North Yorkshire Community Learning Partnership
Evidence of Impact Survey and Proposals for 2015 / 16

July 2015

1.0 When the CLP Steering Group met on 22 January 2015 it agreed that all the CLP's area groups should be asked to provide some "clear evidence of the impact CLP meetings were having". The request was for this to be "specified in terms of outcomes rather than processes (and ideally given as examples of additional targeted work now offered as a result of the collaboration)". The groups were also to be asked what their next targets were. However, initial responses from area groups were very limited and so the Chair of the Steering Group and the CLP Coordinator agreed that an alternative approach would be to survey all members. A survey was devised that linked directly to the six strategic priorities of the CLP and a request was sent out to all 96 member contacts on 15 February 2015. The closing date for responses was the end of February and reminders were sent out to those who had not responded on 23 and 27 February. 54 responses have been received. This represents 56% of those contacted with the following breakdowns: 

Numbers of Respondents by Area Group:
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Craven 
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Hambleton / Richmondshire

Ryedale

Scarborough

Selby


Number of Respondents by Type of Member: 
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CLP Steering Group

Member

Other - Statutory

Other - Third Sector


2.0 The Value of Area Group Membership

Please tick all the statements you agree with and / or all of those which best describe your position in relation to area group membership. 
51 folk responded to this section - values given in the chart are percentages. 
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I attend all meetings of the area group

If I do not attend a meeting I read the minutes to see what was discussed and take any actions

required of me

I have frequently pursued matters discussed at meetings

I believe that the discussions and actions taken between meetings are as important, if not more

important, than the discussions at the meetings themselves

I can provide evidence that the existence of the area group has greatly improved real

collaboration in our area

I believe that the area group is truly representative of all those organisations in the area that have

an interest in community learning

I'm not really sure why I am a member of the area group

Other comments


The responses here were positive with the vast majority of respondents confirming good attendance at meetings (although this is a little at odds with the recent reality), and following up on issues between meetings. Just under one third of the respondents believed that the existence of the area groups had greatly improved real collaboration in their area and over a third believed that the groups represented well all the interests in community learning. Three respondents were not really sure why they were members of an area group.  

3.0 Changes in the Community Learning Offer

Has your organisation changed its community learning over the last few years? (You may tick more than one box). 

49 folk responded to this section - values given in the chart are percentages. 
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Yes

No (or not significantly)

When we are planning our community learning offer we take account of what other CLP members

are better placed to provide

We plan our community learning offer in discussion with other providers to make sure there is

no unhelpul duplication and progression routes are available for learners

We now target our provision towards the CLP's priority groups

I can provide evidence to show that we now have more learners from CLP priority groups than

we did 2 years ago

We now run more full cost provision and / or provision supported by grant funding

The changes are, at least in part, directly attributable to our membership of the CLP

Most, if not all, of our Community Learning opportunities provide clear routes for learners to

progress to further learning or some other positive outcome

Other comments


A very significant number of respondents indicated that they have changed their community learning offer over the last few years with 29% now claiming to target more of their provision towards the CLP's priority groups. However, relatively small numbers indicated that they can provide evidence that they now have more targeted learners (14%) or now run more full cost or grant funded provision (10%) or believe that the changes are directly attributable to CLP membership (14%). 45% of respondents indicated that most, if not all, of their community learning opportunities provide clear progression routes for learners. 

