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Executive Summary

Introduction and background

This report presents the findings from an evaluation of 15 Community Learning Trust
(CLT) pilots.

The CLT pilots were set up by the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) to
test new ways of planning and delivering community learning, and understand whether
these have the potential to effectively deliver new community learning objectives. Run
between August 2012 and July 2013, the pilots trialled more local approaches to planning
and delivering BIS-funded Community Learning, with local people, organisations and
providers working together to:

J shape their own community learning priorities;
o develop local strategies and partnership structures to deliver these objectives; and
o tailor community learning provision to meet the needs of their communities.

Context and the pilots

The BIS Community Learning budget funds a range of flexible courses, usually
unaccredited, for adults aged 19 and over. These courses and activities are designed to
help people of different ages and backgrounds acquire a new skill, re-connect with
learning, pursue an interest, prepare for progression to formal courses and/or learn how to
support their children more confidently.

Community learning contributes to a range of wider government policies, including social
justice, stronger families, digital engagement, social mobility, inclusive communities,
healthy ageing and strengthening civil society. Learning topics can range from personal
development, arts, culture and health to family learning, employability and community
development. In 2013-14, the Government is investing £210m to support the delivery of
community learning, with the same allocation for 2014-2015.

New community learning objectives were introduced to the sector in 2012." In April 2012 a
prospectus invited providers directly funded from the BIS Community Learning budget to
put forward proposals to become pilot CLTs and test strategies for delivering these
objectives. Following a selection process which considered the proposed models, priorities
and themes, 15 local CLT pilots were selected and then launched in August 2012.%

! https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/new-challenges-new-chances-next-steps-in-implementing-
the-further-education-reform-programme
2 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/community-learning-trust-pilots-prospectus
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The CLT pilots received no additional funding to take part in the pilot. However the Skills
Funding Agency agreed certain freedoms and flexibilities in some instances. The pilots
were supported through a programme delivered by the National Institute of Adult
Continuing Education (NIACE).?

This report serves two related purposes. Firstly, it documents the process of how CLTs
went about delivering the community learning objectives in the first nine months of their
CLT pilot. Secondly, it explores the success of the pilot and lessons for undertaking similar
initiatives in the future, providing evidence of effective practice and lessons learnt.

Methodology

Following a competitive procurement exercise, BIS commissioned a consortium - TNS
BMRB, # RCU® and the Campaign for Learning® - to conduct the evaluation of the CLT
pilots. The evaluation ran from August 2012 to May 2013, exploring the first nine months of
pilot activity.

The core evaluation methodology consisted of an initial scoping visit and three further
qualitative site visits to each of the 15 CLT pilots, led by TNS BMRB. The evaluation also
included:

o an Evaluation Expert Group, facilitated by the Campaign for Learning and attended
by representatives of national organisations with remits for relevant issues, such as
tackling homelessness, digital inclusion and mental health.

o analysis of the CLTs’ Individualised Learner Records (ILR), led by RCU

o a Learner Survey which explored learners’ attitudes, including towards course fees,
led by TNS BMRB

In order to consider how effectively different approaches deliver against the community
learning objectives, the evaluation also included five anonymised areas that did not have
CLT pilot status. Rather than orthodox control areas, these were comparison areas
selected on the basis of having similar demographic features to the pilot trust areas.

Impact of being a pilot CLT

Being a pilot CLT enabled each partnership to reflect on its approaches and be more
strategic in how it developed and delivered a local community offer. The kudos of
participating in the national pilot and the opportunities for review offered by the support
programme helped CLTs develop these more strategic ways of thinking. This included joint
objective setting, sharing of data, succession planning, assessment of strengths and

3 http://www.niace.org.uk/

* http://www.tns-bmrb.co.uk/

> http://www.rcu.co.uk/

6 http://www.campaign-for-learning.org.uk/cfl/index.asp
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weaknesses within a partnership and their implications, as well as innovative approaches
to the development and delivery of learning programmes.

Establishing the pilots

CLT pilot areas differed markedly in their focus and themes, the scale of their objectives
and the size and focus of their geographical area. Developing a CLT and establishing a
solid and effective partnership took time - and the speed of set up and development varied
according to each pilot’s ‘starting point’. At the time of the final evaluation visit in spring
2013, not all CLT pilots had fully delivered their planned projects and programmes. There
was also evidence of ‘over-promising’. Some providers, in an effort to develop a strong
CLT pilot application, proposed activities that were very difficult to achieve within the
timescale of a year-long pilot. There is likely to have been further positive impact, not
documented here, as plans came to full fruition.

Although some pilots were able to draw up ambitious plans and deliver on them, these
tended to be CLTs who were using the pilot to build and expand on existing planning and
delivery arrangements rather than those developing new processes ‘from scratch.’
Developing relationships and innovative delivery approaches of this type takes time — an
important lesson for new partnerships.

Six common structures emerged among the 15 CLT pilots and comparison areas, based
on the composition and hierarchy of their partner organisations. Models which provided
clear leadership were generally faster and more efficient in making progress towards the
CLT pilot’s objectives. Other approaches tended to result in slower decision-making and
slower progress overall, particularly for those working in partnerships with several equal
partners rather than one defined leader. However, there was no ‘one size fits all’ or
‘winning’ solution in terms of CLT structure. Local arrangements need to reflect local
context and existing resources, including the ‘key players’ already working in the field.

The following approaches worked well in the set up and development of the CLT pilots:

° Pilot status helped develop trusts’ identity and vigour. This provided momentum and
enthusiasm, particularly for exploring new partnerships and re-invigorating old ones.

o Early buy-in and support from senior players and local decision-makers increased
efficiency. Partners ‘opened doors’, raised the CLT pilot’s profile, and helped ensure
quick sign-off of CLT pilots’ plans.

o Transparent divisions of responsibility supported progress. Assigning clear strategic
and operational roles and setting up specific task groups helped CLT pilots progress
more smoothly.

o Setting and agreeing a limited number of SMART objectives provided clarity for CLT
pilot partners and helped avoid the frustrations associated with having unrealistic
targets. CLT pilots’ objectives often became SMARTER as the pilot progressed.

o Investing time to gain partners’ buy-in to these objectives smoothed the path for
delivery, ensuring alignment around a common goal and helping to avoid the need

10
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for later redrafting. This investment of time enabled partners to be more agile in
tailoring and adjusting objectives in response to emerging issues and/or
opportunities.

CLT pilots thrived on the networking opportunities offered by the pilot and the support
programme. NIACE workshops, monthly ‘keeping in touch’ telephone calls and visits, as
needed, helped CLT pilots to feel supported and gave them access to colleagues and/or
organisations with common interests and/or specific expertise. They found it more useful
to network with areas that were adopting similar themes or were demographically similar to
their own area rather than areas in their region that might have different populations and
therefore a different offer. The experience of the CLT pilots suggests that building-in
succession planning for key people in each partnership can help maintain steady progress
in the event of subsequent staff changes.

Partnership working and targeting disadvantaged people

Partnership approaches were critical to developing and delivering an effective community
learning offer in a given locality. CLT pilots facilitated meetings with partners, including
local people and organisations, to help develop more strategic approaches to the shaping
of provision across the CLT pilot footprint. The partnerships helped CLT pilots to map
provision, avoid unnecessary duplication, plan progression pathways and signpost these
pathways to learners. This joined-up working helped CLT partners experiment with their
learning offer, course titles and marketing approaches. It also helped them increase the
overall participation of disadvantaged people.

In some cases, working together outside the CLT helped individual providers to attract
additional grants and win tenders; in some cases it helped to ease pre-existing tensions
and/or competition. Several CLTs already had experience of putting together bids as a
consortium and working jointly on other initiatives and projects such as CLIF” (Community
Learning Innovation Fund).

In growing the partnership, CLT pilots reinvigorated old partnerships and worked
strategically to build links with a range of partner types — including the private sector,
colleges, Voluntary and Community Sector (VCS) organisations, housing associations and
universities. Each brought useful resources and benefits to the CLT pilots.

Attracting partners

CLT pilots found it useful to create a summary document to help ‘sell’ their initial ideas to
potential partners. Media attention proved immensely successful in raising the pilots’
profiles and helping to attract potential new partners. Pilots also found it helpful to offer
different intensities and types of involvement — for example, by enabling partners to
become ambassadors, support volunteering, give practical support and/or get actively
involved in delivering provision.

7 http://www.niace.org.uk/current-work/clif/community-learning-innovation-fund
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Voluntary sector (VCS) organisations sometimes found it difficult to fully engage as
partners due to a lack of resource. CLT pilots tackled this challenge by developing more
streamlined bidding processes, and partnering with well-developed VCS umbrella
organisations.

Local businesses were useful partners in terms of securing resources and attracting new
and different learners. While it was often difficult to get commitment from big business at a
national level, local branches were sometimes able to provide one-off sponsorship for
relevant projects or engage with the delivery of learning activity at grass roots level.
Working with private sector partners was also found to be a useful way of reaching people
in employment with poor basic skills.

Successful CLT pilots worked closely with specialist partners and voluntary and
community sector organisations to help shape their strategies and engage specific groups.
This involved one or more of the following approaches:

o Drawing on partners’ understanding of the communities they served, including how
to meet their needs and deliver their preferences;

o Training community volunteers to conduct ‘peer research’ to understand local
needs;

o Supporting VCS organisations to extend their outreach activities;

o Bringing together organisations as part of a network to help devise a strategy for

their local area or particular target group.

Working together successfully

A substantial challenge for CLT pilots was the time it could take to get to a point where a
partnership was established and active. Some speeded up this rapport-building period by
1) formalising the partnership with an identity, logo and name and 2) creating documents,
maps and charts with the structure and roles and ‘go to people’ within specific task groups.

Some CLT pilots also faced challenges in establishing mutual trust and openness among
partners. Some colleges, with their history of working largely in competition, took longer to
embrace this kind of approach. Similarly, some Local Authorities found it difficult to accept
consensus working and ‘let go’ of the decision making which had historically been theirs.
Some CLT pilots improved collaboration by developing working protocols which set out
shared values and ground rules for working together.

Once partnerships were established, strategy and leadership were vital to the process of
driving them forward. Partnerships flourished with a lead organisation and individual at the
helm. They also tended to be more successful when the CLT pilot:

° established a clear identity;

. held a launch event;

12
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o developed and agreed upon protocols for working together;
o regularly celebrated the CLT’s achievements.

Additional strategies for targeting disadvantaged people
CLT pilots used a number of other tactics to engage disadvantaged people, including:

o Adopting social prescribing approaches, in which key workers ‘prescribe’ community
learning as part of the wider support package for vulnerable adults; this was found
to be particularly effective for engaging deprived and disadvantaged families and
people with mental health issues;

o Using non-traditional community settings such as supermarkets, church halls and
public houses for consultation, especially in more rural areas;

o Using learning champions, local volunteers and tutors from the local area to
encourage learners into provision and support them through their learning journey;

o Developing accessible and appropriate course marketing, e.g. using course titles
which did not intimidate learners and, for some classes, avoiding traditional
educational terms like ‘course’ and ‘class’;

J Holding taster days and offering provision in familiar, non-threatening locations —
including spaces not traditionally associated with learning such as cafés;

J Using volunteer mentors or ‘digital champions’ to bring IT into familiar environments,
such as community centres, libraries, pubs; using partnerships to build IT capacity
and resource, e.g. by sharing equipment, connectivity and skills.

Sharing planning and accountability with local communities
CLT pilots used a range of strategies to engage local people in conversations about

community learning, give residents a stronger voice in deciding the shape of local
provision, and gather their feedback about their community learning experiences.

These strategies included:

o peer research and use of community representatives;

o public consultation events;

. engaging with the public via ‘pop up shops’ or community centres;

J ‘piggy-backing’ on existing community forums;

o using surveys or more informal market research (e.g. ‘graffiti walls’); and
o holding social media ‘forums’.

13
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To obtain the views of more marginalised groups, some CLTs worked with volunteers
and/or peer researchers from local communities. Informal venues such as community
centres and Children’s Centres proved to be useful spaces for this kind of consultation.
Many other kinds of spaces were used. In Brighton, a group of providers who worked with
disadvantaged groups ran coffee shops and cafes on their premises and used them as a
forum for consultation with the public. Age UK in Derby did the same in a café at their
premises. Local schools were the ideal place to reach families in rural areas. In Cumbiria,
CLT partners visited schools to talk to parents during parents’ evenings, armed with flyers
about community learning. This gave providers immediate feedback on the kinds of
courses that parents wanted. Generally, large-scale consultation events worked less well
in terms of reaching local communities.

Pound Plus: maximising the value of public funding

‘Pound Plus’ is a new term that describes how learning providers can show how they are
maximising the value of public investment. Pound Plus refers to the additional income and
cost savings providers generate in order to add value to core funding from the
Government’'s Community Learning budget. It includes income generated through course
fees, financial sponsorship, access to learning spaces at no or reduced cost, the
contributions of volunteers, donations of equipment or consumable items and/or access to
other funding sources or grants. Its purpose is to extend community learning provision and
support for disadvantaged people.

Although the term is new, this is not necessarily a new way of working. In order to develop
new provision and meet community needs, some community learning providers have
always used their public funding allocation as part of a rich funding mix that includes
private sponsorship and external grants. However, the new community learning objectives
gave pilots a renewed impetus to review their financial strategies and the pilot initiative
required providers to record cost savings and income generation for the first time.

