMAG) and wider family learning funding

· FE colleges, providers and their subcontractors including the Voluntary and Community Sectors; and 

· Ufi.

1.30
The LSC recognises the particular characteristics of specialist designated institutions with a mixed economy of funding, including the Workers’ Educational Association (WEA) and other similar organisations.  We will consider how the proposals set out in this document should be implemented for these organisations on an individual basis. 

Section 2: Proposed Approach to Reform

Introduction

2.1
This section sets out our proposed approach to distinguishing between non accredited provision which is designed by the provider to be ‘first steps’ leading to progression and ultimately Level 2 and beyond and that which is designed as learning for personal development.  We outline the processes involved including how we would involve providers and stakeholders in the discussions and decisions.   
2.2
Adult learning, whether funded via the ACL or the FE funding routes has many features in common in terms of types and modes of learning and learner and provider interests.  The LSC needs to ensure that, in future, an appropriate range and volume of provision is secured in an objective, consistent and coherent manner, taking account of disadvantage and area costs, where those factors apply.  The amount of provision secured in each locality needs to take account of both the size and profile of its adult population.  

Describing Adult Learning

2.3
In December 2003, the LSC commissioned NIACE to lead a group of practitioners in the development of a set of draft descriptors to map the different types of adult learning including programmes with no external accreditation, as well as those programmes which meet the requirements of the national qualifications framework (see table 1 on page 14).  The membership of the steering group and its terms of reference are set out in Annexes A and B.

2.4
The descriptors, once finalised through this consultation, will provide a consistent framework to be used for planning and funding purposes: 

· to assist local LSCs in identifying learning for personal development which they would wish to fund; and

· to identify types of learning that will meet the aims of the Skills Strategy in supporting first step and return to learning provision as an essential component of skills development. 

2.5
In developing the descriptors, the project managers were asked to focus on provider motivation for offering courses, that is, what the course aims to achieve.  We recognise that individuals undertaking any particular course may do so for a variety of reasons, and that learner motivations can change during the period of study.  For example, a course started for primarily recreational reasons may inspire an interest to pursue a subject further and achieve qualifications.  Equally, some qualification courses may be undertaken with the main aim being to achieve a set of skills rather than to gain certification.  So the LSC does not believe that it is practical to develop a funding and planning system for adult learning on the basis of learners’ personal aims or motivations.  The descriptors have therefore been developed around the main purpose or intention of the provider in offering the course. 

2.6
The draft descriptors for first step learning and learning for personal development, and for provision that might align with each of the two categories are shown in table 1 overleaf.

Table 1  Learning Category Descriptors

	First steps and Skills Strategy areas of learning 
	 
	Proposed category of

‘Learning for personal and community development’ 

	
	 

	Skills For Life
	 
	Learning for Personal Development and Well Being

	Learning for which, whatever the title of the course, the primary intention is to improve the basic skills of literacy, numeracy and/or English language for speakers of other languages, based on the national standards.  This includes family literacy, language and numeracy where these criteria are met. 
	 
	Learning for personal development, cultural enrichment, intellectual or creative stimulation and for enjoyment, and for which there is no requirement that learners must necessarily progress to other learning.



	Skills for Work 
	 
	Learning for Active Citizenship and/or Community Development

	Learning which enables people to develop the skills they need for paid or voluntary work and which will enhance their employability. 
	 
	Community based learning developed with local residents and others to build the skills, knowledge and understanding for community participation and involvement, including those required for social and community action.

	First Steps


	
	

	Learning which is offered as an initial entry point into learning and from which learners are actively encouraged and supported to progress to other forms of learning. This could include wider family learning where the learners meet the criteria set out in paragraph 2.8.
	
	

	Skills for Independent Living


	
	

	Learning which develops the knowledge, skills and understanding of adults with learning difficulties and disabilities for independent living in the community or which supports adults recovering from mental illness to re-engage in learning.
	
	


First Steps Learning

2.7
It is important to be clear that first steps learning within the context of these proposals specifically refers to learners who do not possess a qualification equivalent to a full Level 2.  The definition of first steps will not extend to learners with qualifications at a higher level returning to learning after a period of time, or are looking to extend their skills in a new area (for example, it would not apply to an adult with a Level 3 qualification who wanted to develop their IT skills).  
2.8
Providers will be expected to demonstrate that, when planning provision of this kind, they have a ‘first steps’ strategy, with clear pathways to progression including appropriate links to other providers, and a mechanism for tracking and evidencing progression.  The effectiveness of this provision, specifically in relation to the impact it has upon the Level 2 targets will be an important measure.  The LSC will regularly review the success of providers in actively assisting first step learners into accredited provision, and the allocation of funding for first steps provision for the subsequent years will be focused on the most effective provision.   

Learning for Personal and Community Development 

2.9
The descriptors in the Learning for Personal Development column include those programmes of physical and recreational training and related organised leisure time activities which are funded by the LSC as part of its wider legal responsibilities for the provision of further education and training.  

Question 3: Are the definitions of learning for personal and community development and first steps clear and comprehensive?  

Question 4: Are there additional activities that should be included?

Question 5: Would these definitions assist in planning and funding discussions?  

Question 6: What issues will arise when distinguishing between learning for personal and community development and first steps learning on the basis of provider intention in setting up the course?

2.10
We recognise that some provision which does lead to external accreditation is primarily studied for recreational reasons, such as Day Skipper courses and some language provision accredited through the Open College Network.  Such provision would not fit comfortably within the definitions above, because it does lead to external accreditation.  More importantly, while many learners may be undertaking the programme for leisure-related motives, there can be no guarantee that that will be true in all cases, and it is inherently problematic and undesirable to categorise provision according to the motivations of individual learners.  So on balance we think it is preferable that all such provision should be included within the mainstream FE funding route.  But we would welcome views on this.

Question 7:  What is the best way of handling those programmes which are offered by providers on the basis that they are primarily studied for recreational reasons, but which do lead to external accreditation?

Out of Scope Activity

2.11
There are some activities currently supported through the ACL grant that cannot be accommodated through either of the funding approaches described in this document.  Examples include grants for voluntary organisations, activity previously funded from DfES Standards Fund 28, community capacity building, and cross area partnership dedicated staff.  For activity of this kind, the local LSC will review each example on an individual basis.  The intention is to incorporate these activities into the existing arrangements for Local Intervention and Development (LID) funding.  Where activity is transferred to LID, appropriate funding to support this work will transfer with it.  The LSC will review these activities in the light of local priorities for funding.