4.0 Approaches to Pound Plus

Which approaches to "Pound Plus" has your organisation pursued successfully over the last two years? 
40 folk responded to this section - values given in the chart are percentages. 
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We have generated income by charging participants fees

We have received grant funding (or some other form of sponsorship) to support some of our

community learning provision

We have been successful in winning contracts to deliver community learning

We have sold products and / or services to support our community learning offer

We have saved money by using accommodation and / or equipment provided free of charge

(or subsidised) by other organisations

We have made use of additional staffing and / or expertise and / or other services provided

free of charge (or subsidised by other organisations 

We have used volunteers to support our delivery of community learning

We have assisted some groups of learners to become self-supporting and financially

independent

We have re-invested the income generated or the savings made so that we can do more work

with CLP priority groups

Other comments


There was an impressive range of "Pound Plus" activity with fee income and use of volunteers being the most favoured approach but closely followed by grant funding and the use of free or subsidised accommodation and equipment for community learning activity. However, only 15% of respondents indicated that they had re-invested the income generated or savings made to do more work with priority groups. And, despite a specific request, only one respondent was prepared, (or able?), to give an estimate of their Pound Plus income / savings.  
5.0 Third Sector Infrastructure

Please tick the statements you agree with ...
49 folk responded to this section - values given in the chart are percentages. 
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The CLP has helped develop the infrastructure of the Third Sector across the county so that

more organisations are now able to deliver community learning.

The CLP needs to do a lot more to develop the infrastructure of the Third Sector across the

county so that more organisations are able to deliver community learning.

Third Sector organisations have an important role to play in contributing to the overall

community learning offer across the county.

Third Sector organisations are often better placed to deal with disadvantaged individuals

and communities.

Third Sector organisations need easier access to SFA funding for community learning 

Further Comments


Regrettably, the survey was set up incorrectly and did not allow respondents to tick more than one statement that they'd agreed with. However, some respondents took the opportunity to offer additional comments to clarify their views. The key messages appear to be that Third Sector organisations have an important role to play in relation to community learning (and particularly in relation to disadvantaged individuals and communities) and easier access to SFA funding might help that process. Clearly the latter aspiration is problematic given current SFA and OFSTED requirements but it is perhaps something the CLP's fee paying members need to consider further.   

6.0 Marketing and promotion of Community Learning

Please tick the statements you agree with ....
43 folk responded to this section - values given in the chart are percentages. 
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The CLP should leave the marketing and promotion of community learning to individual

providers

The CLP needs to do more to market and promote community learning. 

The CLP should concentrate on on-line marketing as other forms of marketing would be

well beyond its limited resources

The CLP should do more to develop www.nyclp.org/learningopportunities.html

Additional comments 


Opinion was fairly equally divided between those who feel that marketing and promotion should be left to individual providers and those who feel that the CLP could do more. There is some support for the CLP concentrating on on-line marketing (23%) and the further development of www.nyclp.org/learningopportunities.html (19%). Additional comments suggested that the CLP should develop a presence on-line and via social media but that it was important that the CLP remained impartial in its promotion of activities. A further comment suggested that individual organisations still needed to promote the CLP more!  

7.0 The Views of Individual Learners and Communities

Do you think the CLP does enough to gather the views of individual learners and communities? (You may tick more than one statement).
43 folk responded to this section - values given in the chart are percentages. 
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Yes - information is gathered by individual

members and shared at area group

meetings. I have a clear view about the

learning needs of individuals and

communities in my area

No - the CLP should do more

Further comments


56% of respondents felt that the CLP did enough to gather the views of individual learners and communities but 30% disagreed. One suggestion for improvement was for the information provided by individual organisations to be put in written format so that the detail can be shared with those unable to attend meetings. Even stronger links to other groups who are the sources of helpful information are also commended.  

8.0 The Future of the CLP in North Yorkshire

Please give your views about the future of the CLP beyond July 2015. (You may tick more than one box). 
43 folk responded to this section - values given in the chart are percentages. 
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The CLP should just carry on doing what

it's been doing for the last two and a half

years

The CLP has served its purpose - the

relationships between providers will now

be sustained without the formality of its

structure

The CLP should pick a smaller number of

priorities and really pursue them

Additional comments


Overwhelmingly, there iwa support for the CLP to carry on as it has done for the last two and a half years but there was also some significant support (33%) for the CLP to pick a small number of priorities and really pursue them. Ideas given for priorities included: giving greater levels of support for rural communities; more pro-active coordination of learning opportunities offered by individual providers; prioritising progression routes; preparing for independence from state funding; give even greater autonomy to area groups; encourage even more collaborative working; prioritise support for small third sector organisations. Some of these are, of course, already CLP priorities. 
9.0 "OFSTED" Judgement