The Pound Plus process helped CLT pilots think differently about their work and financial
efficiency. Recording cost savings and income generation from the outset encouraged
partners to look for further Pound Plus opportunities. The process helped CLTs recognise
and record the value of additional contributions, for both themselves and partners, and
demonstrate that value to the outside world. This was considered helpful, particularly in
relation to seeking additional funding and attracting new partners. CLT pilots perceived
some drawbacks in terms of the time and resource needed to collect Pound Plus data and
the difficulty of ensuring all partners documented Pound Plus consistently. However, by
the close of the evaluation, most CLT pilots were keen to continue collecting Pound Plus
data in some form.

Across all the CLT pilots, the strongest category of Pound Plus generation was through fee
income, followed by income generation through grants and tenders. There was also
evidence that CLT pilots had developed more differentiated fee strategies, with more fee
income generated during the pilot year from affluent learners, despite the increase in
participation of disadvantaged people.

Grants and funds were also good sources of Pound Plus generation. Five CLT pilots
successfully attracted grants and other government funding, for example from the

14
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Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) and the Skills Funding
Agency’s Community Learning Innovation Fund.

However, these were not always the categories that CLT pilots themselves felt were the
most successful ways of generating Pound Plus. This may have been because the Pound
Plus process had highlighted for them the monetary value of activities and ways of working
they weren’t used to considering as ‘income’. For example, many CLT pilots felt that
savings resulting from the use of volunteer time and cost savings secured through ‘in kind’
contributions were very strong areas of Pound Plus generation for them.

CLT pilots expected to reinvest any funds generated or saved in additional Community
Learning provision or other ways of supporting disadvantaged people, e.g. by funding
volunteer training, additional equipment / resources or support for voluntary sector
partners. There were some early indications of pilots beginning this re-investment process,
e.g. in Kent, savings were used to fund staff and equipment to improve the overall
community learning offer.

Conclusions

CLT pilots have begun to use their public subsidy to develop a truly community-focused
learning offer, although that offer requires time to mature in order to assess the full impact
on, and benefits for, local communities. The combination of the new community learning
objectives and the national CLT pilot provided a focus and structure for CLT pilots that 1)
raised the status of community learning and 2) supported CLTs to develop a more tailored
and locally-relevant Community Learning offer. Networking with similar areas also helped
CLT pilots reflect on their approaches and improve efficiency. CL partnerships should set
time aside for reflection and appraisal and use networking to share effective practice and
spur innovation.

CLT approaches, regardless of the size of the public funding allocation, can create an
environment in which localism thrives and meets the needs of local people, particularly
those who are most disadvantaged. Partnership working helped CLT pilots set priorities,
understand local needs, avoid wasteful duplication and develop more tailored local
provision. It also helped extend their reach into disadvantaged communities.

CLT pilots’ infrastructure and approaches need to reflect the local context. There was no
‘winning’ CLT pilot approach in terms of the partners involved or the structure used; fit-for-
purpose solutions have to reflect the local situation and needs. Clearly defined leadership
helps speed up progress. Partnerships should consider nominating one organisation and
one lead individual to help drive progress, and planning for succession to prevent slowed
progress in the event of staff changes. CL partnerships may benefit from guidance on how
to successfully negotiate this process.

An important lesson learnt was that developing relationships and innovative delivery
approaches takes time. However, the most effective CLT pilots speeded up progress by:
1) developing a strategic vision underpinned by SMART?® objectives to which all CLT

8 Smart, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Time specific
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partners signed up 2) articulating clearly differentiated roles and arrangements for working
together 3) gaining early buy-in from senior players. CL partnerships may benefit from
developing clear protocols for working together to avoid conflict and ensure clarity for all
partners.

CLT pilots used partnership working to identify and meet the needs of disadvantaged
learners more effectively through the development and delivery of tailored provision.
Working with VCS organisations that had the skills and networks to reach specific
disadvantaged people helped CLT pilots extend their reach, as did specific engagement
strategies such as using peer research, ‘social prescribing’ approaches, and accessible
signposting and terminology. CL providers should look to develop partnerships with
specialist organisations to avoid ‘reinventing the wheel’ and take advantage of the range of
skills these organisations have to offer in reaching disadvantaged people.

CLT pilots effectively and creatively used a range of strategies to engage local people in
conversations about community learning and give residents a stronger voice in deciding
the shape of local provision. A wide range of traditional consultation approaches such as
consultation events, as well as more innovative approaches, such as ‘graffiti walls’, pop up
shops, etc. were used to canvass community needs, gain feedback about provision, and
involve the community in decision making. Overall, consultation events tended to be less
effective than methods in which CLTs ‘went to their communities’. Where consultation
events are used, it is generally more effective to hold them in tandem with other
community engagement approaches.

Pound Plus is a useful exercise to help CL provider partnerships to document the cost
savings of their work, re-examine their financial strategies, and demonstrate the value of
financial investment in community learning. Despite initial misgivings, by the end of the
evaluation most CLT pilots wanted to continue collecting Pound Plus evidence in some
form. This has potential to become a key strategic tool in the long term development of
CLT approaches, and CL providers would benefit from guidance on efficient ways of
monitoring its collection across their partners. However, CL providers must also remember
to consider learner fees as a critical element of their Pound Plus generation. Volunteer
time and contributions in kind are important, but targeting more affluent people and
increasing fee income can also be a substantial source of income.
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1 Preface

This section provides a brief introduction to the content of this report (1.1), and a
summary of the report structure (1.2) to help readers easily locate the material
relevant to them.

1.1 This report

This report presents an evaluation of 15 Community Learning Trust (CLT) Pilots.® The
pilots ran between August 2012 and July 2013.

The pilots were set up by the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) to test
new ways of planning and delivering community learning, and understand whether these
have the potential to effectively deliver new community learning objectives.’ These more
local approaches involved local people, organisations and providers working together to:

o Shape their own community learning priorities;
o Develop local strategies and partnership structures to deliver these objectives; and
o Tailor community learning provision to meet the needs of their communities.

BIS commissioned TNS BMRB'", RCU"? and the Campaign for Learning™ to conduct the
evaluation. The evaluation ran from August 2012 to May 2013 — exploring the first nine
months of pilot activity. The very early stages of development have been reported
separately in an interim report.” Although its key findings have been included in this final
document, those seeking further detail about CLT pilots’ initial partnership development,
engagement / delivery strategies and financial strategies may find the interim report useful.
Another useful report relating to this research is the Evaluation of Community Trust Pilots:
Summary of Key Findings, published in September 2013."

This report has a dual purpose:
First, it documents the CLT pilots’ ways of meeting community learning objectives

during the first nine months of the pilot — particularly in relation to how they established
their pilot, developed their partnership, targeted disadvantaged learners, devolved

% See http://www.niace.org.uk/current-work/community-learning-trust-pilots for more details of the CLT pilots.
% See https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/community-learning-trust-pilots-prospectus for the
community learning pilots prospectus and community learning objectives

" http://www.tns-bmrb.co.uk/

12 http://www.rcu.co.uk/

'3 http://www.campaignforlearning.org.uk

" https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/community-learning-trust-pilot-evaluation-report-set-up-stage
'® Evaluation of Community Trust Pilots: Summary of Key Findings
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/community-learning-trust-pilot-summary-evaluation-report
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planning, and developed their Pound Plus'® strategies. The 15 pilot areas will of course
have moved on in their development since May 2013, when final data collection for the
evaluation took place. Progress past this point is generally not included in reporting.’’

Second, it explores the progress of the individual pilots in meeting their objectives
and provides evidence about effective practice. Although this evaluation may not be
able to address the full impact of pilots in their local communities, we detail the CLT pilots’
progress and planning and what kinds and types of approaches were delivering smoother
development and/or positive impact/s.

The evaluation team wish to thank CLT pilot staff and partners for their time and
their welcome.

1.2 Report structure

In order to help readers easily locate key material of interest for them, the report structure
is summarised as follows:

o Chapter 1 introduces the report aims and structure.

o Chapter 2 provides introductory context about the 15 CLT pilots, the aims and
objectives of the research and the research methodology.

o Chapter 3 explores the set-up of the CLT pilots, their approaches and development
stages, factors affecting progress, support needs and the NIACE support
programme

o Chapter 4 describes how CLT pilots assembled and maintained local partnerships

and provides lessons regarding effective partnership working.

o Chapter 5 explores how CLT pilots focused on those who are disadvantaged and
least likely to participate, including people in rural areas and those on low incomes
with low skills.

o Chapter 6 examines the ways in which CLT pilots consulted with local people and
involved them in planning and accountability

o Chapter 7 focuses on CLT pilots’ strategies for generating and evidencing ‘Pound
Plus.’"’
o Chapter 8 presents conclusions and recommendations from the research overall.

'® Pound Plus is shorthand term for strategies to make taxpayers’ ‘pound’ go further, e.g. by adding value to
public investment through the generation of additional income, contributions in kind, cost savings etc.

R Although the core methodology of qualitative site visits did not extend past May 2013, there has been
some Learner Survey data included in the report from beyond this point. Some initial findings on Pound Plus
reinvestment have also been included.
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Each chapter ends with a summary table which:
o Describes how CLT pilots met the community learning objectives
o Highlights the key challenges and CLT pilots’ achievements, and

o Summarises implications for the community learning sector.
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2 Background and methods

This section provides information about the context of the Community Learning
Trust pilots, the aims and objectives of the evaluation, and the research
methodology used.

2.1 Background

2.1.1 Community Learning

The BIS Community Learning budget funds a range of flexible courses, usually
unaccredited, for adults aged 19 and over. These courses and activities are designed to
help people of different ages and backgrounds acquire a new skill, re-connect with
learning, pursue an interest, prepare for progression to formal courses and/or learn how to
support their children more confidently.

Community learning contributes to wider government policies on social justice and
stronger families, digital engagement, social mobility, inclusive communities, healthy
ageing and strengthening civil society. Learning topics can range from personal
development, arts, culture and health to family learning, employability skills and community
development.

In 2013/14, the Government is contributing £210 million to support the delivery of
community learning, with the same allocation for 2014/2015.

2.1.2 New community learning objectives

After a review and national consultation in 2011, new community learning objectives
were published'® and then introduced into the sector in August 2012. The new objectives
are as follows (see overleaf):

'® See BIS New Challenges, New Chances: Further Education and Skills System Reform Plan: Building a
World Class Skills System, December 2011
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/new-challenges-new-chances-next-steps-in-implementing-the-
further-education-reform-programme
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Table 1: Community Learning Objectives

Purpose of Government Supported Community Learning:

o Maximise access to community learning for adults, bringing new opportunities and
improving lives, whatever people’s circumstances.

o Promote social renewal by bringing local communities together to experience the
joy of learning and the pride that comes with achievement.

o Maximise the impact of community learning on the social and economic well-being

of individuals, families and communities.

The objectives of government supported learning are to:

o Focus public funding on people who are disadvantaged and least likely to
participate, including people in rural areas and those on low incomes with low
skills.

o Collect fee income from people who can afford to pay and use where possible to
extend provision to those who cannot.

o Widen participation and transform people’s destinies by supporting progression

relevant to personal circumstances, e.g.
o improved confidence and willingness to engage in learning

o acquisition of skills preparing people for training, employment or self-
employment

improved digital, financial literacy and/or communication skills
parents/carers better equipped to support and encourage their children’s

learning
o improved/ maintained health and/or social well-being.
o Develop stronger communities, with more self-sufficient, connected and pro-active

citizens, leading to:

o increased volunteering, civic engagement and social integration

o reduced costs on welfare, health and anti-social behaviour

o increased online learning and self-organised learning

o the lives of our most troubled families being turned around.

o Commission, deliver and support learning in ways that contribute directly to these

objectives, including:

o bringing together people from all backgrounds, cultures and income groups,
including people who can/cannot afford to pay

o using effective local partnerships to bring together key providers and relevant
local agencies and services

o devolving planning and accountability to neighbourhood/parish level, with local
people involved in decisions about the learning offer

o involving volunteers and Voluntary and Community Sector groups, shifting long
term, ‘blocked’ classes into learning clubs, growing self-organised learning
groups, and encouraging employers to support informal learning in the
workplace

supporting the wide use of online information and learning resources
minimising overheads, bureaucracy and administration.
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2.1.3 CLT pilots

At the same time, 15 local Community Learning Trust (CLT) pilots were launched to test
effective strategies for delivering these objectives.

How were pilot areas chosen?

15 CLT pilots were selected through an open application and selection process delivered
by NIACE on behalf of the Skills Funding Agency and BIS. The application form invited
directly funded providers to develop and submit proposals to become a CLT pilot, working
in partnership with local people, services, learning providers and partner organisations to
develop new planning and delivery approaches in line with the community learning
objectives.

In their applications, potential CLT pilot areas outlined plans for working collaboratively
with partners to 1) agree community learning priorities, and 2) develop strategies for
delivering a relevant, customised community learning offer.

What did CLT pilots need to deliver?
Across the general objectives above, applicants set out their approaches to:

o transforming people’s lives by engaging them in learning and supporting their
progress

o generating fee income from those who can afford to pay

o identifying and targeting disadvantaged groups and/or individuals

o widening subsidised access to community learning for people who are

disadvantaged and cannot afford to pay (as defined locally), using fees and other
sources of income.

The focus of each CLT pilot varied from area to area. In their applications, CLT pilots
detailed their intended local ‘themes’ for delivery, as well as specific activities and projects.
The number and type of proposed themes and activities varied, as did the degree to which
they planned to build on established activity or develop a ‘new’ offer.™

For example, Exeter’s general themes focused on increasing participation of vulnerable
groups (e.g. people with mental health problems, lone parents, and unemployed 19-24
year olds) and designing tailored programmes to meet the needs of people living in
deprived areas. Within these themes, a range of specific activities were proposed,
including:

o further development of existing projects, e.g. ‘Dads, Lads and Daughters’, a
project designed to support families with literacy and numeracy via football, and

¥ Some CLT pilots were less explicit in terms of the specific activities and projects they aimed to complete
during the pilot. As discussed in Section 3.4.3, these also sometimes evolved or shifted during the pilot
period.
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ESTA Women’s Refuge Project, which offered creative writing courses that led to
the publication of a book;

o developing new partnerships and new courses, e.g. working with not-for-profit
organisations to provide gardening and DIY courses for unemployed 19-24 year
olds and developing new courses for people experiencing mental ill health.