Question 8: Is the proposal for the transfer of Out of Scope Activity to LID the best approach, if not, what alternative approach might be adopted? 

Establishing Current Volumes of First Steps and Learning for Personal and Community Development Provision 

2.12
Having agreed the distinction between first steps and learning for personal development, based on provider intention as the foundation for planning and funding, the first stage will be to establish the relative volumes of first steps learning and learning for personal development currently being delivered through the FE and ACL funding streams.  The approach for establishing these volumes for FE and ACL is set out below.

Approach for FE Colleges

2.13
In December 2003, the LSC, together with the Adult Basic Skills Strategy Unit (ABSSU), jointly appointed KPMG to undertake a major review of ‘Other Provision’ in FE.  ‘Other Provision’ refers to all provision supported through the FE funding stream that is not within the national qualifications framework (NQF).  This work is due to be completed in spring 2005. 

2.14
Work undertaken to date has involved an analysis of provision currently in the broad category of ‘Other Provision’ and breaking it down into smaller, more meaningful categories.  As part of this process KPMG identified adult provision with no external accreditation.  Following the initial analysis, it will be necessary to make an assessment of the relative volumes of learning for personal development and first steps learning within this category.  This will be done through a combination of further data analysis, and through discussions with providers about the nature and mix of their provision with no external accreditation. 

Approach for Local Education Authorities

2.15
For provision currently delivered through the ACL funding stream, a similar ‘segmentation’ process will be necessary.  In order to explore some of the issues that might arise when undertaking this exercise, a number of local LSCs have already met with some of their LEA ACL providers to consider this task.  LEA ACL providers have observed that a split cannot accurately be made on the basis of course title alone.

2.16
To ensure that we obtain an accurate segmentation of the current ACL funding stream, we have commissioned NIACE to develop the approach and make the assessment.  They will undertake this exercise in conjunction with a large sample of LEAs.  Those LEAs not in the sample group will be asked to make their own assessment using a standard approach developed by NIACE. The intention is to adopt a consistent approach nationally to establishing the volume of provision through a process of discussion and agreement which is neither complex nor bureaucratic.  

2.17
The current review of ‘Other Provision’ in the FE sector has illustrated the complexities that can arise when carrying out an extensive and detailed assessment of provision.  While we wish to ensure that the process is carried out as accurately and consistently as possible, we do not want to make this an excessively detailed task for providers.  Our aim is to develop an approach that is as straightforward as possible, based on simple estimating of aggregates by providers. 

2.18
When complete, these ‘one off’ exercises will give us the total volume expressed in terms of course hours and numbers of learners of adult provision with no external accreditation and the associated funding. 

Funding Approach 

2.19
The proposals for future funding arrangements for the range of provision with no external accreditation would apply for providers as set out in paragraph 1.29.  The intention is to ensure that through the appropriate planning and funding processes there is a range of learning opportunities for adults suitable to meet local needs.  This must include ‘learning for personal development’ and ‘first steps’ learning. 

2.20
The Skills Strategy reiterated the Government’s commitment to ‘learning for personal development’.  However the other priorities in the Skills Strategy mean that this type of provision could be at risk without a safeguard for it.  This safeguard will take account of the broad proportion of LSC funds currently spent on this type of learning. 

2.21
The process of establishing the safeguard relates to identifying the aggregate national budget.  Once this has been established (through the exercise described in paragraphs 2.13-2.18 above) the LSC will implement a process for allocation to local LSCs, on the basis of adult population, area costs and relative disadvantage, that is consistent and coherent and in line with the commitment in the Skills Strategy.  An outline of the approach is set out at Annex F.

2.22
The funding that is identified will be the public contribution available to address emerging local priorities identified by the local LSC and their providers for learning for personal development.  Providers will be expected to charge fees to those who are able to pay, in order to maximise the volumes of this type of activity that they are able to make available.  Unlike mainstream FE funding, no national assumption about fee rates will be applied within the LSC funding method for this category of learning: it will be for each provider to determine its own fee rates.   

2.23
The Skills Strategy also recognises the valuable role of first steps learning.  First step opportunities will have an important part to play in attracting the low skilled, for whom the Level 2 entitlement offer may, in time, be appropriate as they develop their skills further.  Through the Strategic Area Review process and the LSC Business Cycle, local LSCs will continue to work with providers to ensure that an appropriate range of first steps learning opportunities is available, as part of the changes to the pattern of provision towards investment in the Skills Strategy. 
2.24
It is proposed that for first steps learning and learning for personal development different funding arrangements should apply.  The rationale for this, and the different approaches to be applied are considered in the following sections.

Section 3: Funding First Steps Learning

Introduction
3.1
The Skills Strategy recognised the need to ensure that an appropriate range of first steps learning opportunities is available:

‘There are some [people] with low skills who would welcome opportunities to improve their skills but would feel daunted by full qualifications. They want a ‘first step’ on the learning ladder before committing themselves.  Reaching such reluctant learners is an important part of achieving our aims’ (paragraph 4.39). 

3.2 The proposed descriptor for first steps learning is: 

‘Learning which is offered as an initial entry point into learning and from which learners are actively encouraged to progress to other forms of learning’.  

3.3
The definition applies to low skilled learners, it does not extend to learners with qualifications at a higher level who are returning to learning after a period of time, or are looking to extend their skills in a new area (for example, it would not apply to an adult with a Level 3 qualification who wanted to develop their IT skills).  The definitions of adult learning referred to this in this document are set out in Annex D. 

3.4
The main aim of first step learning is to encourage as many as possible who make that first step to progress to more formal types of learning, and, in time, to obtain a first full Level 2 qualification, and to progress on from there as far as their interests and abilities can take them.  To secure funding for first steps learning, providers will be expected to be able to demonstrate the success of their first steps strategy through evidence of progression.

How Would First Steps Learning be Funded?

3.5
For all first steps learning, whether leading to accreditation or not, the FE funding methodology as amended by the proposals in our July consultation on Fees, Funding and Learner Support in Further Education will apply.  This will be on the basis that for provision of this kind, the full framework of quality measures, including application of the RARPA process, where appropriate, will be required, with the associated costs covered through the funding rates.  Many FE colleges and UfI/learndirect are delivering provision of this kind currently, and are already funded for this provision through the FE methodology.  Our proposals would extend this to all other providers within current budget constraints.

3.6
For first steps learning that is currently funded through the existing ACL grant, we will establish the existing volume, and apply the appropriate FE funding rate.  This exercise will determine the amount that is required to fund first steps provision.    