And finally, and very subjectively, please give your OFSTED judgement about the CLP. 
43 folk responded to this section - values given in the chart are percentages. 
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Outstanding

Good 

Requires Improvement

Inadequate


It is heartening to note that 77% of all respondents rated the CLP as either "good" or "outstanding" and none considered it to be "inadequate". Nine respondents felt that the CLP "requires improvement" with reasons appearing to include some frustration with the pace of change and / or some concerns that their organisations are not seeing significant benefit in being involved. It has to be said, however, that most respondents giving this judgement had not been regularly involved in area group meetings and therefore may have some misunderstanding of the purpose and priorities of the CLP. 
10.00 Some Other Considerations 
10.1 Changes to the SFA's priorities for Community Learning and / or the future of the funding stream

When the Steering Group committed to paying fees for 2014/15 it also agreed that, towards the end of the year, the future of the CLP should be reviewed in light of what would then known about the future of the SFA's CL funding stream for 2015/16 and beyond. However, no information is currently available to suggest that there will be any changes to the priorities associated with community learning or the funding stream itself for 2015/16 but the Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and Skills, Vince Cable, launched recently a consultation document – A Dual Mandate for Adult Vocational Education.  It seeks to build on the Government’s further education and skills reform programme and explores some of the key issues to try to ensure that “the vocational education system is able to meet the major skills challenges that will face the country over the next five years and beyond”.  There are specific references within the consultation document to the future of Community Learning and some possible different arrangements for the future but, given the general election on 7 May 2015, it is still not unreasonable to assume that the SFA's requirements for CL will not change for 2015/16. However, it may be that there will be some significant change for 2016/17 (and beyond). 
10.2 New Arrangements for the European Structural Investment Fund (ESIF)
Between 2014 and 2020, a new round of the ESIF will be launched with a wide range of objectives including investing in education, training and lifelong learning, promoting employment and supporting labour market mobility and support for projects that tackle poverty and improve social inclusion.  The DWP, the SFA and, for the first time, the Big Lottery Fund, will be matching some of this funding effectively doubling the impact and scope of projects. Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEP’s) have a role in determining ESIF investment priorities and, on the face of it, the arrangements for collaboration and prioritisation that have been established through the Community Learning Partnership in North Yorkshire mean that collectively members should be very well placed to access significant amounts of this funding. 
11.00 Some Conclusions and Some Options for the Future 
11.1 The Evidence of Impact Survey produced some very positive responses from significant numbers of representatives of member organisations to indicate that:

- much more community learning is now targeted towards disadvantaged individuals and communities;

- there is real and productive collaboration through partnership working including better sharing of information about learners' needs
- there is a wide range of "Pound Plus" activity which must lead to significant savings and / or additional income
And, although it would be unrealistic to claim that all of this was a result of work within the CLP, it is reasonable to assert that the CLP has had some, (probably a considerable), influence on the progress that has been made towards meeting the SFA's requirements for its community learning funding stream (and indeed produced wider benefits). 
11.2 It is heartening to note that the vast majority of respondents to the survey felt that the CLP was doing a good job and wished it to carry on in much the same way beyond July 2015 but there were perhaps some pointers to where changes and / or improvements might be considered. These included: 
- agreeing the CLP's role in relation to the marketing and promotion of community learning (probably on-line)
- putting in place arrangements for sharing information about learner and community needs in a written form 

- quantifying Pound Plus activity (rather than just describing it) and being clearer about the degree of re-investment
- being more proactive in addressing issues around Third Sector Infrastructure including helping Third Sector organisations access funding for community learning.

- prioritising CLP activity in certain geographical (rural?) areas

- concentrating on a smaller number of quite specific priorities. 