The 15 CLT pilot areas

The pilots came from different areas across England and included a mix of delivery
infrastructures, types of partner and overall leadership arrangements. The delivery
infrastructures are summarised below and explored in more detail in Chapter 3.

Table 2: The fifteen CLT pilot areas

1. Bedfordshire and Luton Learning-for-All (multiple Local Authority* %°

twinned approach)

partners —

2. Birmingham CLT (strategic co-ordination or enabling of activity by Local Authority™)

3. Blackburn with Darwen Sustainable Neighbourhood Services (Local Authority* and
community partnership)

4. Brighton and Hove CLT (multiple equal partners)

5. Community Learning in Cheshire (CLiC) (multiple Local Authority* partners)

6. CL Cumbria (CLC) (Local Authority* and community partnership)

7. Derby CLT (Local Authority* and community partnership))

8. Exeter Trust in Learning (FE college led)

9. Kent CLT (strategic co-ordination or enabling of activity by Local Authority™)

10.The Luton Trust (multiple Local Authority* partners — twinned approach)
11.Sheffield CLT (strategic co-ordination or enabling of activity by Local Authority™)
12.The Solihull Source (FE college led)

13.Sunderland’s CLT (strategic co-ordination or enabling of activity by Local Authority*)

14.West of England CLT (multiple equal strategic partnership — Local Authorities*, FE
Colleges and VCS partners)

15.Liberate, West Sussex (social enterprise led)

20 * Generally Local Authority Adult Education Services
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The CLT pilots received no additional funding to take part in the pilot. In some instances,
the Skills Funding Agency agreed certain freedoms and flexibilities with individual pilots.

The pilots were supported by the National Institute of Adult Continuing Education (NIACE).
This package of support included:

o regular contact, support and progress reviews from NIACE staff
o workshops to share planning/delivery approaches and lessons learnt
o online information via dedicated web pages.

2.1.4 What next?

Since August 2013, approaches piloted by the CLTs are being implemented across
England. All directly funded providers of community learning are now required to deliver a
locally-determined learning offer to meet the new objectives and maximise value for
money.

Community learning providers must use their public funding allocation to:

o lever-in additional funding, e.g. through fee income, sponsorship, grants, funding
from other government departments and/or commercial sales;

o secure savings, e.g. from contributions in kind, using volunteers, sharing services
and/or pooling resources; and

o re-invest funds in additional learning for the most disadvantaged people in their
communities.

2.2 The evaluation: aims and objectives

The evaluation explored the success of the CLT pilots’ different approaches to delivering
against the criteria set out in the Community Learning Trust Prospectus, published April
2012.2" The criteria were based on the new community learning aims and objectives set
out on page 16 in section 2.1.2.

The specific objectives of the evaluation were focused on:

1. Understanding the process and nature of the approaches used by CLT pilots to
deliver the community learning aims and objectives. These approaches were
explored through the life of the evaluation in order to draw out innovative ideas,
effective practice, and key lessons learnt in relation to how CLT pilots:

o Brought together learners from different backgrounds.

2 Department for Business Innovation and Skills (April 2012) Community Learning CLT Pilots: Prospectus,
London: BIS https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/community-learning-trust-pilots-prospectus
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o Targeted people from disadvantaged groups, including those living in rural
areas.

o Utilised local partnerships.

o Devolved planning and accountability and involve local people.

o Minimised overheads, bureaucracy and administration.

o Monitored their own effectiveness in meeting their aims and objectives.

2. Understanding how each CLT pilot area was able to maximise the value of public
investment through its ‘Pound Plus’ strategy.

3. Understanding (and measuring, where it was possible) the impacts of each CLT
pilot on local learners and communities, including:

o Learner participation and progression in different aspects of learners’ lives

o Wider social impacts on learners and communities, for example in relation to
health, family/social relationships, confidence, crime, wellbeing, citizenship,
volunteering, etc.

o Learners’ attitudes towards course fees

o Learners’ awareness of, and participation in, CLT consultations.

4. Exploring the differences between CLT pilots, and making recommendations for
taking forward the CL reforms, drawing on successful approaches and practices.

The main focus of the evaluation was CLT pilots’ activities since summer 2012 and was
confined to the aims and objectives set out in their proposals, although reporting also
draws on some contextual detail regarding pre-pilot activities.

2.3 Research methodology

The core evaluation methodology consisted of three qualitative site visits in each of the 15
CLT pilot areas.

The following strands of work are also incorporated into this report and the appendices:
o the findings of an Evaluation Expert Group. This group included representatives

of national organisations with remits for relevant issues such as tackling
homelessness, digital inclusion and mental health.??

*2 The Expert Evaluation Group was facilitated by the Campaign for Learning.
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. analysis of the CLT pilots’ Individualised Learner Records (ILRs),?* led by RCU.

o the findings of a Learner Survey on consultation and fees, conducted by TNS
BMRB, which explored learners’ attitudes, including towards course fees.

Although not reported here, RCU supported the Local Education Authorities Forum for the
Education of Adults (LEAFEA) and the Workers’ Educational Association (WEA) to
research and publish Pound Plus case studies.?* You can find the case studies at:
http://www.niace.org.uk/current-work/community-learning-trust-pilots.

Further details on each of these data strands are provided in the sections to follow.

2.3.1 Qualitative site visits

Qualitative site visits were conducted with the 15 CLT pilot areas as well as five
comparison areas — areas which were not involved in the pilot but were demographically
similar to pilot areas.

Pilot areas

An initial ‘scoping’ visit and three further site visits were conducted with each of the CLT
pilots. For each of the main site visits, researchers spent 2-3 days in the pilot area in order
to develop an understanding of its local context, infrastructure, processes, activities and
outcomes.

Overall, the site visits focused on evaluating the impact, where possible, of each CLT
pilot’s planning and delivery approaches, rather than the impact of community learning in a
given locality. The evaluators gathered views from CLT core members (e.g. CLT lead,
steering group members), partners (e.g. subcontractors, Local Authority services, tutors,
businesses), and local community representatives and learners (e.g. volunteers, existing
learners and potential learners).The following table sets out the timing and purpose of
each visit:

Scoping visit — informal visit to explore each CLT September/October 2012
pilots’ background and context in preparation for
further visits

Site visit one — to explore set up and implementation November/December 2012

Site visit two — to explore initial progress February 2013
Site visit three — to explore on-going progress; April/May 2013
perceived impacts; and views of learners and local

community

% Individualised Learner Records (ILRs) are the primary data collection mechanism for further education and
work-based learning in England. The data is used widely, most notably for funding purposes and by the
94overnment to monitor policy implementation and the performance of the sector.

BIS funded RCU to develop and analyse the case studies in collaboration with LEAFEA
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Researchers used a range of qualitative methods during the site visits, including in-depth
interviews, observation, group discussion and workshops. These were adapted flexibly to
accommodate the needs and working practices of each respondent group.

A discussion guide was drawn up for each visit and adapted for each respondent type. The
master discussion guide for each visit can be found in Appendix V. All respondents were
offered the option of an anonymous, or partly anonymous, interview.

Where approaches or activities were still in the early stages of delivery at site visit three,
the report assesses progress on the planning and any initial impacts.

Comparison areas

In order to consider how effectively different approaches delivered the community learning

objectives, the evaluation also included five anonymised ‘comparison’ areas that did not
have CLT pilot status. These were comparison areas rather than formal control areas. The
comparison areas played a valuable role in building the evidence base around community

learning approaches and effective practice.

The comparison areas were chosen on the basis of being ‘statistical neighbours’ (in terms
of the local population and level of deprivation) and their CLT pilot application status (those
that applied and were shortlisted, those that applied and were not shortlisted, and those
that did not apply).

Four out of the five selected comparison areas had applied to become a CLT pilot area.
Two of these areas had been shortlisted but not chosen to be a CLT pilot.

The comparison area methodology consisted of a ‘scoping’ telephone call and a ‘lighter-
touch’ day-long site visit in November/December 2012 and in spring 2013.

2.3.2 Evaluation Expert Group
The Evaluation Expert Group, established once the CLT pilots were under way, aimed to:

o Explore the links between the CLT pilots and specialist sectors on which community
learning impacts.

o Assist with evaluating progress of the CLT pilots in delivering the objectives they
have set themselves (particularly those related to the sectors represented by group
members).

o Act as a sounding board and critical friend in relation to specialist sectors.

o Assist with evaluating the impact and added value of the CLT pilots in specific
sectors.

Members were senior staff from organisations representing groups or sectors on which
community learning impacts, including organisations working in physical and mental
health, citizenship, the arts, family support, digital opportunities, prevention of offending,
further and higher education, and the media.
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Three Expert Group meetings were held (December 2012, late February 2013, and early
June 2013). Meetings were facilitated and chaired by the Campaign for Learning and
hosted and supported by BIS.

2.3.3 ILR data analysis

The evaluation also included quantitative analysis of Individualised Learner Records (ILR)
data, ?° with the aim of understanding changes in learner profiles during the pilot year
compared to the previous two years. The analysis explored specific aspects of the learner
profiles, including:

o Geographical area (Local Authority ward level) and urban and rural differences.
. Participation and retention rates.

o Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD 2010) based on learners’ home postcodes.
o Learner characteristics (ethnicity, age, learning disability, gender).

o Course category (PCDL — Personal Community Development Learning, WFL -

Wider Family Learning, NLDC — Neighbourhood Learning in Deprived Communities,
FEML - Family English Maths and Language).

o Sector Subject area
o Recruitment of new learners and repeat learners.
o Fee income collected per taught hour.

Full results can be found in Appendix IV and key findings are incorporated into the body of
the report.

2.3.4 Learner Survey on fee strategy and consultation

A short telephone survey was conducted with 1,000 learners who had been on
community learning courses in the 15 CLT pilot areas. The survey sample, content and
outcomes are summarised as follows:

Survey content

There were a few screening questions at the start of the survey to confirm that learners
had been on a relevant course. The remainder of the questionnaire asked learners about
their course and the fees they had paid for it, about consultation in their area, and
collected some demographic information.

The questionnaire can be found in Appendix VII. The final survey was informed by brief
piloting prior to the main stage research reported here.

% The Individualised Learner Record collects FE provider data about learners and their learning. For more
information, see http://www.theia.org.uk/ilr/
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Survey sample and response rates

The sample was drawn from Individualised Learner Record (ILR) data. Before selecting
the sample, the ILR was restricted to pilots’ community learning courses that:

o Started between August 2012 and January 2013 (after pilots had been set up).
o Offered at least 3 guided learning hours.

The sample was segmented by the six different operating structures used by CLT pilots in
the evaluation (as discussed in Chapter 3).

2016 learners were offered the survey; of these, 1000 respondents completed it. The
overall response rate was 50% as a proportion of sample, with a 60% response rate,
excluding ineligible cases and invalid telephone numbers.

Learner survey response rate

% excluding
Num. of | % ineligible and
' ° invalid
cases response
telephone
numbers
Interviews 1000 50% 60%
Telephone number invalid 266 13%
Ineligible for survey (had not completed a 79 49%
course)
Refused/not able to take part 371 18% 22%
No response after 10+ calls 300 15% 18%
Total 2016

Design weights were applied to correct for the disproportionate sampling.?® Having applied
this design weight, the interviewed sample was compared to all available samples on the
ILR for age, ethnicity, gender, pilot trust area, and disability. The interviewed sample was
found to be sufficiently similar in profile to the ILR that no further weighting was required.

Survey outcomes

The outcomes of the Learner Survey are summarised below. Where relevant, additional
data from the survey are included in this report.

% Sampling weights are typically applied in quantitative research to correct for imperfections in the sample
that might lead to bias and other departures between the sample and the reference population.
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e Learners involved in the survey showed high awareness of both local community
learning consultation activities and surveys to gather feedback about learning
undertaken.

e Just under two thirds (64%) of learners said they contributed towards the costs of
their courses, usually less than £100. Overall, respondents expressed fairly equal
support for three different fee strategies: fees based on whether an individual is
claiming benefits; fees based on income; flat-fees for all learners.

e Many learners said that they would be willing to pay more for their courses. More
than 66% of those who did not pay anything said they would have been willing to
pay something.

e The vast majority of respondents completed their course (85%) and said they
enjoyed it (89%). Encouragingly, almost half of respondents said they had taken
part in further learning since their course ended (46%), with most respondents
saying their original course had encouraged them to do this (85%). 15 per cent of
learners had become involved in volunteer activity as a direct result of their course.

In the next chapter we explore the initial phase of CLT pilots’ set-up — providing an
overview of early development activity.
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3 Establishing the CLT Pilots

3.1 Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of each CLT pilot’s delivery approach and general
progress during the first 8-9 months of the pilot,?” including:

o Motivation for, and initial impact of, involvement in the pilot (Section 3.2)
o Developing CLT infrastructure (Section 3.3)

o Factors affecting speed of progress (Section 3.4)

o The role of NIACE support (Section 3.5).

The speed of set-up and development over the course of the pilot varied widely from area
to area, depending on each CLT pilot’s starting point. For example, some areas were
building on well-established partnership, planning and delivery arrangements. Others were
establishing these arrangements from scratch, which took time.