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposed approach to funding non-accredited first steps provision?  

Question 10: What might be the difficulties in extending the FE approach to first steps provision currently funded through the ACL funding stream?  

Question 11: Are there ways in which the approach could be simplified?  

Volumes 

3.7
As described above, the funding approach for first steps learning will be the FE approach, and when establishing appropriate patterns of first steps provision, the LSC will look at both accredited and non-accredited first steps provision as a whole.  The LSC will not be prescriptive about the need for accreditation for provision of this kind; we expect the provider to make a judgement about which first steps opportunities will be appropriate for a particular learner, or target group, that is most likely to encourage progression to a Level 2 qualification, and beyond.

3.8
In 2005/06 each local LSC will continue, through the LSC Business Cycle, to determine how much ‘first steps’ provision it needs to feed into Level 2 in future years.  Strategic Area Reviews should form the basic approach benchmarked against national data on existing Level 2s in local populations.   

3.9
For 2006/07 the total volume and associated funding for non-accredited first steps learning will have been mapped.  We want to ensure that the funding of first steps learning can be fully integrated within the mainstream funding method for further education: there is a significant gain in equity and transparency across providers from so doing.  But the LSC is considering how it might develop a more equitable allocation model for first step learning, that ensures that funds are focused to areas of greatest need, within that integrated method.

Question 12: What factors should the LSC consider when developing a more equitable allocation approach for first steps learning?

Question 13: Is the proposed funding regime for first steps learning appropriate?  

Question 14: What issues might arise through funding all first steps provision through the FE approach? 

Question 15: What factors should the LSC use when allocating funding for first steps provision?
Section 4: Funding Learning for Personal and Community Development

Introduction
4.1
The Skills Strategy recognised the current unevenness of funding and provision in respect of ‘learning for personal and community development’.  Since assuming responsibility for planning and funding adult and community learning the LSC has looked at a number of ways of integrating such provision into the rest of the learning and skills sector.  For example in summer 2003 the LSC explored options with ACL providers to see if it was feasible to extend the FE funding approach to ACL provision, which is based upon an amount of funding per learner.  The modelling indicated that this would result in much higher funding levels for courses with large numbers such as yoga and line dancing.  

4.2
In the context of the wider brief of the whole of non accredited learning we do not think such an approach aligns with the principles of the Skills Strategy.  We want a system that both ensures that all adults have access to a wide range of learning opportunities and encourages well qualified adults and adults learning for their own pleasure and recreation to make an appropriate contribution to costs.

Funding Principles for Learning for Personal and Community Development

4.3 
The principles which underpin our proposed reforms are set out below: 

· that the approach is as simple as possible, with a minimum of demands on providers, learners and the LSC, and allows for maximum discretion for providers and local LSCs 

· that the accountability and quality assurance procedures are proportionate and appropriate to the type of provision.  This will include ensuring that arrangements for applying the RARPA process are appropriate for the type of learning being delivered.  This is set out more fully in Annex C.  As stated there, providers will have discretion to judge for themselves what is appropriate and proportionate, given the nature of the programme and the needs and motivations of the participants.  For learning of this kind we expect the demands upon teachers and learners to be unobtrusive, with a minimal need for paperwork or form filling 

· that the approach ensures an equitable method of distribution based upon size of adult population with weightings for disadvantage and area costs, plus an additional adjustment to take account of those aged 60 and over  

· an approach which supports and encourages quality improvement for this type of provision 

· financial accountability will follow existing LSC models of accountability that are familiar to existing public sector ACL providers. Providers outside the public sector may need to consider models of accountability based upon their spending of LSC funds

· that the funding available represents an investment to attract new learners, to encourage participation and to generate demand for larger episodes of learning to support learning, but not to support individual learners; and

· that the funding safeguard ensures continuing access to an appropriate range of subsidised provision for those learners who might otherwise be excluded, including many older learners.

Fee Contributions

4.4
A key feature of the Skills Strategy was the recognition that, in order to target funds where they make most difference, learners already well qualified who are seeking further qualifications should pay higher fees.  As part of this we expect that such learners who are studying principally for their own pleasure, should also make a greater contribution to the costs of their learning. 

4.5
We know in many instances that this is already the case. A survey of the fees charged by colleges and LEAs is conducted each year by NIACE. The most recent information about fees relates to the 2002/03 academic year.  This survey shows that, on average, ACL funded learners contribute around 40 per cent towards the costs of their learning.  When first steps learning currently funded through ACL is excluded from the calculation, the percentage is likely to be higher for learners studying for its own sake.  

4.6
To understand the existing variation in respect of fee policies, the findings from the survey are illuminating.  LEAs had differing policies as to what the fees should be expected to cover, and therefore what subsidy, if any, they should make.  Of responding LEAs:

· 2 per cent sought to recover all costs, both direct and indirect

· 30 per cent sought to cover all direct costs such as tuition and materials

· 54 per cent subsidised course costs in other ways; and

· 15 per cent did not set or gather fees. (Source: NIACE Fees Survey 2002-2003) 

4.7
The Skills Strategy set out a clear principle that the state should target its investment of public funds to meet priority needs, including adults without qualifications to help them gain a full Level 2 and improving adults’ basic skills in literacy, language and numeracy.  Our proposals for first steps learning are integral to that commitment, ensuring an appropriate rate of funding for adults with low or no skills. 

4.8
The NIACE survey, while illustrating the current variation in fee collection amongst LEAs, does provide evidence that in many instances, LEAs have been successful in charging higher fees.  We want to see that practice extended, and would welcome suggestions as to how a higher fee culture might become the norm for learning for personal development.  This consultation takes place alongside the recently published consultation on fees, funding and learner support in further education, and where relevant and appropriate, the findings and recommendations from that consultation will be extended to include learning for personal development. 

4.9
As part of the simplified approach, we will apply a disadvantage weighting to allocations to recognise the need to remit fees either partially or fully for those learners for whom fees are a barrier to learning.  In allocating funding at an aggregate level in this way, the principles of minimal bureaucracy and maximum flexibility are maintained.  Given this approach, it will be for each provider to judge how best to use the public funds allocated to it to invest funds to maximum effect to secure the range of personal development programmes it wishes to offer.  That includes using those funds to make programmes available at low or zero fees for some categories of learners if it judges that appropriate in meeting their needs.  On this basis, we do not think it is necessary to extend the separate learner support funding arrangements so as to cover personal development programmes.  To do so would carry a significant administrative overhead in allocating and monitoring a separate stream of funding to providers, for what would in many cases be very small sums.