There may also be some scope for the CLP to take on some specific role (or roles) in relation to the opportunities presented by the ESIF. 

 11.3 The Steering Group considered the outcome of the survey when it met on 14 June. It agreed to:
- carry on with the current arrangements into 2015/16 by paying fees for a further year and employing the part-time (0.4FTE) co-ordinator.  
- consult further with area groups about the issues that were raised during the consultation – paragraph 11.3 – with a view to establishing the detail of any changes for CLP priorities for 2015/16. 
11.4 The further consultation with area groups referred to in 11.3 took place in May and June 2015 and the views expressed were considered by the Steering Group when it met on 22 June 2015. The Steering Group concluded as follows: 

·  the CLP's role in relation to the marketing and promotion of community learning 

It was agreed that the issue was a need to decide if the CLP wants to, (and has the capacity to), engage more directly with learners and potential learners. If so, the only practical way forward appeared to be the development of part of the CLP website and / or creating a presence on Facebook and / or Twitter. However, it was agreed that the success of such initiatives would largely depend on the willingness of CLP members to provide information that could be “re-posted”. Alternatives would be for individual organisations to share and like Facebook posts and re-tweet tweets made by other members so that coverage was increased and / or for areas to concentrate their efforts in specific localities, (as had happened recently in Eastfield, Scarborough). There was also felt to be some merit in consulting a marketing expert to see if they could suggest something appropriate for the CLP. 

· the arrangements for sharing information about learner and community needs 

It was agreed that the only practical suggestion here is that CLP members should share information in formats they already generate for their own use. And that it was likely that NYCC’s ALSS would need to take a lead. 

· how best (or indeed whether or not to continue) to capture Pound Plus activity and the degree of re-investment

There was little interest or enthusiasm for further work in this area (and perhaps currently little need to attempt to satisfy BIS / SFA). The best approach was therefore agreed as to continue to try to develop a database of good examples on an area by area basis. 

· helping to develop Third Sector Infrastructure including helping Third Sector organisations access funding for community learning.

There was enthusiasm for pursuing this initiative but a concern that CLP activity should not duplicate the work of other organisations. It was agreed therefore to continue to develop links with those organisations and work with, and through, them. Also, given SFA / OFSTED requirements for the Community Learning funding stream there was little prospect of significantly increasing 3rd Sector use of that resource. An alternative was for SFA funded organisations to provide staff (and take the responsibility for the teaching) so that efforts could more profitably concentrate on other funding streams, eg ESIF. 

· whether, (and, if so, how), to prioritise CLP activity in certain geographical (rural?) areas

It was agreed that members in each area should collaborate to identify and then increase the range of learning opportunities in priority localities within their areas.  

· whether, (and, if so, how), to concentrate on a smaller number of quite specific priorities. 

It was agreed that each area should set a very small number of achievable objectives for 2015/16. 

· The scope for the CLP to take on some specific role (or roles) in relation to the opportunities presented by the ESIF. 
There was support for this in principle but a recognition that it raises some capacity issues if the role goes much beyond the sharing of information at area meetings. 

Chris McGee, 
CLP Coordinator

July 2015

Appendix 1
Area Group Meeting Attendances 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Number of members
	Attendance at last 3 meetings
	Percentages
	 
	

	Craven 
	
	
	
	30
	4
	8
	5
	13
	27
	17
	

	Hambleton Richmondshire
	
	27
	5
	8
	9
	19
	30
	33
	

	Harrogate
	
	
	24
	6
	6
	3
	25
	25
	13
	

	Ryedale
	
	
	
	25
	3
	9
	6
	12
	36
	24
	

	Scarborough
	
	
	30
	8
	15
	12
	27
	50
	40
	

	Selby
	
	
	
	23
	6
	8
	8
	26
	35
	35
	

	 
	
	
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	St Gp
	 
	 
	 
	14
	6
	6
	5
	43
	43
	36
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