Because of the time required for early-stage development and planning, not all CLT pilots
had delivered their planned projects and programmes by the time of the third site visit in
spring 2013. In these areas, the evaluation focused on the effectiveness of partnership
building, strategic planning arrangements and the development of the CLT’s offer.
Although not included in this report, it is important to note that there are likely to have been
further positive impacts, for example on learners and communities, as pilots’ plans came to
fruition following the spring 2013 visits.

CLTs motivations for involvement in the pilot are briefly explored below, followed by details
of their infrastructure development processes, including CLT leader and partnership
arrangements, management structures and commissioning structures, as well as factors
which helped or hindered progress and the impact of the NIACE support programme.

3.2 Motivations for and initial impact of involvement

Early site visits explored providers’ reasons for applying to become a CLT pilot and the
effects of being selected.”®

" From the pilot start date (September 2012) to the time of the evaluations’ third site visit (April / May 2013).
8 Further information about motivations for involvement and the initial impact of involvement can be found in
the first interim report on the set-up stage. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/community-learning-
trust-pilot-evaluation-report-set-up-stage
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3.2.1 Motivations for involvement

In essence, providers wanted to 1) trial new ways of planning and delivering Community
Learning that would lead to more effective practice, and 2) showcase the importance and
impact of community learning — at both a national and local level.

At a national level, providers wanted to:

o celebrate their good work and help prove the value of community learning
o understand and influence government policy on community learning
o learn from, and be inspired by, the effective practice and innovative approaches of

other CLT pilots.

“We want the Treasury to see how the funding is benefitting the community.”
(Community Learning in Cheshire)

“We thought if we got in at the beginning we’d have a chance to shape policy.”
(Blackburn with Darwen — Sustainable Neighbourhood Services)

“We felt that we do some brilliant stuff and deserved some limelight.” (Derby CLT)
At a local level, providers wanted to:
o enhance the profile of community learning in their areas

o have the opportunity for more strategic consideration of their offer and delivery
approaches, and foster a culture of partnership working

o understand — and where appropriate, integrate with — the wider community learning
offer, working with other local organisations.

“It’s about providing the impetus to get together and set the foundations... to grow
partnership working in the Borough.” (The Solihull Source)

3.2.2 Initial impact of involvement

Overall, being chosen to be part of the pilot had an important galvanising effect. The
morale boost and kudos of being selected gave CLT pilots a sense of responsibility in
relation to delivering the new community learning objectives.

Conversely, there was evidence from comparison areas that the failure of a pilot
application could result in a loss of momentum, although some areas did continue to
pursue the objectives included in their bid. This loss of momentum and more limited
progress towards implementing their objectives may also have been affected by the
absence of the NIACE support which was available to CLT pilots, as discussed in Section
3.5.
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As the new community learning objectives are implemented across England, it will be
important to harness the pilots’ energy and motivation to support the wider community
learning sector. Then, even if providers were not part of the pilot, they can be inspired by
the pilots’ achievements and take advantage of lessons learnt.

Once CLT partnerships knew they had been selected to be part of the pilot, they were
faced with the challenging task of putting their proposals into action. The next section
describes how the pilots went about setting up their overall infrastructures to deliver
community learning.

3.3 Developing CLT infrastructures

CLT pilots were not constrained in terms of the overall infrastructure they could use to
deliver their community learning objectives. The 15 pilot areas varied widely in terms of the
spread and/or concentration of geographical coverage, CLT leadership and coordination,
and the number and type of partners involved. The various approaches are summarised
below, followed by a brief exploration of CLT pilots’ management and development of
commissioning structures.

3.3.1 Geographic coverage

CLT pilots focused their work geographically in a variety of ways. Some CLT pilots were
spread across large areas or more than one Local Authority. For instance, West of
England CLT (Bristol) worked across three Local Authorities. Luton and Learning-for-All in
Bedfordshire were two separate CLTs working closely together on a ‘twinned’ basis, with a
joint Steering Group.

Others concentrated on one Local Authority — or one specific area within this. For
example, Birmingham’s CLT spent a small proportion of its total community learning
budget and concentrated activity in three areas of the city to avoid its impact being diluted.
In Exeter, the CLT also used a small percentage of the CL budget and focused its work on
the city centre only. Likewise, Solihull CLT allocated a relatively small proportion which
was largely spent in one half of the borough.

Some CLT pilots worked across areas as dictated by a particular disadvantaged group or
area of interest, e.g. focusing on multiple areas within one county to address the
challenges of rurality or deprivation. Cheshire selected seven areas in which to focus its
CLT activity, each with shared leadership across the authorities. Cumbria adopted a
similar approach, channelling a proportion of its CL funding into one rural area. Kent made
a similar decision to concentrate on the most deprived parts of the county and to meet the
needs of specific groups.

Limiting coverage in this way helped pilot areas avoid a geographic spread that was too
ambitious for their management structures and resources (both staff and financial). It also
gave CLT pilots the opportunity to ‘piggyback’ on activities already underway in the local
area, and/or which had already made headway in terms of community consultation and
mapping of local provision.?® However, focus on a narrower area did not guarantee faster

 For example, Sheffield was able to work with the Troubled Families program; Luton worked with the ‘Your
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progress. For example, one CLT pilot with more widely dispersed coverage made faster
progress than other local CLT pilots with a narrower focus. CLT pilots often chose to focus
on a very small area because it was a particularly disadvantaged, or an area in which they
did not feel they had made much impact in the past. Narrow focus did not ensure an
‘easier’ job for CLT pilots.

3.3.2 CLT leadership and partnerships

The infrastructures, in both pilot and comparison areas, broadly fell into six dominant types
according to leadership and/or coordination of the overall initiative and the type of partners
involved. Figure 1 below summarises the approaches. Further details, including each CLT
pilot’s lead organisation and the nature of its partnership, are presented in Appendix I.

Figure 1: The six dominant infrastructure types

Sunderland = by Derb Exeter I_ West I_
= underlan - er i
England Y e Brighton
- irmi — Bedfordshire | Blackburn L i
Birmingham with Dadarén Solihull
-] Sheffield = Luton —{ Cumbria
- Kent ™ Cheshire i Comparison 5
| Comparisen 1 —| Comparison 4

— Comparison 2

- Comparison 3

*N.B Luton (The Luton Trust) and Bedfordshire (Learning-For-All) operated as twinned
CLT pilots.

The dominant structures adopted by the CLT pilots tended to arise from organisational
features and relationships already in existence, for example, informed by: 1) the size of the
various organisations, such as Local Authority adult education services and colleges,
active locally in community learning, and 2) the relative amounts of Skills Funding Agency
and other funding received and contributed by each. These factors tended to dictate the
lead organisation and the nature of the partnership.

“What you set up has to be based on an organic model and the political structure”
(Sheffield CLT)

Say, Your Way’ neighborhood initiative.
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The way in which provision was delivered on the ground was also important. In some
cases, classes were delivered by Local Authority adult education services at a
neighbourhood or ward level, whereas in some areas FE colleges delivered community
learning through their local branches. This delivery needed to be carefully designed
around the best and most appropriate structures to target the local communities in that
area.

Changing political priorities also had an impact, for instance in determining the extent to
which funding was shared across widely differing neighbourhoods or, conversely, focused
on deprived areas. In some areas, these priorities shifted during the course of the pilot.

Where priorities changed, CLT pilots needed to be flexible and in some cases change their
plans and reprioritise projects. This sometimes delayed the delivery of a CLT pilot’s
programme and more specifically, courses it had planned to offer.

3.3.3 CLT management

Within the various infrastructure models, CLT pilots tended to organise their overall
infrastructure around:

1) a core group of decision makers (often described as the ‘board’, the ‘strategic
group’ or the ‘steering group’) who focused on decision-making and overall strategic
oversight

2) one or more operational groups or task forces which focused on delivery of each
CLT pilot’s proposed themes and activities.

Splitting responsibilities in this way worked well overall — allowing more senior members of
the group with limited availability to contribute in a strategically useful but time-limited way,
while delivery-focused members met more frequently as required. Organising delivery via
task groups with specific remits also helped ensure that partners had clear roles and were
responsible for delivering specific targets and actions, enabling faster progress overall.

Figure 2: Splitting strategic and operational responsibilities
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Although including senior staff in both strategic and operational functions was initially
trialled by some CLT pilots (e.g. Luton and Bedfordshire) as a way to demonstrate
organisational and senior stakeholder commitment, this was not realistic in the long term.
Strategic partners were not able to justify the amount of time this required from senior staff
over the course of the pilot. Instead, strategic groups included operational group leads,
which worked well.

3.3.4 Commissioning

During the pilot several CLT pilots moved away, or perceived a need to move away, from
delivering community learning directly and towards a contracted-out, commissioning-based
approach.*® This shift was aimed at producing a more flexible, tailored and responsive
provider base. For these CLT pilots, development of overall infrastructure and working
arrangements for delivery necessitated investment to develop sub-contracted providers’
capacity, capability and quality assurance procedures.

With the right investment and support, there was evidence that commissioning could
deliver a more efficient service and bring new partners on board by enabling smaller
providers to apply for funding.

Sunderland instituted an ‘Open Call Commissioning’ process, which simplified the bidding
process and made commissioning less bureaucratic. The partnership increased its
provider base from 13 to 42 Voluntary and Community Sector (VCS) organisations during
the first 9 months of pilot involvement.

In Blackburn with Darwen, the CLT pilot set aside a pot of money for small grants (under
£500) to voluntary sector organisations. This funding was allocated to a number of small
local charities via a very simple bidding process. Its impact was evaluated at the end of the
year by getting each charity to complete a brief summary of information about numbers of
volunteers, their activities, skills acquired, and any training they had attended. It was
judged to have been so successful in attracting volunteers alongside the Local Authority’s
established structure that Blackburn with Darwen intend to expand the scheme, branded
‘The Community Hive’, with a larger pot of money complemented by funds raised from
local businesses.

One risk of contracting out was the potential variability in the quality of teaching.
Sunderland CLT addressed this risk by introducing a training and mentoring programme
(the Achieving Excellence Programme), which involved mock inspections and mandatory
training to help improve tutor grade profiles.>’

3.4 Factors affecting the speed of progress

As discussed in Section 3.2, CLT pilots’ starting points and individual priorities for the pilot
year varied from area to area. In some areas, early development focused on designing
and building the CLT pilot infrastructure rather than delivering new types of provision,
which was in some cases scheduled to take place after the final site visits.

% For example, Sheffield, Sunderland and Cumbria.
31 Further details in Case Study 2 (Appendix II).
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A range of further factors clearly affected the effectiveness and speed of CLT pilots’
progress against their proposed themes and activities during the first nine months of pilot
activity. These included pilots’:

o infrastructure models e.g. CLT leaders and partners;

o success in setting clear and targeted objectives which were clearly agreed by all
partners;

o ability to adjust objectives over time;

o ability to gain buy-in from senior stakeholders;

o succession planning and management of staff changes;

o success in receiving flexibilities requested from the Skills Funding Agency.

The impact of these factors is explored as follows:

3.4.1 Infrastructure models

As detailed above (Section 3.3.2), CLT pilots adopted a range of leadership and
partnership arrangements. Overall, models which provided one clear CLT lead generally
made faster and more efficient progress towards delivering the pilot’s objectives —
particularly in terms of early set-up and development.

For example, in the West of England, the Local Authority adult education service was
clearly established as the overall lead partner, and it also designated an individual staff
member to provide high level administrative support for the CLT pilot. This clarity was
helpful in terms of allocating roles and responsibilities. The responsibilities of the individual
leading the CLT pilot included arranging and chairing strategic meetings, creating
timetables and monitoring the progress of CLT activity. Having this lead person and
organisation helped to direct activity, ensuring sustained momentum and progress. For
example, the CLT leader made sure that ideas were followed through into action plans and
delegated to named individuals.

Conversely, other models sometimes resulted in slower decision-making and therefore
slower overall progress. This seemed to be more the case for partnerships with several
equal partners rather than one clear lead partner. College-led partnerships also tended to
make slower progress during the first nine months, perhaps because community learning
was only one part of the college’s business priorities - often with only a small amount of
dedicated funding.

However, this is not to suggest that the evaluation found one ‘winning’ infrastructure
model. A single leadership model would clearly not have worked everywhere, and in some
areas a more distributed model - although perhaps more slow-moving - helped ensure that
all partners were fully on board and built the solidarity required for facing challenging
times.

37



Community Learning Trust (CLT) Pilot Evaluation

Appendix 1 describes CLT pilots’ experiences of their different infrastructure models,
including their respective advantages and disadvantages, and their initial impact on the
delivery of each pilot’s objectives.

3.4.2 Objective setting

Setting clear, specific and achievable objectives from the start helped to build
momentum and resulted in more effective set-up and progress towards delivery.
Objectives needed to be as ‘SMART’* as possible to avoid stagnation due to unclear
milestones, or frustration and disillusion regarding the inability to deliver on over-ambitious
or unrealistic goals. Where CLT pilots’ objectives were not measurable and time-specific
this negatively affected CLT pilots’ momentum and delayed progress overall.

Setting realistic goals was key. CLT pilots acknowledged that some proposals in their
applications to become pilots had been over-ambitious or not fully thought-through.
Proposals were sometimes based on an assumption about resource (e.g. staff
involvement) that could not be achieved in practice. There was some evidence of ‘over-
shooting’, with providers, in an effort to develop a strong application, proposing activities
that were very difficult to achieve within the timescale of a year-long pilot.

Although some CLT pilots were able to draw up ambitious plans and deliver on them,
these tended to be partnerships using the pilot to expand and build on existing planning
and delivery arrangements rather than develop new processes ‘from scratch’.