Additional Learning Support

4.10
In April 2003 the LSC asked the LSDA to carry out research to support the Council in the development of a consistent approach to funding additional learning support (ALS) across the four learning sectors.  Following this the LSC published a policy statement, which set out the proposed arrangements and next steps. 

First Steps Learning

4.11
In keeping with the proposals for first steps learning, it is proposed to extend the arrangements for ALS as they operate in the FE funding approach to all first steps learning.

Learning for Personal and Community Development

4.12
In November 2003 LSDA published its findings and recommendations, in respect of ACL, which should now be considered in the context of learning for personal and community development. 

4.13
The key findings in respect of ACL were as follows:

· an explicit statement of entitlement of ACL learners to ALS would be welcomed

· most LEAs do not currently specify an amount for ALS in allocating/setting budgets

· providers would welcome a budget that could be used flexibly to build up a support team that could work as required across groups; and 

· there is a strong argument for meeting most ALS costs as part of the indicative allocation.

4.14
It is important to be clear that, as with the development of arrangements in the FE sector for ALS, any change will be introduced from within the identified funds available.  The key outcome will be to ensure that ALS requirements are properly considered and addressed by providers of learning for personal and community development.  We believe that there are three options in taking this issue forward. 

Option One

4.15
Apply a fixed percentage of each allocation to be identified as available for ALS, to be applied across the board.  This would be a simple and consistent approach.  However, it would be a notional estimate based on very little, or no evidence, and would not be likely to reflect or align with the different patterns of provision or specific, individual provider mission.  It would also mean the creation of a separate funding stream and thus an increase in bureaucracy. 

Option Two

4.16
Allow a percentage band of, for example, between two and seven per cent of an allocation to be used for ALS, to be agreed locally.  Such an approach would be more sensitive to the issue of local circumstances and provider mission, but issues of additional bureaucracy remain.

Option Three

4.17
To allow providers, as self-managing institutions, to ensure that the ALS needs of their learners are addressed from within the funding available without a separately identified ALS element in the allocation.  The level of ALS required would be regularly considered in the planning discussions between local LSCs and providers.   

4.18
In keeping with our funding principles of simplicity and flexibility for provision of this kind we favour the third option.

4.19
We do however, wish to make it clear that the principle that all learners should be entitled to ALS, regardless of age, mode of study, type of programme or provider type should apply, and we expect providers to meet their obligations under the Disability Discrimination Act, and provide ALS as appropriate for learners studying for personal development.

4.20
In order to ensure that best practice is maintained and developed, the LSC has identified ‘regional champions’ in respect of ALS, to share good practice and develop effective approaches to ALS provision.  Learning for personal and community development will be part of their remit. 

Question 16: What are the issues that would arise under the proposed funding approach to learning for personal and community development?  

Question 17: How might the approach be refined or simplified?
Question 18: What option do you favour for additional learning support arrangements?

Question 19: What additional factors might the LSC consider in respect of weighting the distribution of funds for ALS?

Ensuring Equity of Provision Between Areas
4.21
The Skills Strategy requires that there should be a consistent geographical distribution of the funds that are available for learning for personal development.  So the principal factor for distribution will be the number of adults (19+) in a locality, plus the following weightings: 

· disadvantage to recognise the need to remit fees in some instances (using the index of multiple deprivation 2000 or 2004)

· area costs to recognise the higher costs of making provision in London and the South East (the LSC Area Costs determined for the FE formula would be used); and 

· Recognition of the number of adults not in work, including older learners (Labour Force Survey Data plus Census Data likely to be used).  This recognises the fact that of those undertaking adult education courses run through Local Education Authorities 28 per cent are aged 65 or over as compared with only 20 per cent of the total population being aged 16 or over.  

4.22
The proposed distribution model is intended as the public contribution to costs to support learning, not to support individual learners.  The funding available is not intended to cover a specific proportion of the costs of making the provision.  It is the level of public subsidy available to a provider to take into account when making decisions about which provision to offer, alongside expected income from fees and other sources.  There will however, be a link between volume of provision and funding, to ensure that the availability of personal and community development opportunities is broadly even and fair across the country.  A brief outline of how the proposed funding model would operate is set out at Annex F. 

4.23
The Strategic Area Review (StARs) will look at the mix and balance of provision and the infrastructure that supports it.  Provider self-assessment and the LSC annual planning review with providers will consider issues around delivery.

4.24
 Only the minimum number of indicators will be collected to ensure that value for money is being obtained.  Issues such as the pattern of provision, particular target groups, target participation rates and priorities for funding will be agreed and reviewed by local LSCs and providers as part of the ongoing funding and planning process.    

Question 20: Is the geographical distribution model for learning for personal and community development appropriate? 

Question 21: If not what other principles should be adopted?
Section 5: Timings and Next Steps

Phasing in the Reforms

5.1
Local LSCs are already working with providers to ensure that there is a shift in the balance of provision towards greater investment in the Skills Strategy priorities.  Local LSCs currently have some discretion to move ACL grant between the providers in their area to achieve a fairer distribution of funds that more closely matches local need.  Throughout 2005/06 this re-alignment will continue, particularly to ensure that there is a suitable range of first steps learning.  
5.2
However the aim is that the main reforms will be phased in from the 2006/07 academic year.  This includes funding all first steps learning through the further education funding methodology.  We believe that by creating a reasonable lead in period providers will have time to understand the implications that the reforms will have for their adult learning offer.  It will also give them the opportunity to begin to make necessary changes to the pattern of their provision or fee structure in 2005/06.  We will also issue ‘shadow allocations’ in respect of 2005/06, so that local LSCs and providers can start to consider the specific implications for them. 

Question 22: To what extent are the timescales for phasing the reforms realistic and practical?

Question 23: In particular does the 2006/07 start date for phasing in the changes on learning for personal and community development give sufficient time for providers and learners to prepare for the changes?  

Next Steps

5.3
The LSC will undertake to:

· establish the overall quantum of existing provision and the relative volumes of learning for personal and community development and first steps provision, working with a sample group of providers 

· calculate a participation rate based on the factors set out above

· establish the socio economic factors to be used to weight the distribution of funding for learning for personal and community development 

· establish benchmarks for progression from first steps learning

· analyse the scale of change such an approach will require and the impact on individual providers and the different types of provider, FE college, LEA and others and establish an appropriate convergence timescale; and

· provide further advice on the application of quality assurance processes for each type of adult learning.