Objectives tended to become SMARTer as the pilot developed. Operational task groups
(as discussed in Section 3.3) worked well to establish specific and achievable project
objectives. For example, the West of England’s digital exclusion group based their work on
three specific objectives: 1) improving access to equipment 2) improving access to
connectivity and 3) improving ICT skills. These were translated into measurable and
achievable objectives by Connect Lockleaze — see Case Study 3 in Appendix Il for further
information.

Sunderland CLT set the specific goal of doubling their Voluntary and Community Sector
(VCS) provider base. Case Study 5 (Appendix Il) details how Cumbria set the objective of
maximising rural participation, along with engaging new providers of community learning.
These objectives led to the development of new courses, including one delivered in a local
pub.

Taking the time to ensure that objectives were fully agreed and acceptable to all
partners at the outset was also critical to smooth progress. In hindsight, some CLT pilots
regretted not having allowed sufficient time in the early stages to agree and confirm their
objectives with the strategic group and/or or with their own staff teams. In some cases this
meant that objectives changed over the course of the pilot, which resulted in delays and
reduced momentum. In others it resulted in 1) lack of clarity regarding whether objectives
were achievable in practice, and/or 2) lack of early identification of potential risks to
delivery. Conversely, investing this time up-front often helped to cement early partnerships
and ensure everyone was on the same page from the get-go.

%2 Smart, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Time specific
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“We got going and missed out on the ready, [getl] set [stages]... we went straight to go”
(Trust in Learning - Exeter CLT)

“We had a bigger jump early on - the philosophy was established and it’s been agreed. |
expected it to take longer. It fitted with people’s thinking and provided us with a forum
for meeting... it was a catalyst for bringing us together with partners” (Birmingham CLT).

This approach also helped ensure that partnerships agreed on a manageable number of
objectives — narrowing down a list of ‘nice to haves’ to key priorities and a clear focus:

“Our approach has been a bit scattergun; if we were starting again, we might want to
spend more time on research in advance, and be more selective...” (The Luton Trust)

3.4.3 Adjusting objectives to tailor the offer

As noted above, CLTs’ community learning offer and activities often evolved and
changed from those proposed in their applications.

As discussed above, in some cases CLT pilots realised that their original goals were less
achievable than they expected, due to insufficient planning or partnership working at the
outset. This sometimes resulted in delays or frustration. However, there was also
evidence of a range of positive adaptations by CLT pilots in terms of providing new or
more tailored provision in the light of feedback from partners and learners. The structure of
the pilot proved flexible enough to allow CLT pilots to take on additional projects or adjust
delivery priorities in response to:

o New ideas and opportunities as additional partners came on board

o The need to align provision with emerging findings from consultation with
providers, the local community and learners. For example, two CLT pilots who were
working in a twinned structure worked together to set up a ‘Third Sector Capacity
Building’ working group at the specific request of third sector partners, as presented
at their first large formal consultation meeting.

o Changing local needs and awareness of how these were met or not met by
other community learning providers in the area. One area set up additional
working groups (around family learning, governance, and employment) as needs
were identified. As the pilot developed, another CLT reduced its focus on
employability because employability training was being delivered by other local
providers, and there was insufficient unmet need to warrant additional provision.

CLT pilots with well-developed partnerships and agreed overarching priorities were well
positioned to make these positive adjustments as new opportunities emerged -
opportunities that could have been missed if partnerships had not been clear about what
they wanted to achieve. Rather than being overwhelmed by the range of potential new
activities to pursue, these CLT pilots used the resources (e.g. NIACE support — see
Section 3.5.1) and the general momentum of the pilot to take risks, focus their efforts, and
develop a more locally-tailored learning offer.
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“We’d had a disappointing Ofsted, knew our Skills for Life provision needed work, were
adjusting to working on the new Common Inspection Framework, were changing our
apprenticeships model - taking on a pilot too could have led to a perfect storm. But in
fact it’s been an exceptional year where we’ve moved forward substantially. The pilot
has helped generate new ideas and energy, as well as practical links, a really strong
focus on making a difference and a lot of staff development that supports other aspects
of improvement. We could have ‘ticked along’ concentrating on areas of concern,
but we took the risk and it paid off.” (The Luton Trust)

3.4.4 Securing support from senior management and other key players

The involvement of senior players brought a range of benefits. Achieving buy-in from
senior people e.g. Local Authority representatives, local Councillors, and Local Enterprise
Partnership (LEP) representatives, was critical in terms of drawing in wider support and
ensuring that partners did not have to continually ‘make the case’ for action. Specifically:

o For those working in LA-led structures, involvement of LA senior management
helped speed progress because CLT pilots did not need to waste time re-seeking
approvals for action.

o Involving elected Councillors provided practical and policy-related benefits; these
stakeholders assisted with community involvement and decision-making in their
wards and helped to reinforce the community based ethos of local partnerships.
They helped to keep community learning on the political radar.

For example, in Luton, Luton Adult Education had strong backing. The
confidence of Councillors helped them with early decision-making and helped
pull other council services into the partnership.

“Involve local Councillors who are decision makers, so they can get behind you from the
start.” (CL Cumbria)

o Involving Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) representatives was particularly
useful in making stronger links between community activities and local business.
Working with a LEP brings mutual benefits and prepares the way for mid-2014
when Government gives LEPs responsibility for a large part of the new round of EU
Structural and Investment Funds 2014-2020%, which include a significant
percentage of funding to support social inclusion. The involvement of local
communities will be key and LEPs have already been asked to involve partners
through working groups and/or existing networks. This partnership working will be
particularly important in relation to social inclusion, where LEPs may have had
limited previous involvement.

% LEPs are tasked to 'promote social inclusion, combat poverty and invest in education, skills and lifelong
learning https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/development-of-eu-structural-and-investment-fund-
strategies-preliminary-quidance-to-local-enterprise-partnerships
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In Cheshire, the external chair of the CLT was also on the board of the LEP.
The chair was thus able to bring the CLT pilots’ objectives and activities to the
attention of the LEP — building an important relationship and raising the profile
of community learning.

In West of England, the initial proposal to set up a West of England CLT was
taken to a meeting of the LEP Skills Board and endorsed by the Board. The
Chair of the LEP spoke at the launch of the CLT pilot, attended by more than
100 community learning providers and partners. He highlighted the importance
of community learning in boosting confidence and skills of people who have
benefited least from education and training.

Members of the LEP staff team regularly attend the West of England’s
Community Learning Partnership events & help build links between community
partners and local businesses. The partnership is referenced in the LEP’s
Employability Manifesto and a partnership representative is a member of the
LEP Employability Group. The LA’s Community Learning Consortium,
Community Learning West, is seen as a positive vehicle for driving forward
inclusion and community engagement activities to reach the most
disadvantaged communities.

o Securing the support of senior professionals in the voluntary and community
sector — and involving them in decision-making - helped to engage Voluntary and
Community Sector (VCS) partners and providers. This gave rise to a number of
benefits including increased VCS involvement in decision-making and new, shared
approaches to consulting with local people.

For example, in Luton and Bedfordshire, the Chair of the local voluntary sector
Transforming Local Infrastructure Partnership became a key member of the
stakeholder group, helping to cement voluntary sector relationships and
maintain a focus on the third sector in decision-making.

In Derby, the CE of Derbyshire Learning and Development Consortium
representing local voluntary and community organisations (VCOs) was joint
lead partner and involved from the start.

In Blackburn with Darwen, the CE of the local Community and Voluntary
Service (CVS) was a board member; and in Cumbria the CE of Action with
Communities in Cumbria ACT was heavily involved (see Case Study 5,
Appendix II).

However, engaging senior partners also involved significant investment (in terms of
planning and time) and some elements of risk. For example, while senior partners could
bring passion and experience to a CLT partnership, if links dissolved (e.g. as partners
moved on), partnerships were left weakened. This was shown to be an issue for some
CLT pilots, particularly in the absence of adequate succession planning (see Section 3.4.5
below for more detail). In some cases, the changing political scene meant the CLT pilot
had the extra work of bringing a succession of senior people on board during the pilot
period.
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However, overall engagement of senior partners was worth the effort involved. The risk
of not having senior buy-in outweighed any risk. Without it, progress often slowed, as CLT
pilots found themselves continually trying to gain the ear of key decision makers, re-
explaining their aims and activities, and fighting for support or approval on a project-by-
project basis. This could also result in reduced motivation and momentum if providers felt
unsupported in their work. Conversely, high profile support helped motivate all levels of
CLT pilot staff. For example, in West of England, the mayor of Bristol attended and opened
a community learning fair. This visible show of support helped staff at all levels — including
tutors, volunteers, administrators and middle managers — feel supported and valued for
their efforts.

3.4.5 Planning for succession and staff changes

CLT pilots needed up front succession planning to cushion themselves against
potential vulnerabilities related to staff changes and ensure that staff loss did not slow
progress or result in resource-heavy retraining and new partnership building. This was a
key consideration in the context of economic pressures, including changes to Local
Authority funding and general budgetary constraints and efficiencies.

For example, several CLTs working with Local Authorities lost key strategic or operational
partners — or found that their partners were losing staff, taking on greater workloads, and
therefore had less time to devote to CLT activity than expected.

In a multi-partner ICT project, a change of staff at one organisation - coupled with the fact
that staff were trying to deliver the CLT project in addition to their usual roles - meant that
the project was still on hold at the third visit.

Similarly, demands on the time of a voluntary sector partner slowed progress on a website
to be used for consultation. The setting up of a Virtual Community Network had been
delayed by lack of staff resource and an operational group had been held up by sickness
of a crucial team member.

“We have less staff to do more and so no time to attend the network meetings. | have to
be the person that tenders the contract and puts the curriculum together and engages
the learners and ensures that progression happens.” (Provider, West of England CLT)

Spreading responsibilities widely across partners and ensuring that they were all ‘on the
same page’ regarding their objectives helped protect CLT pilots against the impact of any
staff changes. For example, Luton and Bedfordshire drew strength from their twinned
structure when the lead of the Learning-for-All partnership left early in 2013. They had
ensured that several senior staff in both lead partner teams were extensively involved in
the CLT pilot’s work to set up the CLT management structure and were able to minimise
the potential impact of losing a CLT lead.

Most pilots did not undertake any formal succession planning and this may be an area for
consideration as implementation continues.
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3.5 The role of NIACE support

NIACE developed and delivered an extensive support programme on behalf of BIS to
assist the CLT pilots to deliver the plans and projects set out in their proposals to deliver
the new community learning objectives.

This included:

o a series of five workshops designed to address emerging information requirements
and facilitate sharing of practice and experience, cross-pilot networking and contact
with Agency national and regional staff, BIS officials and other key bodies such as
Ofsted and potential funders;

o three additional workshops for the pilots and other community learning providers
focused on learning and volunteering, family learning and learning in rural areas;

o tailored guidance materials on a dedicated webpage;

o bespoke support for each CLT pilot through regular contact with an allocated
member of the NIACE CLT pilot support team, including monthly ‘keeping in touch’
conversations and visits to CLT events and meetings;

o a user-friendly tool for collecting evidence of the wider outcomes of community
learning, with associated guidance materials;

o ‘open’ and ‘closed’ LinkedIn discussion forums;

o brokered links with key contacts, including Ofsted, the Association of Colleges
(AoC), eReading Rooms pilots, the Workers’ Educational Association (WEA),
networks such as Local Education Authorities Forum for the Education of Adults
(LEAFEA) and providers delivering relevant Community Learning Innovation Fund
(CLIF) projects.

The impact of this support on CLT pilots — and of the more limited support provided to
comparison areas - is summarised below.

3.5.1 The role of support for CLT pilots

Crucially, over the course of the pilot the NIACE support programme enabled CLTs
to take a more strategic, reflective and big-picture stance in terms of delivering their
proposals. When contrasted to comparison areas, pilot involvement and NIACE contact
clearly pushed CLT pilots to step back from the ‘day to day’ and think critically about
potential improvements to the planning and delivery of their community learning offer.
Although this was in part a result of the momentum and responsibility of being chosen as a
pilot (as discussed in Section 3.2.2 above), the regular NIACE ‘keeping in touch’ calls,
visits and workshops clearly supported CLT pilots’ motivation and desire to make
progress. CLT pilots also benefitted considerably from the opportunity to learn from
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other pilot areas and the opportunity to network. The NIACE workshops were
considered particularly helpful** because they enabled networking between CLT pilots
from different regions. Pilots were often already networked with local community learning
organisations, but appreciated the opportunity to be able to compare and contrast their
activities with similar areas further afield (e.g. in relation to common issues such as rurality
or deprivation). There was evidence that NIACE support fostered a desire for future cross-
CLT support and networking. Networking with other areas, and having time away from the
coal face to think and plan, promoted strategic thinking.

Staff from BIS and the Skills Funding Agency attended the NIACE Support Programme
workshops, which raised awareness of different community learning trust approaches.

Overall, face to face rather than internet-based support seemed to have the strongest
impact for CLT pilots. Although they valued having the NIACE-provided website and
LinkedIn discussion forum as a central information hub, work pressures and time
constraints meant there was a relatively low uptake on the ‘closed’ LinkedIn forum but
more interaction on the ‘open’ forum. Workshops were appealing because they offered
time away from the office which gave staff, to some degree at least, the opportunity to
reflect and discuss. During the pilot period comparison areas were offered access to
some of the NIACE support, including the CLT website ‘FAQ’ area. Staff from the
comparison areas did not attend the workshops or receive more tailored support such as
the NIACE ‘keeping in touch’ calls.

Take up of support offered to comparison areas was variable. Some were closely
involved, attending the Agency’s regional meetings and/or progress meetings in
neighbouring pilot areas, but several did not keep up with the CLTs’ progress even if there
was a pilot in their local area. This may have been in part due to the lack of ‘profile raising’
that came from pilot involvement.

The Skills Funding Agency has commissioned NIACE to provide support for the wider
implementation of community learning trust approaches in 2013/14. The programme has
already: delivered a series of national and local events, developed ‘one-stop-shop’ web
pages for community learning, including links to the Agency’s guidance documents,
community learning resources and online mail group discussions on key community
learning topics.*

3 Although some CLT pilots noted that as it was difficult to spare the time to travel to London — and there
may be some benefit of providing digital alternatives (e.g. Skype) in the future.
% Join at http://www.niace.org.uk/community-learning/
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CHAPTER 3 SUMMARY

Strategy and achievements in effective CLT pilot development

Early buy-in and support from senior players and decision makers in
community learning increased efficiency; these partners ‘opened doors’, raised
the CLT profile, and helped ensure quick sign-off of CLT pilots’ plans.

Clear division of roles and responsibilities, including clearly defined strategic
and operational roles for CLT pilot partners and named task groups to achieve
specific objectives, also helped maintain steady progress.

Setting and agreeing a limited number of SMART>® objectives provided
clarity for CLT pilot partners, smoothed delivery, and helped avoid frustration
associated with unrealistic targets. CLT objectives became SMARTer as the pilot
progressed, as task groups set their own objectives in response to CLTs’ pilot
themes.

Early partnership-wide investment in agreeing objectives ensured alignment
around a common goal, helped avoid the need for later redrafting, and enabled
CLT pilots to be more agile in terms of tailoring and adjusting objectives in
response to emerging issues or opportunities.

Networking with other CLT pilots, via NIACE workshops and other opportunities,
provided inspiration, cross-geographical comparisons, and ideas for
improvements. They also served as useful opportunities for signposting people
with useful expertise or influence. For example, Ros Parker, Chief Executive of
Aspire - the staff-led social enterprise in West Sussex - and lead for the Liberate
CLT, became a ‘go to’ person for information about social enterprise-led
partnerships and was a useful support for CLT pilots considering a move to this
model. Established networking relationships had a snowball effect — CLT pilots
planned to keep in touch with peer organisations in the future.

Key challenges in effective CLT pilot development

The speed of infrastructure development depended on each CLT pilot’s
starting point. For some, the early stages of development were dominated by
setting up initial partnership arrangements, deciding who would lead the CLT and
gaining senior buy-in, which delayed delivery of the CLT pilot’s plan and new
projects. While the ‘old’ learning offer had been delivered, some new
programmes and projects were only just starting, or had only recently been
delivered, at the time of the final evaluation site visit.

Some CLT pilots lacked the know-how to develop SMART objectives,
resulting in less efficient delivery, frustration or disillusion about stalled progress,

% Smart, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Time specific.
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and difficulties measuring impact.

Lack of early partnership agreement on objectives stalled the CLT pilots’
ability to respond to emerging opportunities and/or prioritise activities, and slowed
progress overall.

Staff change or loss within partnerships was common and often slowed
progress, particularly in the absence of up-front succession planning. The pilots’
partners were often facing limited staff capacity and limited budgets.

Overall, new partnerships may need guidance and support in terms of:

Additionally, the benefit of NIACE-provided support to the CLT pilots suggests that
providers involved in wider implementation from 2013/2014 onwards would benefit from:

Lessons learnt and implications

gaining early support of senior players — particularly Local Authority
representatives

understanding infrastructure options and choosing the right one for them (three
CLTs were considering changing their infrastructure to a social enterprise-led
model after learning more about the Liberate CLT pilot)

setting SMART objectives

ensuring adequate investment in partnership building early on, including clear
agreement on objectives and priorities

ensuring clear division of roles and responsibilities (between strategic and
operational groups)

and developing succession planning to manage changes in personnel within
the partnership (including board members and other senior supporters).

networking and knowledge sharing with other providers in addition to any
digital/online support offered

opportunities for face-to-face discussion

opportunities for profile raising to gain ‘kudos’ and momentum.
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4 Partnership working

4.1 Introduction

Partnership working underpins the community learning objectives and Community
Learning Trust planning and delivery approaches. This chapter describes CLT pilots’
approaches to building partnerships between learning providers and local communities,
organisations, businesses and services.

Key issues discussed below include:

o Benefits of partnership working (Section 4.2)

o Successfully engaging partners (Section 4.3)

o Building and maintaining partnerships (Section 4.4).

CLT pilots reaped a wide range of benefits from the partnerships developed over the
course of the pilot, particularly in terms of developing a more strategic and efficient
community learning offer, engaging new learners, and generating Pound Plus.®

To attract new partners, CLTs needed to work flexibly and make good use of their internal
resources — for example, those staff who already had good local contacts and/or were
confident in approaching potential partners — and to adapt their approach depending on
the partner in question. The chapter details strategies for engaging with a wide range of
potential partners, including: Voluntary and Community Sector (VCS) organisations,
colleges, universities, housing associations, other local government services, and private

sector bodies.

Once partners had been secured, the successful development and maintenance of
partnership working hinged on three main factors:

o Time and contact for building rapport and shared understanding between partners;

o Structures which provided clear leadership and working protocols — in order to
minimise conflict and maximise efficiency; and

o Activities to renew and celebrate the partnership.

All of these are explored in detail as follows.

%" The latter two benefits are discussed in more detail in Sections 5 and 7 respectively.
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4.2 Benefits of partnership working

Partnership approaches were critical to developing and delivering an effective community
learning offer in a given locality. Pilot involvement encouraged CLTs to review their
processes and structures, facilitating more strategic and efficient practice. It also helped
them experiment with their community learning offer, course titles, and marketing
approaches in order to meet the needs of specific learner groups.

Specifically, partnership working helped CLT pilots to:

Map all provision - identifying potential gaps and areas of duplication.

“We’re all working together now. If we identify what we’re delivering, you can identify the
overlap; identify the gaps as well....working as a group rather than in your own little
area.” (Liberate)

Plan progression pathways for learners, and develop new provision and
courses

“Partner meetings are really important. There might be something happening down the
road that is a progression route for your learner.” (Substance misuse provider,
Sunderland’s CLT).

Signpost courses and pathways for learners

“I now know all the other organisations doing something and when we get people
coming here who | know need something else | have sent them down the road to
[another provider].” (Substance misuse provider, Sunderland CLT)

Build relationships between providers — in some cases, easing pre-existing
tensions, or helping to attract additional funding via grants and tenders. Several
CLT pilots already had experience of putting together bids as a consortium and
working jointly on other agendas and projects such as CLIF (Community Learning
Innovation Fund) as a result of CLT partnership.>®

“The application more readily happened due to the development of closer working...
there was easier engagement” (The Solihull Source)

“We wouldn’t be in a position to play that particular game (without the CLT)”
(Birmingham CLT)

Engage new learners, including people who were disadvantaged or from other
specific groups. This key benefit is explored in detail in the section to follow (Section
5).

% For example, Birmingham’s bid under the English Language Competition was enhanced by working as a
consortium based on the CLT, as was Solihull’s bid for Talent Match funding.
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“We share learners. The (Local Authority) send us their learners who are older and we
send anyone younger to them. It’'s happened because we know what each of us is
doing.” (Digital exclusion provider specialising in older learners, West of England CLT)

Share resources and generate more Pound Plus, as discussed further in Section 7. For
example, in Birmingham the Local Authority adult education service worked with a local
college to develop a new suite of courses, funded through the Local Authority’s
Community Learning funding and delivered on college premises using their specialist,
state-of-the-art facilities. This generated benefits for all parties - the college improved
community engagement, increased the use of its premises in the evenings and had
cohorts of learners ready to progress onto vocational courses, while the Local Authority
provider was able to widen its curriculum offer and give learners access to increased
progression opportunities, excellent facilities and specialist staff, all at very low cost. In
order to reap these benefits and deliver their community learning objectives, CLT pilots
needed to reach out to new potential partners in their locality — or reinvigorate relationships
with old partners. Strategies for successful engagement of partners are explored as
follows.

4.3 Successfully engaging partners

Partnership based on previous joint working or everyday working relationships helped CLT
pilots to get off to a good start,* as existing co-operation became more strategic.
However, CLT pilots typically also needed to engage new partners to deliver their
community learning objectives. Existing relationships often provided ‘launch platforms’ for
engaging new partners, for example by ‘snowballing’ from existing stakeholders. This
proved an efficient way to establish new connections and speed up partnership
development.*°

For some CLT pilots the objective was to build capacity by bringing in a wider range of
partners. For others, the aim was to recruit specific partners aligned to proposed themes
and activities, for example, to engage new types of learner or develop new kinds of
provision.

CLT pilots’ ability to engage new partners varied according to how internal resource was
managed — in terms of the individuals leading partner recruitment and internal messages
about partnership working — as well as the type of partner they were trying to involve.

%9 Derby’s lead contacts (from the Local Authority and voluntary sector respectively) had previously worked
together on an LSIS-funded research project and made use of the established Learning for Living Group of
voluntary sector organisations, adult learning providers and other stakeholders. The Learning Partnership in
Bedfordshire had a longstanding existing network of 180 ‘member’ organisations who shared the
Partnership’s values, from Universities to small voluntary groups, who were all offered opportunities to
become partners in the pilot.

“n Brighton, partners tasked each other with the objective of each recruiting two further partners. This
provided speedy partnership development and distributed the workload involved.
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4.3.1 Maximising internal resource for partnership

CLT pilots needed to ‘sell’ the idea of joint working to potential partners, which required
internal commitment to a partnership approach, as well as the use of appropriate internal
resources.

In particular, successful CLT pilots:

o Ensured that senior staff in the lead organisation and all other partner
organisations gave clear messages that partnership working was important
and useful, and cascaded these messages to every part of the partnership.
Specifically, these CLTs made sure that partnership working always featured on the
agenda of meetings and rewarded paid staff and volunteers for identifying and
recruiting new and relevant partners.

o Recognised partnership building skills at all levels. Certain personality traits,
e.g. confidence, openness, enthusiasm, curiosity, tenacity and boldness, tended to
make some people more successful in engaging potential partners and selling the
benefits of partnership involvement. Making the most of these skills across their
organisations helped pilots engage new partners. One CLT pilot proposed that
organisations recognise and utilise these skills by adopting a partnership working
competency test to identify / appraise staff at all levels for their skills in cross-team
working and ability to identify and make links with potential partners.

4.3.2 Recruiting different types of partner

Overall, partners of all types brought significant benefits to the CLT pilots and helped them
deliver their community learning objectives. However, CLT pilots found that some
organisations were more open to partnership working than others. This varied across
geographical areas, and types of partner. Engagement of VCS organisations, housing
associations, and other local government bodies was typically fairly straightforward.
Colleges and private sector partners typically proved more challenging to engage.

Different issues arose depending on the type of partner, and pilots identified some specific
tactics that were useful in tackling challenges. Benéefits, challenges and strategies for
engagement with different partners are detailed as follows.

Voluntary and Community Sector (VCS) organisations

Overall, VCS organisations were found to be helpful partners because their aims aligned
closely to the community learning objectives and community learning was a good way of
supporting clients to improve confidence, employability skills, parenting skills and mental /
physical health.

Although typically straightforward, CLT pilots did face some challenges in engaging and
supporting VCS organisations as partners. VCS organisations were often:

o Under immense pressure and lacking the time and resource to be able to
participate.
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Concerned about the paperwork that participating in publicly funded learning
might involve for them and their learners (or in some cases, CLT pilot staff were
concerned about this on VCS organisations’ behalf before partnering with them, and
did what they could to minimise the impact).

Concerned about the consequences of being subject to Skills Funding Agency
requirements, for example that their teaching practice, learner numbers and
retention rates would be scrutinised.

Concerned about Ofsted inspections and wanted inspectors to recognise the
challenge of teaching and retaining certain types of disadvantaged learners and the
fact that for some learners it was a significant achievement simply to attend
regularly and on time.

“In a typical lesson I'll have people walking out and swearing at each other. | sometimes
am not sure they (Ofsted) really appreciate who we are dealing with when they come
and inspect and talk about all the forms. My men are on the absolute periphery of
society — one of them took 15 years before he even came to a class. He has mental
health problems and is psychologically damaged from the abuse he’s received
throughout his life.” (VCS organisation, Sunderland CLT)

A range of strategies helped to overcome these challenges and engage VCS
organisations as partners:

Approaching VCS organisations via an umbrella organisation*', which typically
smoothed the partnership process.

Working with, and through, larger voluntary organisations, who tended to be
more able and willing to get involved because many were already providers and had
more people available to attend meetings.*?

Smoothing the bidding process, for example by giving clear information about the
timing and information requirements for making funding applications or re-
applications, which made the process easier for potential VCS partners with limited
time and resources. Some CLTs used this strategy very successfully to involve
smaller charities in their partnerships.

Identifying different VCS roles within the partnership, for example by involving
partners in outreach and aspects of partnership working other than delivery of
learning. This appealed to those VCS organisations that might be put off by the
perceived bureaucracy associated with becoming a learning provider.

* For example, the Derbyshire Learning and Development Consortium.

*2 Liberate worked with Age UK to address financial issues as a reason for non-participation. In Derby, the
CLT worked with Jobs Education and Training (JET) to up-skill bilingual volunteers who could then engage
with the Eastern European community.
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o Setting up a small grants pot for VCS organisations, which incentivised smaller
organisations whose time was at a premium to get round the table & become full
partners.