5.4
The development planning dialogue between local LSCs, colleges and providers should be a key mechanism for securing, through negotiation, a sensible re-alignment that matches public funds with the national priorities set out in Section 1.  

5.5
This planning dialogue in turn needs to reflect the outcomes of Strategic Area Reviews.  These are identifying the appropriate mix and pattern of provision for each area and the distinctive contribution which each college or provider can make to the range of post-16 provision in its area.  Each provider will produce a three-year development plan that should identify the profile of the types of provision for which they will be funded, from 2005/06. 

5.6
Our intention, subject to the results of this consultation, is that the main implementation will be phased over three years from 2006/07 in order to give sufficient time for providers to manage the impact of these changes.    

Question 24: Over how many years should the reforms be phased to avoid disruption to providers and learners?  

Question 25: Is the three years proposed sufficient?
Timetable
	Date
	Action 

	August to December 2004
	Segmentation – trialling the allocation of provision into first steps and learning for personal and community development in ACL.

	August to December 2004
	Ongoing work by KPMG on disaggregating FE other provision.

	September 2004 
	Consultation document published.

	October 2004 
	Workshops with local LSCs on the implications of the consultation.

	December 2004
	Consultation period closes. 

	December 2004
	Analysis of ACL and FE provision between first steps and learning for personal and community development finished.

	January 2005
	Guidance for funding in 2005/06 academic year.  

	February 2005
	Publication of outcomes from consultation process.

	Spring 2005
	Strategic Area Reviews completed which will include analysis of first rung provision.

	Spring 2005
	Provider development plans reviewed to ensure appropriate provision of first steps learning – by LSCs and providers.

	Spring 2005
	Shadow allocations of 2005/06 budgets for non-accredited learning issued to providers. Discussions with providers commence on the implications for them of these changes.

	Spring 2005
	Implementation of further adjustments by local LSCs to allocations to LEA providers within the 10 per cent annual margin of tolerance. 

	September 2005
	Phased rollout of the recommendations for recognising and recording progress and achievement in non-accredited learning (RARPA). 

	December 2005
	LEAs given indicative figures for 2006/07 academic year.

	August 2006
	New approach to allocation of funding for learning for personal and community development – first phase of changes implemented for 2006/07 academic year.  First steps learning funded through the further education funding methodology. 
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Annex B: Terms of Reference for the Safeguard Steering Group 

The purpose of the group was to offer advice to the Learning and Skills Council on:

· developing a new approach to the funding and planning of adult and community type learning which will ultimately cover the whole of post-16 provision which does not lead to a formal external qualification.  This will include not just ACL but college ‘Other Provision’; UfI, learndirect and UK Online Centres; and 

· a concise series of descriptors to map the different strands of adult learning provision across the learning and skills sector outside the qualifications framework, for planning and funding purposes, and enable the identification of provision that will be subject to the safeguard in the Skills Strategy for wider lifelong learning opportunities.

The group met four times between January and May 2004. 

Annex C: Recognising and Recording Progress and Achievement in Non-accredited Learning

Background
During 2001/02 LSDA was asked by the LSC to devise a method for recognising and recording progress and achievement in non-accredited learning (RARPA) which could be applied nationally and in a range of learning contexts.  The method was intended to provide a reliable means of recognising and recording achievement in the absence of formal assessment linked to awards or qualifications and to encourage learners to reflect on their own learning processes.  

The RARPA staged process was designed to:

· focus on and promote the needs and interests of learners

· allow for negotiation of the content and outcomes of learning programmes

· enable both the achievement of planned learning objectives and learning outcomes not specified at the outset to be recognised and valued; and 

· Enhance providers’ quality assurance and improvement practices.

There are five elements to the process:

	Element
	Evidence

	1. Aim(s) appropriate to an individual learner or groups of learners (CIF
 Q1 and Q5).
	Clearly stated aim(s) for all programmes.



	2. Initial assessment to establish the learner’s starting point  (CIF Q4, 1 and 2).
	Record of outcomes of process of establishing learners’ starting points.

	3. Identification of appropriately challenging learning objectives: initial, renegotiated and revised (CIF Q2, Q4 and Q5).
	Clearly stated suitably challenging objectives for all programmes and, wherever feasible, for each learner.



	4. Recognition and recording of progress and achievement during programme (formative assessment): tutor feedback to learners, learner reflection, progress reviews (CIF Q1 and Q4).
	Records of learner self-assessment, group and peer assessment; tutor records of assessment activities and individual/group progress and achievement. Learners’ files, journals, diaries, portfolios, artwork; videos, audiotapes, performances, exhibitions and displays; individual or group learner testimony; artefacts, photographs and other forms of evidence.

	5. End of programme learner self-assessment; tutor summative assessment; review of overall progress and achievement in relation to appropriately challenging learning objectives identified at the beginning/during the programme.  It may include recognition of learning outcomes not specified during the programme (CIF Q1 and Q4).
	Records of learner self-assessment, group and peer assessment; tutor records of assessment activities and individual/group progress and achievement. Learners’ files, journals, diaries, portfolios, artwork; videos, audiotapes etc.  




RARPA and the Skills Strategy 

We propose that for first steps learning, the process should be applied and evidence generated which will support the learner to progress to further learning.  This evidence is likely to be recorded on paper or by electronic means.  In learning for personal development providers will have the discretion to apply their own judgements as to what is sensible and proportionate, recognising the need to ensure that a suitable 'light-touch' application of the process is used.  For some leisure and physical recreation programmes such as aerobics, providers may well judge that the RARPA process is inappropriate because there are no identifiable ‘learning objectives’ and it would not be a sensible response to the motivations and needs of participants to insist on this process.  In general, the generation of paper or electronic evidence should be less important in the context of leisure interest programmes but the application of the process, which reflects acknowledged good teaching practice, should be apparent in a way that is proportionate and appropriate for the purposes of the programme.  This approach will reflect a simplified accountability structure whilst maintaining an appropriate level of quality assurance. 

The LSC proposes to publish guidance on RARPA, alongside context-specific examples of the application of the process across the range of learning which does not lead to external accreditation early in 2005.  These examples will be drawn from providers' own experience of developing ‘fit for purpose’ systems.  

The LSC is preparing to undertake a national consultation on the RARPA process.

An evaluation of the RARPA development work has recently been published by NIACE and the LSDA.  The evaluation concludes that the RARPA process can be applied across all types of learning which do not lead to external accreditation, providing the application is done in a manner which suits the type of learning being delivered. 

Further information about the RARPA project can be found at the RARPA section of the LSC website.  Follow the link: 

http://www.lsc.gov.uk/National/Partners/Quality/default.htm 

Annex D: Definitions of Terms Used in this Document

 

There are four commonly used definitions of types of learning, which have particular reference to the level of accreditation provided:


	Term in use
	Meaning


	LSC Funding Guidance Definition

	Learning without accreditation


	Learning for which no form of accreditation is offered or sought
	‘learning aims with attainment but with no certification (for example, record of attendance only)’ 

	Learning with internal 

accreditation

	Learning for which learners are able to achieve some form of institutional accreditation which may not have validity beyond that institution


	‘learning aims that lead to internal qualifications or internal certificates of attainment (for example college certificated)’ 



	Learning with external accreditation

	Learning for which learners are able to achieve some form of external accreditation 
	‘learning aims that lead to external qualifications or external certificates of attainment not approved by the Secretary of State (for example Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (HE) (QAA) – validated Access to HE)



	Qualification bearing programmes
	Learning for which learners are able to achieve external accreditation which is nationally recognised, that is, accredited by the Qualifications Curriculum Authority (QCA) and approved by the Secretary of State


	‘learning aims which have been  accredited by the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority for inclusion in the national qualifications framework) and approved by the Secretary of State under Section 96 and Section 97 of the Learning and Skills Act 2000 




Adult and Community Learning 

The term Adult and Community Learning (ACL) is usually used to denote the LSC funding stream that has supported local authority adult education since 2001.  The responsibility for the funding of ACL was transferred to the LSC in April 2001 with a guarantee from the then Secretary of State of a minimum level of funding until the end of July 2003.  This was conditional on each LEA developing a satisfactory adult learning plan.  Funding provided under the guarantee supported a broad spectrum of provision including:

· first steps learning

· skills for life

· provision for learners with learning difficulties and/or disabilities

· skills for employment

· study for its own sake

· community development

· vocational qualifications; and 

· non vocational qualifications.

It is recognised that the types of ACL provision and the curriculum on offer are common to other funding streams, principally FE and the provision within that labelled ‘FE other’ or ‘Other Provision’.  

‘Other Provision’

The LSC recognises four broad types of learning provision secured through the FE funding stream, which may be categorised by reference to the intended learning achievement or outcome.  These are:

· an external qualification
 accredited
 by the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (QCA) and subsequently approved by the Secretary of State 

· an external qualification certificated or authenticated by an awarding body or other external (to the provider) agency, body or organisation, but which is neither accredited by the QCA nor approved by the Secretary of State 

· an internal certificate of achievement awarded solely by the provider of the learning; and

· achievement not formally recorded by any form of internal or external certification
.

Provision identified in the last three categories is described by the LSC using the generic term ‘Other Provision’. 

Annex E: Consultation Questions Proforma – for return



The information you send us may need to be passed to colleagues within the LSC and/ or published in a summary of responses received in response to this consultation.  We will assume that you are content for us to do this, and if you are replying by email, your consent overrides any confidentiality disclaimer that is generated by your organisation’s IT system, unless you specifically include a request to the contrary in the main text of your submission.

Please insert ‘X’ if you want us to keep your response confidential □   

Name 

Organisation

(if applicable)

Address  

If you have a query relating to this consultation please contact your local Learning and Skills Council. 

Please insert ‘X’ in one of the following boxes that best describes you as a respondent. 

□ Further Education College
□ Further Education Institution

□ Local Education Authority
□ Higher Education Institution

□ Trade Union
□ Work Based Learning Provider

□ Employer
□ Representative Body


□ Sectoral Body
□ National Organisation

□ Regional Body
□ Voluntary Organisation

□ School
□ Individual

□ Other (Please specify)




Question 1: Are these the right principles to apply?  

Yes □   No □

Question 2: Are there other principles you would like to propose? 










Yes □   No □

Question 3: Are the definitions of learning for personal and community development and first steps clear and comprehensive? 











Yes □   No □

Question 4: Are there additional activities that should be included? 

Yes □   No □

Question 5: Would these definitions assist in planning and funding discussions?  






Yes □   No □

Question 6: What issues will arise when distinguishing between learning for personal and community development and first steps learning on the basis of provider intention in setting up the course? 


Question 7: What is the best way of handling those programmes which are offered by providers on the basis that they are primarily studied for recreational reasons, but which do lead to external accreditation? 

Question 8: Is the proposal for the transfer of Out of Scope Activity to LID the best approach, if not, what alternative approach might be adopted?










Yes □   No □

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposed approach to funding non-accredited first steps provision?  




Yes □   No □

Question 10: What might be the difficulties in extending the FE approach to first steps provision currently funded through the ACL funding stream? 

Question 11: Are there ways in which the approach could be simplified?

Yes □   No □

Question 12: What factors should the LSC consider when developing a more equitable allocation approach for first steps learning? 


Question 13: Is the proposed funding regime for first steps learning appropriate? 







Yes □   No □

Question 14: What issues might arise through funding all first steps provision through the FE approach? 


Question 15: What factors should the LSC use when allocating funding for first steps provision? 


Question 16: What are the issues that would arise under the proposed funding approach to learning for personal and community development?  

Question 17: How might the approach be refined or simplified? 

Question 18: What option do you favour for additional learning support arrangements?



 Option 1□ Option 2 □ Option 3 □

Question 19: What additional factors might the LSC consider in respect of weighting the distribution of funds for ALS? 


Question 20: Is the geographical model for learning for personal and community development appropriate? 



Yes □   No □

Question 21: If not what other principles should be adopted? 

Question 22: To what extent are the timescales for phasing the reforms realistic and practical?



 Practical □ Impractical □

Question 23: In particular does the 2006/07 start date for phasing in the changes on learning for personal and community development give sufficient time for providers and learners to prepare for the changes? 
 Yes □  No □

Question 24: Over how many years should the reforms be phased to avoid disruption to providers and learners? 

Question 25: Is the three years proposed sufficient? 

Yes □  No □

Annex F: Proposed Funding Model for Learning for Personal and Community Development


Establishing the funding available for learning for personal and community development

Identify total quantum available from the FE and ACL funding streams for learning for personal and community development

Establish the total number of course hours

Using LEA data returns and FE ILR data, establish the national total number of course hours delivered for learning for personal development   

Features of funding approach

Funding will not be attached to individual learners, instead it will be expressed in terms of an amount of funding per course hour.

The LSC will establish the total number of course hours to be funded nationally for learning for personal development, and a rate per hour 

There will be no programme weightings or uplifts of any kind for specific types of provision.