Colleges

Colleges played a partnership role across almost all the CLT pilots, with examples of
college-led initiatives and colleges that devoted considerable effort to partnership working.
College involvement often brought very useful benefits for partners, specifically:

o Raising CLT pilots’ reach and profile;

° Sharing learners and premises with CLT pilot partners;

° Signposting learners to other CLT pilot providers;

o Smoothing progression routes for learners moving on from Community Learning
provision;

o Sending senior staff to stakeholder meetings and supporting joint decision-
making.

For example, in Luton & Bedfordshire, one of the colleges had just appointed the former
Head of Adult Learning for a neighbouring Local Authority as their Vice Principal. She used
her knowledge, contacts and personal involvement to raise the profile of the CLT pilot with
other local colleges. As a result, principals from the other colleges committed to attending
stakeholder meetings and a strong mutual commitment was recognised.

“There is a market for (our) kind of college to play a role in the development of ACL
moving forward” (college core partner, Learning-for-All)

However, CLT pilots often found colleges to be challenging partners to engage, both in
terms of recruiting them into partnerships and maintaining support once they were part of
the CLT. Some pilots experienced difficulties with college partners’ attendance, lack of
contribution, or ability to commit the time of senior decision makers.

There was also sometimes a perception that colleges were less open to partnership
working as a result of their:

o Strong competitive spirit and legacy of competing with other colleges in the area
to attract more learners;

o Proprietorial attitude to ‘their’ learners;

o Strong focus on skills and employability, with a corresponding lack of focus on
community learning and its historical associations with ‘leisure and pleasure’
learning;
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o Limited community learning budgets and competing business needs, which were
perceived as making it harder for them to commit time and effort to the CLT pilot,
and to community learning more widely.

“The colleges have been difficult. They’ve got all this baggage behind them and
community learning is not a significant part of what they are doing. Theirs is 3% of the
total community learning budget and that’s not going to light up the sky.” (Anonymous)

Overall, it helped if CLT pilots understood and acknowledged the pressures colleges faced
in engaging with community learning — but emphasised common objectives and worked
to partners’ respective strengths.

Colleges were more likely to be interested in partnership working when CLT pilots
presented clear potential benefits. For example, Birmingham CLT built up very
successful partnerships involving college and Local Authority representatives, based on
the benefit for colleges of LA-provided tutors for courses which the college had not
previously been able to offer. The partnership also enabled the college to recruit hard to
reach learners as they progressed from community learning to college courses. Colleges
were particularly attracted to larger partnerships and those with a higher profile,
particularly if the partnership succeeded in engaging local media channels.*?

Universities

A few CLT pilots had involved universities as partners. In addition to the prestige of
having a university partner, a key benefit of university involvement for CLT pilots was the
potential to take advantage of any existing private sector links.

For example, in West of England, the university worked with Hewlett Packard (HP) on a
Corporate Social Responsibility** project to improve ICT skills in a deprived area of the
city. HP provided equipment and volunteers (HP staff) and offered the university’s IT
students the opportunity to volunteer. The students became assistants to the tutors,
providing one to one support for learners who were falling behind in class.

As in relationships with potential college partners, key challenges in university partnering
were 1) knowing who to approach, and 2) articulating the benefits of partnership for the
university. CLT pilots found it most efficient to approach a member of the University’s staff
with a remit for widening participation or progression, or a staff member who was already
involved in other initiatives such as Community Learning Innovation Fund (CLIF)
projects.*

“Universities are like Councils; it's about finding the right person.” (West of England
CLT)

* For example, the twinned approach of Luton & Beds CLT was particularly appealing to local colleges for its
scale and the expertise of two Local Authorities,

4 Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is a form of self-requlation integrated into a business model
whereby a business monitors and ensures active compliance with the spirit of the law, ethical standards, and
international norms.

** CLIF - The Community Learning Innovation Fund (CLIF) was a £4 million grant fund from the Skills
Funding Agency, administered by NIACE, which funded community learning projects in 2012/13.
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Universities are interested in progression for their students and the recruitment of future
students. They are also employers, and keen to protect and enhance their reputation in the
local area. Benefits that can attract universities into partnership working include:

o Recruitment of future students - learners in community learning, and/or their
families, may aspire to study at University

° Reputation - universities have Corporate Social Responsibility obligations, which
can be partly discharged through helping local communities

o Work experience for existing students - universities look for projects that could
enhance students’ skills and help them gain employment.

Housing Associations

Housing Associations were often keen to be involved. Learning that benefited tenants
also helped the housing association, for example by increasing tenants’ engagement,
developing their financial management skills, improving their mental health or helping them
become more employable. CLT pilots found that partnerships with housing organisations
often arose organically through VCS partnerships rather than via a planned, tactical
approach. Housing associations often helped to engage disadvantaged learners, including
some of the most excluded members of local communities. For example, in Sunderland,
the Salvation Army designed an accredited life skills course for local Salvation Army hostel
residents. The course included budgeting, shopping on a shoe string and improving
interpersonal skills. Successful completion of the course guaranteed an interview with the
Housing Association with a view to securing more permanent accommodation. In Kent,
the CLT involved Amicus Horizon Housing Association in their steering group and the
housing association offered use of their venues, jointly developed courses and a training
programme in Community Engagement. This training programme led to a Foundation
Degree, which will be available to Kent CLT’s local communities.

Local government services

Being a CLT pilot encouraged joint working between LA adult education services and other
local services such as health, children’s services, libraries etc. In some cases these
services had not previously worked together. CLT pilots led by Local Authority adult
education services found it easy to involve colleagues from other departments and
benefited from their knowledge of specialist areas such as Troubled Families, which
helped them target specific disadvantaged groups and work on cross government
initiatives. For example, some CLTs worked with other local authority services on issues
such as supporting people into employment or using social prescribing to reach families,
understand their needs, and develop a more tailored learning offer.*®

*® See Section 5.3.2 for further details of CLTs’ work on the Troubled Families agenda.
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In Sheffield, the CLT developed a link with the Building Successful Families agenda,
offering Community and Family Learning to those families identified by the project, while in
Blackburn with Darwen, community activities such as clean-ups involved working closely
with the Environment department, who could then bring in partners such as the Wildlife
Trust.

CLT pilots found that building on shared interests in employability was a useful way
of engaging local government partners. In some cases this resulted in local-authority led
contacts and requests for partnership. In Derby, a Jobcentre Plus representative attended
a community of enquiry meeting to discuss ESOL requirements in the city. Attendees felt
that having the representative there was an achievement and a strong endorsement of
both the pilot and community learning more generally. In West of England, Jobcentre Plus
was part of the taskforce addressing digital exclusion and the representative was working
strategically with other partners to think about how to roll out ICT training across the area.

In some areas, parallel developments involving key partners helped to build stronger
relationships which offered knock-on benefits for the CLT pilot.*’

The private sector

All CLT pilots tried to engage the private sector or had plans to do so. For instance, one
large local employer (Jaguar Land Rover) became involved in both Birmingham and
Solihull CLTs. There was also a very successful partnership with B&Q across two CLT
pilots.*® Further details of CLT pilots’ partnerships with private sector organisations can be
found in Case Study 3 (Appendix II).

Private sector partnerships brought a range of benefits for CLT pilots, and often for the
business in question. They included:

o Assistance recruiting NEET*® and young adult learners into community learning
courses.

o New ideas on how to target specific learner groups, e.g. male learners.*°

o Increased employee uptake of ‘workplace learning vouchers’ towards the cost of

community learning.®’

o Employer support for mature students to take English and Maths courses, e.g.
time off to study.

* For example, in Bedfordshire the Learning Partnership held the National Careers Service contract in the
area, with two of the colleges as subcontractors. This helped strengthen partner relationships and ensured
that community learning participants had easy access to advice on progression routes. This contract also
fostered close relationships between CLT partners and Jobcentre Plus.
48 Including Blackburn with Darwen and West of England.
49 Young people Not in Education, Employment or Training.
% The local B&Q shared learners with other CLT partners and was supported by partners on techniques for
engaging people in learning. For the CLT, this was a great way of attracting more men into learning.

! Employers offered employees vouchers for learning to the value of £150. The learning provider, an FE
college, proactively went into the workplace to promote learning and find out what classes employees would
like to spend their vouchers on.
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o A CLT mentoring and aspiration-raising project which worked with parent
employees and their children and aimed to progress parents into National Open
College Network (NOCN) qualifications. *?

. Provision of demand-led courses in the workplace.*
. Use of store premises for community learning activity and awareness-raising.>
. Loans and donations of materials and equipment for CLT use.*®

However, CLT pilots also faced a number of challenges in engaging private sector
partners, including:

o Difficulty knowing who to approach.

J Difficulty selling the benefits of CLT involvement. This was particularly true for
CLTs without a strong profile.

CLT pilots overcame these challenges in a variety of ways. Successful private sector
partnerships were facilitated by:

o Engaging partners through existing links and networks, as discussed above.

o Inviting private sector partners to CLT pilot events to aid networking and raise
the pilot’s profile.

o Raising the profile of CLTs and getting media attention to build a case for
partnership.
o Offering organisations a lighter-touch partnership arrangement, with less

involvement and reduced time commitment. For example, B&Q had varying levels
of involvement with the different CLT pilots. In the West of England CLT, B&Q was
part of the partnership, invited to meetings and events and promoted as a company
providing DIY workshops through the CLT website and blog, though not as a Skills
Funding Agency-funded provider. This meant that B&Q did not receive funding for
delivering the 2 hour in-store workshops and learners participating in these B&Q
classes were not subject to the usual paperwork, quality procedures and ILR
recording requirements.

°2 NOCN is a national awarding organisation offering flexible, credit-based qualifications that are responsive
to learner needs and consist of individual units of assessment, each with an assigned level and credit value.
53 Progress towards demand-led workplace learning was in the early stages at the close of the evaluation but
was being actively developed during the final site visit.

* The Bristol B&Q was one of a group of B&Qs offering in-store DIY lessons to encourage more community
members to do DIY.

*® For example, B&Q provided gates, tools and plants for projects to ‘green’ back alleys in Blackburn and a
local firm loaned a digger for community use.
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o Engaging local representatives of national organisations rather than
approaching national organisations directly.

o Emphasising the benefits, including helping businesses get positive publicity,
meet their Corporate Social Responsibility obligations and recruit and retain a
skilled, motivated workforce. CLT pilots used this strategy to secure private sector
support for community projects and community learning activities in areas with a
large and dominant local employer, as in the Solihull and Birmingham case studies
above.

CLT pilots also thought that positioning the CLT as independent, charitable or ‘not
for profit’ could help secure private sponsorship. For example, in West Sussex, the
CLT pilot hoped to attract private sponsorship through partners such as the local football
club. They felt that the CLT’s social enterprise status meant requests for sponsorship were
viewed more positively than if the approach had been made by a Local Authority or an FE
college.

4.4 Building and maintaining successful partnerships

Overall, CLT pilots thrived when they:
o Invested the time and contact required to establish rapport and understanding

o Established strong working structures — including a clear lead organisation as
well as a lead individual, and clear working protocols

o And engaged in a range of activities to establish the CLT pilot’s identity, boost its
profile, and retain partner motivation.

The factors contributing to CLT success included:

4.4.1 Investment

Establishing effective partnerships took time and energy,® sometimes more than
CLTs had initially expected, in order to agree the purpose and role of the partnership, build
rapport and develop trust. Even where CLTs were renewing existing partnerships — such
as in Exeter CLT where the organisations had worked together previously but the
relationship had not been maintained - it took time to re-build trust between all the
partners.

Investment in regular contact, ideally face to face, was critical. Regular CLT meetings
provided the opportunity for the rapport building and brainstorming necessary to deliver the
partnership benefits detailed above. However, travelling time could be a constraint.

% For example, in Brighton the Adult Learning Group had been working in partnership for about 10 years.
Brighton partners encouraged other CLTs to be patient, and to accept that partnerships take time to form
and work effectively.
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Partnership meetings were regarded by some partners (particularly in more rural areas) as
a demand on time which had yet to show any benefits. Remote conferencing, e.g. through
Skype, was raised as a potential solution. However, there was no evidence of its
widespread use at the time of the final visit.

“Put people in a room and there’s an opportunity to share information” (CL Cumbria)
“It takes time and energy to build up those relationships” (Comparison area 2)

At the close of the evaluation, some partnerships were also still getting to grips with each
other’s culture and language — and at times clashing in their beliefs and strategies. There
was a clear need to invest time and energy in the initial stages of setting up a partnership
and to be patient during the process of developing shared understanding and agreed ways
of working.

“Just give us some time to make this work....another year at least, to show us that
there’s real commitment.” (Liberate)

“The partnership hasn’t evolved enough yet.” (Comparison area 1)

However, it was evident that the more mature partnerships, such as West of England and
Liberate, had successfully navigated the early stages of partnership building.

4.4.2 Structure
Overall, leadership and clear working protocols are key to driving partnerships forward

and are therefore critical to the success of any new or existing partnerships.

Leadership

As discussed in Section 3.4.1, a clearly defined lead organisation was the foundation for
a successful partnership. Successful CLTs also tended to have a strong lead individual
— ideally, someone who had community learning as a large part of their professional role
and time to drive forward CLT activities and partnerships.

“It needs someone to push things through, someone with charisma and strong
leadership skills to keep us all going.” (Anonymous)

This lead individual helped to ensure that:

o There was a clear coordinator of partnership activity, e.g. setting up meetings,
timetabling and making sure that deadlines were being met.

o CLTs carried out actions and implemented decisions efficiently, e.g. allocating
responsibility for recruiting new partners and arranging activities.

o The CLT had a ‘face’, e.g. helping raise its profile through local and national
events, and making it easy for potential partners to make contact.
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o CLTs used face-to-face time efficiently, e.g. running meetings professionally, with
clear agendas and effective time management to make good use of everyone’s
time.