Allocations will be expressed as both a cash amount and the number of course hours this funding should support. These will be calculated at local LSC level using three factors only:

· size of adult population

· weighting for disadvantage; and 

· weighting for area costs in London and the South East. 

Provider funding will comprise of a contribution from the LSC (calculated as above) to support the contribution from learner fees.  The LSC contribution will require a minimum number of course hours to be delivered by the provider.  

Providers will have discretion to use their combined LSC and fee income to achieve the optimum pattern of fit to local needs.  They will not be required to support individual courses at the indicative course hour rate, which will be used for determining budget allocations only.  Providers may choose to use their combined LSC and Fee incomes to cross subsidise individual courses or learners.  For example more popular courses may attract a larger fee contribution, which could be used to supplement fee incomes from less popular courses or more disadvantaged learners.   

Illustrative example:

PLEASE NOTE ALL FIGURES QUOTED ARE FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY 

Springfield local LSC

Total Adult Population
456,958 (1.3 per cent of total adult population of England)

Disadvantage Factor


1.02

Area Costs Factor



1.00

Indicative allocation for learning for its own sake calculated as follows:

National total number of course hours established as 2,500,000

Allocation of course hours based on adult population = 1.3 per cent of total volume 2.5m hours = 32,500 course hours 

Funded at £40.00 per course hour = £1,300,000

Uplifted for disadvantage 1.02 

Total  £1,326,000 to deliver a minimum of 32,500 course hours.
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� Common Inspection Framework 


� External qualifications are defined in Sections 96 and 97 of the Learning and Skills Act 2000.  Section 96 relates to external qualifications for learners under the age of 19 and Section 97 for learners aged 19 and over.


� Accreditation by the QCA leads to inclusion of the external qualification on the National Qualifications Framework (NQF).


� Provision that certificates learner attendance only is included in this category.
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Figure 1     2001/02 LEA ACL funding per head of adult population



raw data

				England		36,827,913		154,770,695		$4.20

		LEA number		LEA name		2001 Adult Population		2001/02 ACL Funding		LEA spending per head of adult population		National average spending per head of adult population