In CLTs without a clear leader, there tended to be less efficient coordination of partnership
working, which could result in confusion about roles and responsibilities and a tendency for
projects to get delayed. One CLT contemplated using part of their funding to hire a
designated co-ordinator but this did not happen because funds were needed for delivery.
Lack of visibility or accessibility of leaders could also cause problems or result in partners
feeling lost and not knowing who to go to with their questions and concerns.

“l don’t know who to approach. I've voiced my concerns... but nothing seemed to
happen... that’s where | feel that they've (lead partner) lost their way a little”
(Anonymous)

Clear working protocols

To achieve success, CLTs needed to manage the risks of competition between partners®’
and focus on their respective strengths. Some overcame this challenge by developing
working protocols setting out how the partnership would work towards common
objectives and focus on shared values.

The most successful partnerships had identified potential risks to partnership working
and collaboratively set ground rules, sometimes formalised in a written protocol. A written
protocol could be shared with relevant staff and used to maintain the underpinning
principles of the partnership even during absences or in the event of staff changes.>®
Documenting agreed ways of working in this way could also help head off any potential
disagreements — or draw a line under problems that had already occurred - and provide
clarity for future joint working.

“You play nicely together and then there’s a bidding opportunity and then all the nice
playing stops. What’s our approach to that?” (Anonymous)

The following elements characterised successful protocols for partnership working:

o A plan of action to deal with difficult situations and competition, for example
when various partners wanted to bid individually for grant funding rather than
through the CLT, or when decisions had to be made about duplication of provision.

“At the last board meeting two providers had collided doing the same thing and | asked
the question ‘how should we behave in those situations?’ What we agreed to do was
produce a protocol — it was a brilliant discussion” (West of England CLT)

o Commitment to trust, openness, transparency and equanimity. This included
ensuring that partners, even partners with less ‘clout’, were given an equal say in

*" For example, some Local Authority partners found that non-leading college partners found it difficult to
square the CLT community learning objectives with their core business priorities.
%8 West of England had created a documented protocol by the time of the final site visit.
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discussions, were listened to and had the opportunity to influence future plans.
Successful partnerships also took the time to work out priorities and work through
differences of opinion.*® It was crucial that meetings were chaired by a skilled
moderator or chair who would allow for discussion and debate and manage conflict.
This helped to set the ground rules and demonstrate that the CLT practised ‘trust,
openness, transparency and equanimity’.

“We were able to get the stakeholder parties involved because they genuinely had a
say in how to do the local plan for next year” (Derby CLT).

o Commitment from representatives who had the power to make decisions. In
order to progress, partners needed to know that organisations’ representatives had
the level of seniority to make decisions and were committed to attending meetings.
Where substitutes attended, for example during busy periods, there was often
stagnation and/or loss of continuity.

o Agreed quality assurance standards and lines of accountability. peveloping and
maintaining the quality of provision across all delivery partners required early
consideration, backed by training, development and clear Service Level
Agreements®. This could involve difficult conversations between partners,
particularly when standards needed boosting. However, it was also crucial to avoid
introducing heavy bureaucratic loads for partners — particularly new partners and
those offering very short courses - in order not to overwhelm them or their
learners.®' As CLT partnerships matured, partners tended to develop more
consistent approaches to quality assurance, e.g. tutor meetings, learner feedback
and appraisals. This helped partners share effective practice and also provided
support for smaller providers.

“The partnership is really hard in operational terms because they’re partners and not
your staff; therefore you have no control over their behaviour and attitude... Lines of
accountability have to be introduced” (Community Learning in Cheshire).

4.4.2 Activities

Building on good leadership and clear working protocols, partnerships tended to thrive
when CLTs:

o Established a clear identity. CLTs typically formalised their identity in the form of a
brief mission statement or explanatory note. This document provided a succinct
description of the CLT for a variety of stakeholders, e.g. existing partners, potential
new members, Councillors and Local Authority managers, to assist with
engagement. Developing CLT branding, such as a name and logo, was also
useful, giving stakeholders something to refer to and helping reinforce the CLT’s

% For instance, a college might be culturally driven by contracts and the employability agenda whilst other
anrtners had an emphasis on wider community benefits and building confidence.

For example, Sunderland’s Achieving Excellence Programme — see Case Study 2, Appendix Il.
¢ Providers received constant criticism from tutors and learners about the paperwork and quality procedures
getting in the way of learning.
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separate identity.®® In some cases CLTs also developed dedicated websites, partly
to signpost provision across their area but also to support CLT branding and
marketing.®®

“It’'s (the logo) something for people to hook on to.” (Comparison area 2)

° Held a launch event to celebrate the establishment of the CLT partnership,
strengthen partner buy-in, set the ball rolling with regard to networking and provide
an opportunity for brainstorming. These events also helped partners and other
stakeholders put faces to names and build rapport. Launch events tended to be
well-attended and often attracted senior professionals®*, helping to raise CLTs’
profiles.®® It helped to hold the events in public venues and engage local media
beforehand.

o Engaged in regular celebration of achievements, including award ceremonies
and public events. Many CLTs held ceremonies and conferences in Adult
Learners Week to celebrate the achievements of learners, tutors, volunteers and
providers. These events helped celebrate the partnership, motivate stakeholders,
and make the achievements of the CLT more tangible — often helping to attract
additional partners. They also served as important opportunities to revitalise and
reinvigorate partnerships, reminding all partners about the impact and importance of
their community learning activities.

62 For example, in Derby the ‘Learning for Living’ name and logo were felt to be useful in terms of supporting
the CLT’s identity. In one of the comparison areas, the logo and branding it had developed helped the
Eartnership to ‘feel cohesive.’

3 Learning Champions in Cheshire used websites and an interactive forum to showcase their activities.
Others had plans for these, sometimes making use of partners’ human resource, such as apprentices. A
number of CLTs had delayed their website launch because they had underestimated the time and resource
needed to create and maintain it.
® These included representatives from the Council, Skills Funding Agency, and various partners and

roviders.

EE’ For example, Luton and Bedfordshire’s December launch and consultation event was attended by 100
potential partners. West of England’s launch event attracted a similar number of people and featured in the
local press.
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CHAPTER 4 SUMMARY

Strategies and achievements in effective partnership development

A partnership approach was critical to securing an effective community learning
offer in a given locality. CLTs facilitated a number of partner and provider
meetings to think more strategically about the offer across areas, within smaller
geographical areas, and/or for various themes and audience types. They were
successful in attracting a wide variety and types of partners.

Partnerships brought a range of benefits to CLTs in terms of meeting their
community learning objectives — helping them to develop a more strategic, efficient
community learning offer, secure additional funding via grants and tenders, attract
new learners, generate Pound Plus, and share decision-making. Joined up
working helped providers spread ideas and inspire each other to experiment with
their curriculum, course titles and marketing.

Building successful partnerships required investment of time, energy and
staff. CLTs reinvigorated old partnerships and used these as platforms to bring in
other partners. Most also worked strategically to develop new partnerships, taking
advantage of the staff skills available internally for partnership building, and
adapting their approach depending on the type of partner in question. Across the
pilot, CLTs used a range of methods to overcome the challenges of recruiting and
maintaining specific partnerships.

CLTs worked best where one individual and organisation took the role of
lead and coordinator. This lead person could be ‘the face’ of the CLT, helping to
raise its profile and drive progress.

CLTs established their profile and identity through branding, ‘mission
statement’ documents, launch events and local media. Profile-raising often also
helped CLTs attract local partners.

CLT partners working together outside the CLT helped build stronger
partnerships and helped CLT pilots win grants and be successful in their tenders
for work.

Key challenges in effective partnership development

Time, effort and face-to-face contact was needed to establish effective
partnerships to the point where partnerships were ‘performing’ rather than
‘forming’ or ‘norming’, a key challenge for CLTs. CLTs tried to speed up this
rapport building period by formalising partnerships with a name, identity, logo and
by using documents, maps and charts to describe the structure and identify ‘go-to
people’ within each task group.

A tension between Local Authorities and FE colleges was evident in some
areas; different cultures and business needs could make partnership work more
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difficult. Protocols for partnership working, either verbal or formally
documented, were useful in overcoming this challenge because they outlined a
shared vision, values and ground rules for future working.

Partnership with private sector organisations proved challenging for some
CLTs in terms of finding appropriate contacts and ‘selling’ the benefits of
involvement. This was overcome by:

o Engaging partners through existing links and networks, and working
strategically to target more than one type of partner at a time. For example,
by collaborating with universities, CLTs also developed links with employers
and private sector organisations;

o Providing options for varying levels of involvement in the CLT,;
o Approaching businesses through local branches of national organisations;

o Engaging in launch events and securing local media attention to help raise
the CLT’s profile. This helped attract the attention of local businesses and
gave CLTs the opportunity to make a strong case for joining the partnership
and describe its benefits for the employer, their employees, their recruitment
efforts and reputation within the community.

Lessons learnt and implications

Effective partnerships are the cornerstone of any CLT or joined up approach to
delivering community learning in a locality. CLTs were all in different stages of partnership
working and keen to pass on the insights gained from their experience. A clear message
from the pilots was the need for patience, because partnerships take time to be effective.

Guiding principles for those looking to create and maintain effective partnerships include:

Ensure there is a clear leader and arrangements for overall management.

Utilise existing partnership arrangements to increase the partnership base,
for example, if a university and private sector company already have links, joining
their partnership will secure two new partners who might be difficult to recruit
separately. Current partners can also take responsibility to ‘snowball’ new
contacts.

Recognise and engage people who have the skills to help to expand the
partnership through their positive attitude, skills and hard work.

Where possible, streamline the bidding process to make it easier to attract VCS
partners.

Explore potential private sector links via universities, who often have good
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links with local employers, and via local branches of larger organisations.

Learn from other pilots’ successes in selling the benefits of community learning
involvement to private sector partners.

Formalise the partnership and each partner’s roles and responsibilities in a
document that is widely circulated, actively promoted and updated as soon
as new partners join. Include information about how potential partners can
contact people in the partnership, including individual project leads. This helps
partners understand that the partnership is tangible and that they have a clear role
in it.

Develop clear working protocols to head off potential disagreements or conflicts
of interest. This can be particularly helpful when dealing with partners who may
have a history of competing for contracts.

Celebrate achievements to invigorate the investment of each partner, create
opportunities for publicity, raise awareness of partnership activities and help attract
new partners.
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5 Targeting disadvantaged people

5.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a summary of CLT pilots’ approaches to targeting disadvantaged
people and increasing community learning capacity to meet their needs. Most CLT pilots
viewed the engagement of disadvantaged individuals and groups as a key part of their
work, and those working in Local Authority-led partnerships in particular had very useful
experience of reaching people who had had few opportunities to learn in the past.

Key issues explored in this chapter include:

o Strategies for targeting different types of disadvantaged people (Section 5.2)

o Cross cutting activities (Section 5.3)

o Bringing together learners from different backgrounds (Section 5.4)

o Signposting, marketing and IAG (Information, Advice and Guidance) (Section
5.5).

This chapter inevitably overlaps somewhat with the next chapter on sharing planning and
accountability and involving local people in decision making.

Overall, CLTs were successful in targeting more deprived learners over the pilot year. The
figure below (on the next page), based on returns from the Individualised Learner Record
(ILR), shows recruitment during 2012/2013. The red line records the number of learners
recruited in CLT areas from the 20% most deprived super-output areas in the country
(deprivation bands 1 and 2). In 2012/13 this number increased and the number of learners
from more affluent areas (bands 3 — 10) declined.
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Figure 3: Deprivation Profile Comparison
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CLT pilots used a wide range of strategies to target specific types of disadvantage, often
working with local Voluntary and Community Sector (VCS) organisations to better
understand people’s needs and provide a tailored experience for disadvantaged learners.
Peer research, conducted in conjunction with Development Officers® and VCS
organisations, was a particularly successful consultation method. Some CLT pilots also
used social prescribing approaches - in which key workers in health and social care
referred clients and patients into community learning — in order to reach disadvantaged
people. Plans were underway to formalise and expand on this approach.

Predictably, CLT pilots also found that families and individuals often experience several
types of disadvantage at one time. For example, people with mental health issues could
well be in a troubled family and involved with substance misuse (either misusing drugs or
alcohol or affected by misuse), reinforcing the rationale for cross-cutting government
initiatives such as the Troubled Families Scheme.

Alongside targeted courses, CLT pilots also continued to provide ‘universal’ provision,
bringing together learners from different backgrounds. Simple approaches, such as using

€6 Development Officers were found in Local Authority adult education services. They were typically
employed full or part time by the Local Authority with responsibility for specific geographical areas within their
authority. Their role involved supporting people to learn. However, this model was not used in all CLTs. In
some areas volunteer Community Learning Champions and other roles performed similar functions.
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venues with broad appeal, providing progression opportunities and having discounts built
into fee strategies, helped to ensure that disadvantaged learners were not excluded.

Finally, the chapter reviews how signposting, marketing and IAG (Information, Advice and
Guidance) was used to attract new people into learning and help existing learners to
progress. It explores the advantages of careful labelling and framing of provision to
maximise appeal, bringing learning to local people in local areas and using familiar and
friendly places to both signpost and offer classes.

5.2 Strategies to target different types of disadvantage

Disadvantaged people can be difficult to recruit and provide for. Overall, barriers
centred on:

o Learners needing to self-declare their status, for example in relation to their
mental health.

o Accommodating learners’ needs, for example, the way providers had to operate
did not easily accommodate