		359		Wigan		224,891		$106,283		$0.47		$4.20

		308		Enfield		202,256		$129,181		$0.64		$4.20

		358		Trafford		157,601		$107,282		$0.68		$4.20

		929		Northumberland		234,697		$170,371		$0.73		$4.20

		885		Worcestershire		411,404		$299,832		$0.73		$4.20

		884		Herefordshire		133,183		$104,341		$0.78		$4.20

		865		Wiltshire		324,908		$287,475		$0.88		$4.20

		334		Solihull		148,165		$132,518		$0.89		$4.20

		803		South Gloucestershire		183,342		$166,964		$0.91		$4.20

		371		Doncaster		212,628		$196,973		$0.93		$4.20

		851		Portsmouth		140,067		$131,811		$0.94		$4.20

		894		Telford & Wrekin		114,712		$121,641		$1.06		$4.20

		852		Southampton		164,168		$190,416		$1.16		$4.20

		802		North Somerset		144,367		$173,148		$1.20		$4.20

		302		Barnet		236,429		$288,929		$1.22		$4.20

		340		Knowsley		107,347		$131,553		$1.23		$4.20

		850		Hampshire		931,110		$1,148,735		$1.23		$4.20

		355		Salford		160,341		$205,145		$1.28		$4.20

		307		Ealing		227,079		$302,462		$1.33		$4.20

		866		Swindon		134,163		$186,349		$1.39		$4.20

		373		Sheffield		387,937		$582,212		$1.50		$4.20

		357		Tameside		157,009		$239,609		$1.53		$4.20

		380		Bradford		331,917		$507,311		$1.53		$4.20

		921		Isle of Wight		102,802		$166,515		$1.62		$4.20

		343		Sefton		211,496		$346,294		$1.64		$4.20

		344		Wirral		231,743		$385,723		$1.66		$4.20

		391		Newcastle upon Tyne		195,688		$330,619		$1.69		$4.20

		372		Rotherham		183,879		$311,711		$1.70		$4.20

		893		Shropshire		214,956		$370,120		$1.72		$4.20

		835		Dorset		303,760		$535,152		$1.76		$4.20

		877		Warrington		142,087		$270,560		$1.90		$4.20

		382		Kirklees		284,374		$557,176		$1.96		$4.20

		342		St. Helens		131,449		$261,357		$1.99		$4.20

		311		Havering		169,139		$340,276		$2.01		$4.20

		820		Bedfordshire		282,293		$592,984		$2.10		$4.20

		890		Blackpool		109,251		$229,832		$2.10		$4.20

		801		Bristol, City of		287,317		$609,148		$2.12		$4.20

		394		Sunderland		209,282		$444,043		$2.12		$4.20

		871		Slough		86,531		$184,958		$2.14		$4.20

		841		Darlington		73,455		$158,847		$2.16		$4.20

		812		North East Lincolnshire		115,040		$254,464		$2.21		$4.20

		333		Sandwell		207,139		$478,238		$2.31		$4.20

		919		Hertfordshire		772,380		$1,875,229		$2.43		$4.20

		926		Norfolk		616,207		$1,508,510		$2.45		$4.20

		875		Cheshire		510,393		$1,255,197		$2.46		$4.20

		332		Dudley		230,333		$576,738		$2.50		$4.20

		860		Staffordshire		608,196		$1,546,287		$2.54		$4.20

		836		Poole		106,409		$275,003		$2.58		$4.20

		873		Cambridgeshire		417,566		$1,081,133		$2.59		$4.20

		909		Cumbria		373,485		$1,035,342		$2.77		$4.20

		846		Brighton and Hove		194,992		$544,147		$2.79		$4.20

		938		West Sussex		576,266		$1,611,869		$2.80		$4.20

		892		Nottingham		196,384		$557,222		$2.84		$4.20

		390		Gateshead		144,842		$411,010		$2.84		$4.20

		310		Harrow		154,804		$446,552		$2.88		$4.20

		318		Richmond upon Thames		133,393		$388,161		$2.91		$4.20

		845		East Sussex		377,850		$1,099,811		$2.91		$4.20

		356		Stockport		213,665		$625,231		$2.93		$4.20

		312		Hillingdon		179,046		$527,379		$2.95		$4.20

		925		Lincolnshire		492,703		$1,493,459		$3.03		$4.20

		908		Cornwall		384,259		$1,189,478		$3.10		$4.20

		891		Nottinghamshire		566,947		$1,755,633		$3.10		$4.20

		800		Bath and North East Somerset		129,160		$406,216		$3.15		$4.20

		928		Northamptonshire		465,598		$1,505,275		$3.23		$4.20

		383		Leeds		532,881		$1,724,685		$3.24		$4.20

		826		Milton Keynes		148,840		$485,010		$3.26		$4.20

		869		West Berkshire		107,221		$361,672		$3.37		$4.20

		305		Bromley		224,403		$763,776		$3.40		$4.20

		811		East Riding of Yorkshire		239,912		$839,401		$3.50		$4.20

		384		Wakefield		235,202		$828,807		$3.52		$4.20

		936		Surrey		805,496		$2,865,476		$3.56		$4.20

		861		Stoke-on-Trent		179,645		$639,929		$3.56		$4.20

		937		Warwickshire		384,326		$1,424,131		$3.71		$4.20

		872		Wokingham		111,166		$418,763		$3.77		$4.20

		935		Suffolk		505,435		$1,906,511		$3.77		$4.20

		816		York		139,388		$534,519		$3.83		$4.20

		815		North Yorkshire		433,072		$1,666,381		$3.85		$4.20

		880		Torbay		100,654		$389,744		$3.87		$4.20

		206		Islington		136,012		$541,593		$3.98		$4.20

		931		Oxfordshire		455,596		$1,821,658		$4.00		$4.20

		879		Plymouth		180,136		$729,210		$4.05		$4.20

		840		Durham		373,438		$1,512,761		$4.05		$4.20

		874		Peterborough		113,906		$462,386		$4.06		$4.20

		881		Essex		989,286		$4,109,551		$4.15		$4.20

		878		Devon		544,008		$2,260,837		$4.16		$4.20

		837		Bournemouth		128,622		$541,999		$4.21		$4.20

		876		Halton		85,998		$373,674		$4.35		$4.20

		916		Gloucestershire		427,042		$1,913,542		$4.48		$4.20

		868		Windsor and Maidenhead		101,071		$461,469		$4.57		$4.20

		210		Southwark		184,011		$887,097		$4.82		$4.20

		317		Redbridge		175,833		$862,171		$4.90		$4.20

		810		Kingston upon Hull, City of		177,910		$873,798		$4.91		$4.20

		821		Luton		130,772		$660,588		$5.05		$4.20

		335		Walsall		185,757		$949,218		$5.11		$4.20

		351		Bury		132,990		$682,025		$5.13		$4.20

		855		Leicestershire		459,036		$2,377,248		$5.18		$4.20

		887		Medway		180,184		$934,992		$5.19		$4.20

		886		Kent		993,990		$5,171,268		$5.20		$4.20

		315		Merton		143,738		$751,786		$5.23		$4.20

		303		Bexley		162,172		$851,261		$5.25		$4.20

		825		Buckinghamshire		356,057		$1,899,496		$5.33		$4.20

		370		Barnsley		163,231		$890,941		$5.46		$4.20

		314		Kingston upon Thames		112,252		$623,956		$5.56		$4.20

		381		Calderdale		142,353		$794,500		$5.58		$4.20

		883		Thurrock		105,079		$587,037		$5.59		$4.20

		330		Birmingham		689,775		$3,915,704		$5.68		$4.20

		301		Barking and Dagenham		116,961		$668,598		$5.72		$4.20

		392		North Tyneside		146,233		$847,675		$5.80		$4.20

		202		Camden		155,766		$911,903		$5.85		$4.20

		830		Derbyshire		557,579		$3,289,953		$5.90		$4.20

		313		Hounslow		157,858		$933,891		$5.92		$4.20

		304		Brent		197,944		$1,180,982		$5.97		$4.20

		867		Bracknell Forest		79,908		$488,185		$6.11		$4.20

		807		Redcar and Cleveland		103,490		$639,871		$6.18		$4.20

		805		Hartlepool		64,738		$402,904		$6.22		$4.20

		882		Southend-on-Sea		121,089		$762,360		$6.30		$4.20

		889		Blackburn with Darwen		95,089		$616,020		$6.48		$4.20

		870		Reading		108,309		$703,878		$6.50		$4.20

		808		Stockton-on-Tees		131,384		$878,592		$6.69		$4.20

		888		Lancashire		844,066		$5,704,558		$6.76		$4.20

		813		North Lincolnshire		114,639		$782,528		$6.83		$4.20

		212		Wandsworth		208,949		$1,506,675		$7.21		$4.20

		306		Croydon		241,920		$1,764,422		$7.29		$4.20

		316		Newham		164,673		$1,201,847		$7.30		$4.20

		354		Rochdale		147,611		$1,086,926		$7.36		$4.20

		933		Somerset		377,312		$2,812,848		$7.45		$4.20

		806		Middlesbrough		96,652		$734,800		$7.60		$4.20

		353		Oldham		156,137		$1,199,682		$7.68		$4.20

		207		Kensington and Chelsea		128,850		$1,034,227		$8.03		$4.20

		320		Waltham Forest		160,710		$1,434,058		$8.92		$4.20

		831		Derby		163,354		$1,490,891		$9.13		$4.20

		208		Lambeth		204,086		$1,878,462		$9.20		$4.20

		203		Greenwich		157,046		$1,467,187		$9.34		$4.20

		350		Bolton		191,187		$1,888,881		$9.88		$4.20

		204		Hackney		145,208		$1,447,378		$9.97		$4.20

		209		Lewisham		184,961		$1,863,919		$10.08		$4.20

		393		South Tyneside		114,206		$1,152,527		$10.09		$4.20

		336		Wolverhampton		174,912		$1,784,648		$10.20		$4.20

		309		Haringey		161,479		$1,649,780		$10.22		$4.20

		857		Rutland		25,860		$270,609		$10.46		$4.20

		319		Sutton		133,948		$1,501,048		$11.21		$4.20

		205		Hammersmith and Fulham		132,199		$1,507,034		$11.40		$4.20

		331		Coventry		219,010		$2,569,907		$11.73		$4.20

		341		Liverpool		323,504		$3,906,544		$12.08		$4.20

		856		Leicester		200,980		$2,458,891		$12.23		$4.20

		352		Manchester		285,571		$3,530,478		$12.36		$4.20

		211		Tower Hamlets		140,429		$2,045,420		$14.57		$4.20

		213		Westminster		149,860		$2,471,430		$16.49		$4.20

		420		Isles of Scilly		1,734		$82,921		$47.82		$4.20

		201		City of London		6,336		$471,346		$74.39		$4.20






